Shaking the Foundations:
The Shift in Scriptural Authority

in the Postmodern World
By Dr. Jim Denison

(Note: An earlier version of this essay appearddaniew and ExpositohAugust 4, 1998)

When the foundations are destroyed, what are thletebus to do? wanted to see for
myself. For years I'd read and heard about "podémosm,” a new way of seeing truth
and the world. Scholars claimed that this "panadghift” is leading to a world view
unlike any the church has encountered, and thrahders most of our ministry methods
obsolete. But | wasn't sure this shift was asater@ng as its prophets claimed.

So | arranged to send a film crew to interview pedp our community. The church |
pastored, Second-Ponce de Leon Baptist Churchlamiat Georgia, is in Buckhead, the
nightclub district of the city and only a mile frotine most popular hangouts for younger
adults. We asked some television ministry volursee take a camera and hit the streets.
They were to tell people they're making a docunrgrahout religion in America, but not
to tell them they're from a church. They simplkexs people what they thought of
religion, good or bad.

The result: we got several hours of the most deprgsdiscouraging footage I've ever
viewed. Again and again people called the chunegleivant and outdated. Three times
someone said the church is at least one hundrad peaind the times. They chided us
for our materialism and greed, our hypocrisy, aru$tnof all, our irrelevance. And while
only one person interviewed claimed any kind ofrchumembership, every person was
sure he or she was right. They were sure that thecthwas insensitive, irrelevant,
outdated. And we had no ministry response to tieen.

How did our society change so much, so quickly? atNi& this "postmodern” world in
which we now live? And what authority does theif@are possess in reaching such a
world?

Founding the" modern" world

For nearly twenty centuries the Christian church Ihailt its theology and ministry upon
the foundational belief that the Scriptures posses®rent authority for faith and

practice. Before we can understand how this fotiaddnas crumbled in this generation,
we must first know how it was built. Then we cae she cracks and respond to them.

The patristic and medieval authority structures

The first Christians held a clear and positive vigiwiblical authority. Peter's Pentecost
sermon presumed the binding authority of Old Testanprophetic literature; Stephen's
defense was largely a retelling of the biblicatdrg of Israel; James built the Jerusalem's
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council acceptance of the Gentile mission on Gddtdment prophetic texts; and Paul
could say that "All scripture is inspired by Go@"{imothy 3:16Y.

However, the authority structures of the Christiaovement soon shifted from the Bible
itself to the Scriptures as they are interpretedhigyChurch. Ignatius, bishop of Antioch
argued for the authority of the bishop over therchiand a "college" of bishops as the
ruling authority of the universal Churéh.

Irenaeus further identified the Roman Church as theseminent authority” in
Christendom, with her leaders emanating from Pater Paul through the bishops who
have succeeded them.

Soon (ca. 250) Cyprian of Carthage had separatetctbrgy” from the "laity” and made
his famous claim, "He can no longer have God ferRather, who has not the Church for
his mother® When Constantine made his conversion to Chrisgiam 312 and
subsequently legalized the church, the instituti@nahority of the Christian movement
was clearly defined as the Roman Church and hdetship.

Of course, this concept of ecclesiastical authontglded greatly the patristic and
medieval concepts of Scriptural authority. As Ggalve the Scriptures through the
Church, so (it was argued) he guided the Churchutir her leaders to the proper
interpretation and application of his word. Creettsuncils, and papal rulings became
the means by which the biblical materials were ustded and transmitted.

And so the Catholic foundation blocks of the modewrld were set in place: objective
truth and absolute authority structures, centendtie teachings of the Church.

The Reformation project®

In shorthand, the Protestant reformers soughtlezage authority with the Scriptures as
they are interpreted by the individual believer. illidm of Occam argued that the
revelation of God in Scripture is the authoritativasis for Christian faith, not the
authorities of the church. His position greatlyluenced Martin Luther, who studied
under professors committed to Occam's theology. fabt, Luther called Occam his
"beloved master."

