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Introduction

An undeniable relationship exists between the divine inspira-
tion of the Bible and the resulting canon of the Bible. Inspiration
is historically affirmed among Jews and Christians as the essential,
internal quality of Scripture from which its authority derives.
While some insistent voices deny any connection between inspira-
tion and canonization,” the opposite point of view is even more
widely held.2

In this century extensive discussion on the question of the
biblical canon has heated up again, particularly since the 1960’s.’
Debate has been stimulated in part by the discovery of the Dead Sea
Scrolls® and because reinvestigations of canon questions have indi-
cated that the old critical consensus has significant flaws. Discus-
sions continue unabated into the present.5 A new consensus on the
canon is in the making.

One of the major issues revolves around the idea whether the
concept of “canon” and the canonization of the Bible is to be
radically separated from the concept of “Scripture”6 and not just
from the concept of inspiration. In regard to the OT it is said by
some scholars that the canon is not fixed until long after the
Christian era began some point between A.D. 90 to as late as the
fourth century AD

For the NT external criteria for canonization such as apos-

68

Hasel: Divine Inspiration and the Canon of the Bible 69

lolicity, orthodoxy, antiquity, catholicity, spiritual value and accep-
lance by the church are increasingly predominant.8 These criteria
lend to place the process of canonization and its authority into the
hands of the Church.

Origin of the Canon: On What Basis?

Human Agencies or Divine Agency? The matter of the
forces and/or sources which authorize biblical writings to be canoni-
cal are of crucial importance. The issue is whether (1) the Bible is
the product of human decisions based on socio-cultural norms and
cvents in the history of the past which can be reactualized in the
present, or whether (2) humans came to recognize the authority of
Scripture because of an inherent nature and quality of the writings
of the Bible as the self-authenticating, self-validating Word of God.

Did human agencies, that is, rabbis, bishops, councils, and/or
communities “determine” which of the Bible’s books belong to the
canon and, thereby, make it into Holy Scripture? The verb “deter-
mine” is used in the sense of formal decisions made on the basis of
immanent, non-supernatural socio-cultural norms. Alternatively,
did individuals, entities and/or communities “recognize” on the
basis of the internal nature and quality which writings were canoni-
cal?

Historically Protestants have held that the canonization of the
Bible of both the Old and New Testaments is the product not of
human beings but the work of the Holy Spirit which produced the
biblical books. By virtue of their inspiration, and its resultant
internal self-authentication and self-validation, biblical books were
“recognized” as canonical.

The verb “recognize” is distinctly different from the verb
"determine.” The former verb affirms the inherent supernatural
origin, nature, and authority of the biblical books as the cause for
(heir canonical status. Whereas the latter term “determine” is
meant to communicate the power of purely human authorization
of the canon by whatever religious, sociological and historical forces
nre considered to have been at work individually and/or collectively.
Similarly, was the canonization of the Bible a process.of develop-
ment over many years, even centuries? Was the OT canon formed
In three distinet stages as is widely supposed ever since a three-part
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canon was proposed by post-New Testament Judaism? Was the OT
canon fixed for the first time by vote of a Jewish synod/council in
A.D. 90?

Is the Bible the product of the Church?® Did the Roman
Catholic council fathers on April 8, 1546, at the Council of Trent,
close the biblical canon? In the latter case, the Church could have

n “open” canon as well as a “closed” one. The body which “closed”
the canon could alter the canon by the inclusion or exclusion of
additional books through subsequent decision(s).

Incarnational View of Scripture and Canon. The
Reformer Martin Luther (1483-1546) speaks of “the Word of God
[Scripture]” that “preserves the Church of God, 710 therewith
giving priority to the Bible over the Church. In the Reformation
view any authority must be tested by its fidelity to Scripture.

Indeed, the Bible manifests the incarnation of God’s Word in
written form, “the Holy Scripture is God’s Word, written, and so to
say ‘in-lettered,’ just as Christ is the eternal Word of God incarnate
in the garment of his humanity. And just as it is with Christ in the
world, as he i is v1ewed and dealt with, so it is also with the written
Word of God.”™ Luther evidently held a high incarnational view of
Scripture. The Bible is God’s Word “in-lettered.” A more recent way
of expressing this idea is to speak of the Bible as the “inscrip-
turated” Word of God.