Luther in turn made the famous claim, "Only the YH@&8cripture possesses canonical
authority.® He discounted in turn the claims of magistratdsjrch councils, church
fathers, bishops, and even the pope to authorigr dve Scripture¥. John Calvin
agreed: "God bestows the actual knowledge of himgein us only in the Scripture$”;
"Scripture has its authority from God, not from tieirch.

With the reformers' achievement the Protestant datian blocks of the modern world

were laid: a Bible which possesses objective megrtimeological positions which are
certain and true, and Scriptural authority whichinal and absolute.
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The " modern™ mind

While the religious world was experiencing this morental conflict between
ecclesiastical and Scriptural authority structuties, philosophical world was undergoing
a struggle equally foundational and far-reaching.

Rene Descartes, a Catholic mathematician with denge personal need to find
foundational truth, sought that truth which he conbt doubt. He determined that the
existence of the thinking self was the first truthich doubt could not deny. As a result,
he defined the human condition as one centeretiénatitonomous rational procéds.
The "rationalist” worldview followed Descartes' &on of authority within human
reason.

The empiricist reaction focused upon personal egpee as the true authority for
knowledge. John Locke asserted that the mind i bt with innate ideas (the
Cartesian system) but as a blank slategbala rasa” David Hume claimed that this
empirical method cannot lead to true and certaionkedge. Every belief is derived
from an object; our minds connect these objects tterns on the basis of the
appearance of unprovable causal relations. Weotatgfiend our reason by reason.

Immanuel Kant forged that merger between the rati@md the empirical worldviews
which organized the foundational building blocksneddernity into their final form. In
short, his truce between mind and senses combiottdifito a larger whole: the senses
furnish "raw data" which the mind organizes acaogdio categories within itself, and the
result is "knowledgei® However, according to this system we can haveaicer
knowledge only of the "phenomena” (those objectlwhre present to the senses of the
knower), not of the "noumena" (objects lying beyosednse experienc&). This
distinction would prove to be crucial for the latehift from the "modern” to the
"postmodern” world.

With the Kantian synthesis the philosophical fouratastones of the modern world were
laid beside the Catholic and the Protestant. lithete, truth is certain and available, and
epistemic authority is clear and absolute. Whethehority resides in the Church, the
Scriptures, or empirical knowledge interpreted araily, there is no question in the
modern mind about its objective character.

Remaking a " postmodern” foundation

These "modern” foundation stones contained with@mtselves unseen fissures; soon the
cracks would widen and the house would shift. Tdwndation would crumble, with
another built in its place.

The Kantian fissure

The philosophical problem was this: there existthmvithe Kantian synthesis a subjective
element undetected by most of its contemporarpWars. In short, if knowledge is the
result of our individual interpretation of our pensl sense experience, then in what sense
can this knowledge be objective? My sense impovassmay be different from yours.
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My interpretation of this data is personal and satiye as well. Not only can | not know
the "noumena" (the "thing-in-itself" which lies md my senses), | cannot claim
objective authority for my interpretation of thengmomena," either.

Soon two very different builders, one a striderti-&fristian and the other a very pious
theologian, would exploit this fissure.

Thefirst " postmoderns’

First we must consider Friedrich Nietzsche, the tr(pa saint of postmodern
philosophy.*® According to this critic of the Christian faitthe world is composed of
fragments, each one individual. We construct cptscevhich rob reality of its diversity
and individuality (such as forming the concept fldar leaves, an idea which can never
do justice to the diversity of leaves). These emts or laws are actually illusions or
convenient fictions? "Truth" is solely a function of the language waptoy and exists
only within specific linguistic contexts. It is fanction of the internal workings of
language itseff® The authority structure of the Church, whethetteeed on the Bible or
the Church's teachings, is therefore unfoundedraglévant.

Nietzsche's hermeneutical insights parallel Frikdchleiermacher's earlier theological
assertions. According to this "father of theoladjitiberalism,” biblical texts are not
systematic theological treatises but reflectionghefminds and contexts of their authors.
The interpreter must move behind the text to ithats mind. The work of theology is
therefore to "abstract entirely from the specifiontent of the particular Christian
experiences?*

And so an entirely different epistemological foutioia began to be laid by Nietzsche and
Schleiermacher, one which rejected the objectivielimg blocks of the modern world for
a knowledge base centered in subjectivity. Inrtheew, truth is not absolute and
objective but relative and individual. Recent pedphers of language would soon finish
this foundation and build a new house on it.

Finishing the new foundation

According to Wilhelm Dilthey, hermeneutics functeomn a circle. We comprehend
language by understanding its words, yet these svdedive their meaning only within
their holistic context? Objectivity in interpretation cannot be achievadd should not

be desired.

Hans-Georg Gadamer agreed that the interpreter Must the horizons.” Meaning
emerges only as the text and interpreter engageadiatogue, a "hermeneutical
conversation?® Because each reader will conduct his or her ownversation with the
text, objective meaning is obviously impossible.

Ludwig Wittgenstein rejected his earlier languadelgsophy (built on a scientific,

mathematical, positivistic hermeneutic) for a vieiWlanguage as "game." Social rules
determine the use of words and their meaning. uageg is a social phenomenon which

Dr. Jm Denison, President, Center fomteid FaithywninformedFaith.com  Copyight © 2009. Pagd




derives its meaning from social interactfénSince each "player" works from personal
and subjective rules, there can be no objectivieaaty within any speech act.

The "structuralists" further developed the sociatune of language. According to
Ferdinand de Saussure, language is like a workusiarin which we focus on the whole
work, not the individual performers of the musiganAs social constructs, texts are
developed to provide structures of meaning in animggess existence. These structures
form the foundation for hermeneutical theory anacfice?®

The movement known as "deconstructionism” movecd duether toward subjectivity:
meaning cannot be inherent in a text or speechbattemerge®nly as the interpreter
enters into dialogue with the authibr. One significant role of the contemporary
interpreter is to deconstruct the modern epistegioé structures with their mythical
claims to objective authority.

In this century language philosophers have largdigcarded the hermeneutical
foundations which undergirded speech and faithesithe time of Christ. Claims to

objective truth and absolute authority have beamdised, whether their source is the
Church, the Scriptures, or interpreted experiende. their place we have seen the
construction of a foundation and building calle@spnodern.” The implications of this

project for Scriptural authority are historic andmmental.

Building a postmodern world

The "postmodern” movement which has resulted fraich Soundational shifts is still
evolving and ill-defined! However, three names stand above the rest inretaind
significance: Michel Foucault, Jacques Derrida, Richard Rorty?

Michel Foucault: unmasking motives

Michel Foucault (1926-1984) was the most signiftcandge figure from Nietzsche to
the postmodern worlf. His ideas relative to hermeneutics can be grotpethree
categories.

First, hisepistemologyrejected the Enlightenment claim to objective klemlge. With
Nietzsche, we must focus on the individual andshecific. Therefore, language cannot
express universal truth but only the personal a&pee of its user and/or interpreter.

Second, hisanthropology humans use language to express and to gain poVith
Nietzsche, the basic human drive is the 'will tovppn' To name something is to exercise
power over it. We seek knowledge for the poweagives us. The goal of hermeneutics
should therefore be to unmask those power driveshncreated the text before us.

Third, his historiography we create history to make or preserve those rmgkhi
worldviews which enhance our power and status. r&ieno objective "world" behind
our historical recording of its events; we chooshkiclw events to report and the
interpretation we give them based on our ambitenpgower. "Truth" is the fictional
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fabrication of those who claim it. The result fanguage should therefore be to
introduce discontinuity into the reader's liferijag him or her into admitting that life is
chaotic and subijective.