The high incarnational view of Scripture holds that as “the
divinity and power of God are embedded in the vessel of Christ’s
incarnate body, so the same divinity and power of God are embedded
in Scripture, a vessel made of letters, ... In order to grasp the biblical
revelation in its fullness it is necessary to concelve of Scrlpture in
terms of the divine-human nature of Christ.”*2 Such an high view
of Scripture is based and grounded in a high view of the incarnation
where the earthly Jesus Christ is a manifestation of the indivisible
union of the divine and the human. In analogy with Jesus Christ,
the incarnate Son of God, the Bible consists equally of an indivisible
union of the divine and the human just as is manifested in the Son
of God.

Ellen G. White holds to a high incarnational view of the Bible
as well. She speaks of the very “union of the divine and the human”
as regards the Bible in analogy to that in the Son of God. She wrote,
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“The Bible, with its God-given truths expressed in the language of
men, presents a union of the divine and the human. Such a union
existed in the nature of Christ who was the Son of God and the Son
of man. Thus it is true of the Bible, as it was of Christ, that ‘the
Word was made flesh, and dwelt among us.” John 1:14. »13 Phe

“union of the divine and the human” of which the Bible is made up
nlso impacts on the understanding of the nature and development
of the canon. It follows that the canon cannot be simply perceived
(o be the result of human action or interest. The canonization
process is interwoven with the “union of the divine and the human”
of which the Bible partakes.

The Nature of the Canon

The Term “Canon” Defined. The English word “canon”
derives from the Greek ho kanon via the Latin. It has a Hebrew
background and is said to reach back even to ancient Sumerian. e

The term has a rich history of usage in both non- -Christian™®
and Christian circles.’® A basic meamng is prowded with such
designations as “measuringrod” or “measuring stick. »17«The word
[kanon] came to mean among the Greeks that which is a standard
or norm by which all things are judged and evaluated, whether the
perfect form to follow in architecture or the infallible criterion

e ; : 218
(kritérion) by which all things are to be measured.

In later Christian usage it came to mean the authoritative
(canonical) list of books which belong to the Bible.X®

It is important to understand that the later usage of “canon”
ns a “list” of books is but one definition of a later period for this
(erm. The earlier and more prominent usage of the term “canon”
ng the “rule,” “standard,” or “norm” for belief and practice is the
more significant one. As such the “canon” is the standard of in-
spired and holy Scripture by which Christian teaching and action
must be regulated.

New Testament Usage. The term “canon” is used in the NT
[our times (Gal 6:16; 2 Cor 10:13-16; some manuscripts contain the
word also in Phil 3:16). Galatians 6:16 reads, “As for those who will
follow this rule [kanon]—peace be upon them, and mercy, and upon
the Israel of God” (NRSV). Here the meaning of “canon” is the
“measuring rule””” by which all things of the new creation are

|




72 Journal of the Adventist Theological Society

measured. It is the “norm” and “standard” or “measure of assess-
ment”?! by which one’s own action and those of others are
measured. In Philippians 3:16 the word is employed in the same
sense.

The passage of 2 Corinthians 10:13-16 is linguistically difficult
to translate; there is some ambiguity. However, Paul seems to
defend his apostolic authority by noting that he has a “canon” “or
standard for his work and for the associated claim to apostolic
validity which he has not conferred on himself but received from
God.”™ The “canon” or “standard” is not of his own making but
given to him by God.

Post-NT Usage. The designation “canon” is used in post-New
Testament writings from the middle of the second century on in the
sense of a “measure of judgment” which is determinative for the
church in terms of what is true and what is false.

By the fourth century A.D. the term “canon” came to be
applied to the list of writ1ng§4that belonged to and formed the body
of authoritative Scriptures.“” Thus, the word “canon” has come to
be defined within the Christian community as “the list of the
writings acknowledged by the Church as documents of divine
revelation.”

Historically the term “canon” refers to both the shape (nor-
mens normata) of the Scriptures and the authoritative function
(norma normens) of E’icripture.z6 “Canon” also means the authority
with which Scripture is used. The widely quoted Westminster
Confession, written in 1647 and one of the most influential creeds
of Calvinism, states in its article on Scripture, “All [of the sixty-six
books] whmh are given by inspiration of God, to be the rule of faith
and life.”?” What role does inspiration play in providing the
“canon” as normens normata, its essential quality, and its norma
normens, its norming function which is different from other docu-
ments which were not canonized?