Jacques Derrida: deconstructing " reality"

Jacques Derrida critiques the Enlightenment oniolagth the approach known as
"deconstructionism®  While Foucault's epistemology leads to his viefMamguage,
Derrida's ontology serves as the foundation forhbois epistemology and his
hermeneutics.

According to Derrida, there is no fixed or univérszality. Not only can we make no
objective claims to knowledge, given the subjectiature of the interpretive process;
thereis no independent reality to describe. No "worldises; only your world and my

world. "Onto-theology," the attempt to articulatetological descriptions of reality, must
be abandoned.

We "create" our own world by speaking of it. Laage possesses no fixed meaning and
IS not connected to a fixed reality. Our wordsrad carry meaning ("logocentrism");
rather, theycreateit.

For instance, the device on which | am typing theseds is either a word-processor, a
fancy typewriter, or a strange box which makes gmupclicks, depending entirely on
whether |, my grandfather, or my preschool friemdéscribing it. We cannot get beyond
the words to the "reality," for the words creatattteality for us.

As a result, the work of interpretation has agydal the deconstruction of logocentrism.
We must admit the absence of transcendent realdyf@us only upon the text itself as it
speaks to us personally. We must deconstruct mw wf language which posits an
objective world beyond our words. As we live wille anxiety produced by the absence
of transcendent truth we come to terms with lifatasuly is. And as we deal with the
text separate from its author's intention or argingt to represent objective truth, we
reconstruct our own world.

Language is therefore the door to whatever measipgssible for us.

Richard Rorty: building pragmatic community

Richard Rorty, one of America's most popular plufdsers, completes the postmodern
foundation by demonstrating its pragmatic usefidnésr our daily lives® While
Foucault and Derrida develop their language theoryhe basis of their epistemologies,
Rorty bases both his epistemology and his pragrpatigram on his view of language.

Rorty agrees with Foucault and Derrida that languiaga matter of human convention,
not the mirror of an objective reality. All langg&is derived from and dependent upon
its context, and is thus subjective and relatiiRarty's contribution to postmodernism is
his extension of this foundational conviction ®larger pragmatic consequences.
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Because no foundational truths or "first principlesist apart from our linguistic creation
of them, we must develop our personal ways of a@piith reality as we see it. "Truth"
for us is what works for us. Language is theretorée judged by its pragmatic value,
not its supposed representation of objective realitanguage is a tool for interpreting
and coping with life.

Four results for language follow. First, langu@gequally valuable and useful regardless
of its field of use. Science is no more objectivan ethics, for instance. No one genre of
speech act possesses meaning of greater valuaribérer.

Second, language and the life it creates and irgexjis best viewed in narrative context.
No speech act stands alone. Every context is teahpod contingent.

Third, language functions best as the creator afraanity. As we tolerate and affirm
other speech acts and the realities they creatéoster a larger sense of acceptance. As
we share common linguistic experience, we forgeraraon life. Given that no objective
reality stands outside our linguistic interpretata our own experience, such community
is our best hope for belonging and meaning.

Fourth, this pragmatic language theory possessesdpacity to lead us to a kind of
postmodern utopia. Once we have banished our pdixern, manipulative attempts to
require and enforce one particular view of readihd truth, we will be free to live in a
society built on tolerance and mutuality. Suchastmodern hope offers an enticing,
accessible, and nonjudgmental alternative to thes@mn eschatology built upon our
acceptance or rejection of a single Way, Truth, lafel

To sum up, the postmodern worldview is built upbreé foundation stones. First, the
ontological and epistemological belief that no itgadxists independent of the linguistic
interpretation of our personal experiences. Secthlinguistic belief that we literally
create our own worlds by the speech we employ tecride and interpret these
experiences. And third, the pragmatic belief thath language acts, when affirmed as
mutually acceptable and equally valuable, forgeomraunity of tolerance and shared,
created purpose.