The Scope of the Biblical Canon

The scope of the Bible—what books are included in it—is of
pivotal interest. There is a radical difference between Roman
Catholics (and certain Orthodox communions) and Protestants
regarding the books which belong the OT. On the other hand, there
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is full agreement among all Christians regarding the books which
belong to the NT.

The Development of the OT Canon. The post-NT three-
part division of the OT has been used as the foundation for the
widely held view that the canon of the OT developed in three stages
over a long period of time. It is claimed that the “law” (Torah) came
Lo be canonized first. Subsequently the “Prophets” (Nebi’im), and
in a final and third stage the Writings (Kethubim=Hagiographa)
were canonized.

A three-stage development of the OT canon “is completely
hypothetical: there is no evidence for it, either in the OT itself or
olsewhere.”?® This means that the widely held hypothesis or
ncholarly reconstruction of the supposed development of the OT
canon is simply that. There is no historical basis for it. Therefore,
it may be prudent not to assume too much as we think about the
(levelopment of the canon.

As an alternative view we suggest that the canon developed at
lhe very point when the biblical books were written under inspira-
lion. The origin of the biblical books by divine inspiration is the
nource for the recognition by contemporaries and later communities
(hat these books hold divine authority in themselves. Consequently,
divinely inspired writings are canonical from the beginning because
of their inherent nature as inspired documents. Thus, the authority
of the biblical writings manifested in their divine inspiration is the
root cause for the origin of the canon.

Roman Catholic Canon of the OT. The Roman Catholic
Church has a larger canon for the OT than the canon of the Hebrew
IBible with 39 books taken over by Jesus Christ and the apostles and
followed by Protestantism in general.

In April 8, 1646, at the Council of Trent, the Council Fathers
(etermined that the so-called deutero-canonical books such as
'Tobit, Judith, 1-2 Maccabees, Ecclesiasticus (Sirach), Baruch, Wis-
(om, and the Additions to Daniel and Esther were just as canonical
ns the other OT books. Since that time the designation “proto-
canonical” has been used for the 39 books of the OT canon which
I'rotestants and Catholics have in common and the designation
“deutero-canonical” has used for the books which only Catholies
recognize as canonical.
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According to the ‘Council of Trent both proto-canonical and
deutero-canonical writings have no distinction in quality, value and
importance. All recognized canonical writings are on the same level.
Thus the Roman Catholic Church has made a permanent ruling
regarding the extent and the qualitative value of the Bible for
Catholics.?

The decision of the Council of Trent poses two fundamental
questions which continue to divide true Protestantism from
Catholicism. (1) On what basis should the so-called deutero-canoni-
cal books, the additions to the canon in the Roman Catholic Bible,
be honored as Scripture? (2) On what basis is canonical authority
granted? Is it Scripture with its internal authority based on divine
inspiration? Or, is it the communal entity called the Church? Since
the Council Fathers decided what is Scripture, it is a given that they,
and with them the prior tradition of the Church, stand above
Scripture. Granting Scriptural books their canonical status, places
Church authority above Scripture authority.

Should Seripture, on the other hand, manifest an inherent,
divine authority based on its divine inspiration, which any later
religious community or church recognizes, then Scripture stands
above the religious community whether Jewish or Christian. To put
it in the words stated by many others: Does the Church create
Scripture? Or, does Scripture create and maintain the church? In
opposition to historic Reformation Protestantism the Council of
Trent maintained, and not su%nsingly, that “the canon cannot be
derived from Scrlpture itself.””" This position is nonnegotiable and
of essential importance for the superior authority claimed to be
vested in the Church, its magisterium and its tradition, as compared
to the position held consistently among mainline Protestants that
the Scriptures are self-authenticating.

Let us return to the question of the deutero-canonical books
which are part of the Roman Catholic Bible. The volume of material
contained in Tobit, Judith, Wisdom, Ecclesiasticus (Sirach),
Baruch, 1-2 Maccabees, and supplements to Esther and Daniel, is
about two-thirds the size of the NT. The debate does not revolve
about the usefulness of these writings. The debate focusses on the
matter of belonging to the Bible and having full Scriptural
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authority. Do these writings deserve a place in the “canon” of the
Bible?