The Biblein postmodern hands

These foundation stones stand alongside and, faryma place of the foundational
convictions upon which Christendom was built. Bkln an objective world as created
by God, described and interpreted through the aiéhiwe Scriptures, is fast losing
credibility in contemporary culture. But the posiern interpreter does not stop with
constructing an alternative worldview to that o€ tBible; he or she then proceeds to
reinterpret the Scriptures themselves in lighthef postmodern projeéi.

This postmodern approach to biblical authority eenin two agendas. First, we must
examine previous uses of the Bible and critiquer thieaknesses. Postmoderns work
hard to expose the "dark underside of Scripturedysvthe Bible has been used to
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engender obscurantism, racism, sexism, and awhanism. In their view, much of the
oppression so common to our culture has its reotsiodern” uses of biblical authority.
Men have cited the Scriptures in their continuiffgreto subjugate women; the wealthy,
to use the poor; the powerful, to oppress the weadterosexuals, to condemn
homosexuals; and so on. We must unmask all suslepmotives for what they are, and
disabuse the Bible of such manipulative uses.

This critical function extends beyond such histarienisuse of biblical authority,
however, to the assumptions within the Scriptutesmiselves. Wherever the biblical
authors intended intolerance, their texts must dedeologized.” Much as Bultmann
sought to expose the myths inherent in the text fned the overarching, relevant
principles of Scripture from such first-century ¢himgs, so the postmodern interpreter
seeks to liberate the inclusive message of loven fomndage to ignorant or oppressive
intolerance. As a result, much of the work of pusdlern exegesis lies in identifying and
discarding noninclusive ideology, whether imbedafethe text or in Christian tradition.

The second agenda within postmodern biblical heeuges is to define the authority of
religious literature properly. As we have seerstpmderns do not locate such authority
within the belief that the Bible reflects and relfgean objective reality. Rather, they
center biblical authority in the ways it is usedthg ecclesial community to foster a new
kind of corporate existence. Whenever the textkwdo help the reader create and
understand his or her own reality, it has functebweth authority. And when such
revelatory experiences cohere with those of otteelarger community is built.

Biblical interpretation now helps us understandseluwes, but it does not lead to
normative, objective truth. Our biblical tradit®possess authority only insofar as they
aid us in achieving insight for our situation aresds.

Four theological tasks result from this postmodéaw of biblical authority. First, we
seek central Christian symbols as they are ap@t@pfor the contemporary situation and
apply to the current plurality of needs. Second, lemove oppressive distortions and
judgmental illusions, whether they are native te text itself or imbedded in our
traditional understanding of the biblical material3hird, we use these symbols in a
prophetic critique of secularizing and/or oppresdiends within the contemporary faith
community and larger society.

Most of all, we seek a transcendent meaning anggser for the human community
without a transcendent source. We point to therdiry range of religious experiences and
seek to further conversation and dialogue in hapfediscovering mutual, pragmatic
meaning and purpose. This program clearly lacksoptimism and catalytic energy of
Christendom's "Kingdom-building" mission. But ftimose who believe there is no
objective Kingdom, it is the most popular altermatavailable today.

An apologetic for biblical authority
How shall evangelicals respond to this alternatieldview and its threat to objective
biblical authority? Is it possible to defend tod2gul's absolute claim that "all Scripture
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is inspired by God"? What follows is a brief sketaf such an apologetic, approaching
an engagement with postmodernism along both piplusal and pragmatic lines.

First, a philosophical response. Unfortunatelye @pproach to postmodernism among
evangelicals is to accept its foundational belgefd attempt to build a Christian structure
upon them. This results in an intensely subjectarth which possesses no intrinsic or
objective merit for others. Fortunately, there atfeer ways.

| suggest that the postmodern rejection of objectituth contains within itself the
fissures which may lead to its collapse. In briefio objective truth exists, how can |
accept this assertion as objectively true? Acogrdio postmoderns, no statement
possesses independent and objective truth. Anthggtreceding statement is held to be
independently and objectively true. This seemst dike the ancient skeptics (ca. 500
BC) who claimed, "There is no such thing as cetyaamd we're sure of it."

A second philosophical critique of postmodernismtees in its rejection of objective

ethics. Since all ethics are purely pragmatic ematextual, no ethical position can be
judged or rejected by those outside its culturethis be so, then how are we to view
events such as the Holocaust? Within the intax@etulture of the Third Reich,

Auschwitz and Dachau were pragmatically necessadyparposeful. And yet they stand
as the quintessential rejection of the toleranak ianlusion so valued by postmoderns.
The postmodern must choose between his insistendactusion and his rejection of

intolerance. Logically, he cannot have both.

The postmodern rejection of objective biblical awity thus rests upon illogical and
mutually contradictory foundational principles. i¥hapagogic" apologetic (defending
one's position by exposing the weaknesses of fiermgnts) may prove effective with the
postmodern who values logical consistency.

If, however, our postmodern friend simply shrugs $teoulders and says, "So what"? we
can turn to a pragmatic response. Here the pogmagjection of modernity is in our

favor. The chief obstacle to faith posed by motgrwas its insistence on empirical

proof and scientific verification. The postmodegjects such a materialist worldview,

insisting that all truth claims are equally (thougkatively) valid. The result is a

renewed interest in spirituality unprecedented un century. While this contemporary

spirituality is unfortunately embracing of all altatives, at least Christianity can
function as one of these options.

How can we make an appeal for biblical authoritysuth a marketplace of spiritual
competitors? By reversing the "modern” stratedy. modernity we told our culture,

"Christianity is true; it is therefore relevant aatfractive.” We invited nonbelievers to
accept the faith on the basis of its biblical, cbye merits. "The Bible says" was all the
authority our truth claims required.

In the postmodern culture we must use exactly fhosite strategy: our faith must be
attractive; then it may be relevant; then it mighttrue (at least for its followers). If we
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can show the postmodern seeker for spiritual meatiat Christianity is attractive,
interesting, and appealing, he will likely be willi to explore its relevance for his life.
When he sees its relevance for us, he may decidey tid for himself. And when it

"works," he will decide that it is true for him. eHwill then affirm the authority of the
Scriptures, not in order to come to faith but baesle has.

Remembering our future

Can such an approach be effective? If we jettman"truth first" approach to biblical
authority and begin by appealing to our culturetlom basis of attractive relevance, will
we abandon our Scriptural heritage? No--we willime to it.

We live in a postmodern, post-denominational, fististian culture. The first
Christians lived in a pre-modern, pre-denominatiopee-Christian world. They had no
hope of taking the gospel to the "ends of the &drthbeginning their appeal to the
Gentiles with biblical authority. The larger Greekorld shared the postmodern
skepticism of any absolute truth claim, let alohese made on the basis of Hebrew
scriptures or a Jewish carpenter's teachings. santhe apostolic Christians build their
evangelistic efforts on personal relevance andtiacministry®® The result was the
beginning of the most powerful, popular, and faetang religious movement in history.

| am convinced that we are now living in a cultur®re like that of the apostolic
Christians than any we have seen since their @hgy had no buildings or institutions to
which they could invite a skeptical world, and Beyt wentto that world with the gospel.
They had no objective authority base from whichwiork, so they demonstrated the
authority of the Scriptures by their attractivergmmal relevance. We now live in a day
when nonbelievers will not come to our buildingdisten to our appeals on the basis of
Scriptural authority. But when we show them thagmnatic value of biblical truth in our
lives, ministries, and community, we will gain aahieg.

Postmodernity offers us a compelling opportunity "temember our future.” To
remember the biblical strategies upon which thagian movement was founded, and to
rebuild our ministries on their foundation. To reowito our postmodern future on the
basis of our premodern heritage.

Every person we interviewed in Atlanta wanted tees thing: a faith which is practical,

loving, and hopeful. The tragedy is that our chescdid not offer them this biblical truth
in a way which was attractive and relevant. Thedyeews is that we can.
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1 Will and Ariel Durant, the famous historians, ermade a telling confession about the recordirtgstéry: "The historian
always oversimplifies, and hastily selects a maahlgeminority of facts and faces out of a crowdadls and events
whose multitudinous complexity he can never quitdeace or comprehendTlie Lessons of Histofilew York: Simon
and Schuster, 1968] 12). Never was their commemerappropriately applied than to what follows here

The literature dealing with the history and methofibiblical interpretation is, of course, volumis We smile
today at H. Wheeler Robinson's statement in 1948hérmeneutics is "a rather neglected branch ldfdai study at the
present time" ("The Higher Exegesisurnal of Theological Studie®! [1943] 143). Among the many good historical
treatments of biblical interpretation the followiage recommended: John Rogerson, Christopher Rdwéendl Barnabas
Lindars,The Study and Use of the Bible: The History of &tam Theologyed. Paul Avis, vol. 2 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1988); Robert M. Grant with David Trady,Short History of the Interpretation of the BipBel ed. rev. (n.p.: Fortress Press,
1984 [1963]); A. Berkeley Mickelseimterpreting the BibléGrand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1963) 20-581e3aC.
Denison,Seven Crucial Questions About the BifNashville, Tennessee: Broadman and Holman, 1893)36; and the
classic text, Frederic W. Farr&fistory of Interpretation(Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker, 1961). Excelkenicles include
John P. Newport, "Representative Historical andt@mporary Approaches to Biblical Interpretatiéajth and Mission 3
(Spring 1986) 32-48; and Justo L. Gonzalez, "HoavBible Has Been Interpreted in Christian Traditldvew
Interpreter's Bible(Nashville: Abingdon, 1994) 1:83-106.

2 All references, unless otherwise noted, are fitterNew Revised Standard Version of the Bible.

3 In theEpistle of Ignatius to the Smyrnaedreswrote, "Let the laity be subject to the deactims deacons to the
presbyters; the presbyters to thebishop; the bish@phrist, even as He is to the Father” (ch. bdter in this chapter
Ignatius claimed, "Nor is there any one in the Chugreater than the bishop, who ministers as atpieeGod for the
salvation of the whole world."

4 Williston Walker, professor of ecclesiasticaltbiy at Yale University, states that "By the sidiicade of the second
century monarchical bishops had become well-nigharsal" (A History of the Christian Churgt3d ed. [New York:
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1970] 42).

5 Irenaeus spoke of "that tradition derived form #ipostles, of the very great, the very anciemt,uariversally known
Church founded and organized at Rome by the twd glosous apostles, Peter and Paul; as also ttiegeeached to men,
which comes down to our time by means of the sgiors of the bishops." Then he added, "It is aenaif necessity that
every Church should agree with this Church, on astof its preeminent authorityA@ainst Heresie8:3:2).

6 De unitate ecclesiasticugh. 6. For an excellent discussion of the "cleigythe patristic era see A. Di Berardino,
"Clergy, Clerics,"Encyclopedia of the Early Churctrans. Adrian Walford (New York: Oxford UnivengiPress, 1992)
1:181-3.

7 Robert McNally, S.J., describes the early medierav of Scripture thus: "a sacred authority whiehs transmitted
through the activity of the monastic scriptoriundamderstood through the books of the monastiddifi#ca. The
monastic library, built on patristic tradition, pided intelligence of theacra paginawhile the monastic scriptorium
transmitted the text of Scripture, and togethehutitertainnova et veterathe new medieval commentaries and the old
commentaries of the Father§he Bible in the Early Middle AgéAtlanta, Georgia: Scholars Press, 1986 (1959)] 29

Mickelsen characterizes the medieval culture raggr8cripture thus: "Throughout the Middle Agesiprretation
is bound by a dull conformity. Church traditioarstls supreme. The Scriptures and the fatherssfi@ctions of sayings
gathered from both--were offered as supports fmdition. Philosophical theology and theologicalgdophy controlled
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