In addressing this question we have to inform ourselves on a
number of items. First, these writings do not derive from biblical
“prophets.” This is to say that they are not inspired. Second, there
are historical contradictions between 1 Maccabees and 2 Maccabees.
It is generally acknowledged that there is a different level of ac-
curacy between 1 Maccabees and Judith, or even 2 Maccabees. Thus,
historical accuracy is compromised in these writings. Third, the
ndditions of Esther are found only in Greek manuscripts. No
original Hebrew manuscript or fragment thereof is known and it is
usually concluded that it was composed in post-OT times in Greek.
T'he books of Tobit and Judith existed only in the Greek language
ns well. The recognized canonical OT was written in
[Hebrew/Aramaic and not in Greek. Fourth, all so-called deutero-
canonical books were produced in a period of time subsequent to
the “prophetic period” which closed around 400 B.C.2 Flfth the
NT does not quote these books as it quotes the OT books.*2 The NT
recognizes as “prophetic” and inspired only the books which belong
lo the “law and the prophets,” but not the apocr%gha to which the
no-called deutero-canonical writings are counted.”” Sixth, the early
church fathers, many of whom quote Scripture as Scripture, do not
(juote these books on par with what they held as Scripture. Seventh,
the so-called deutero-canonical books were preserved in the North
African metropolis Alexandria, but not in Palestine. These wrltlngs
breath a different spirit as any reader can easily detect.>* Eighth,
the Hebrew canon contains 22 (respectively 24) books, that is, our
49 OT books, and these writings are not among them from the
onr llest times such numbers are mentioned®® to the post-NT list-
ings.>%In conclusion, the additional writings of the Roman Catholic
BBible do not merit to be on par with Secripture if the OT canon is
limited to those books which Jesus, the apostles, the Jews, and the
onrly Church recognized as Scripture.

“Biblical Inspiration” and Canon Formation

A sound methodology demands that we listen te.what the
biblical writings themselves have to say about their origin by divine
Inspiration. This is essential because biblical authority is based on
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inspiration and so is the canon. Since space limitations do not
permit a full-fledged study, we will try to make our presentation
representative of the Scriptural position.

Inspiration: the Testimony of the OT. The OT does not use
the word “inspired” or “God-breathed” (theopneustos). This lan-
guage is only employed by Paul. Nevertheless the OT strongly
maintains its divine origin.

The OT has its own way of speaking about its divine origin and
divine inspiration, and, thus, of its resultant canonicity. We refer to
some high points expressed by its own self-testimony.

1. “Prophet(s).” The Hebrew language used the term beyad,
“through,” literally “by the hand of,” to communicate that God
spoke “through” his “prophets” (nebi’im). Isaiah 20:2 says that “at
that time the Lord spoke through [beyad] Isaiah the son of Amoz.”
Jeremiah 37:2 reports that the people did not listen “to the words
of the Lord which He spoke through [beyad] Jeremiah the prophet
[nadbi’]” (cf. Jer 50:1). The “word of the Lord” came “through
[beyad]” Haggai (1:1, 3; 2:1) and Malachi (1:1). “The word of the
LORD, the God of Israel, which He spoke through [beyad] his
servant Jonah the son of Amittai, the prophet [rabi’], ...” (2 Kgs
14:25, NASB). Collectively it is stated that Yahweh warned Israel
and Judah “through [beyad] all his prophets [nebi’im]” (2 Kgs
17:13, cf. 23).

By the time of Ezekiel the Lord can speak of “the former days”
during which He spoke “through [beyad] My servants the prophets
of Israel, who prophesied in those days for many years” (Ezek 38:17,
NASB). In the book of Daniel the lamentation is expressed that
Israel refused to obey “the voice of the Lord our God” and the
“teachings [toroth] which He set before us through [beyad] His
servants the prophets” (Dan 9:10, NASB). This latter passage is
informative about what God has provided “through His prophets,”
namely, the Lords’s “voice” and His “teachings.” Prophets
“prophesy” (Ezek 38:17) and they provide divine “teachings” (Dan
9:10).

Yahweh spoke “through [beyad] His servants the prophets” (2
Kgs 21:10, NASB; cf. 2 Kgs 24:2; 2 Chron 29:25). The author of the
books of 1-2 Samuel is included among the “prophets” (1 Samuel
3:20) as is the well-known prophet Isaiah (Isa 37:2). In a com-
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prehensive summary statement Ezra speaks of the “command-
ments” of God which Israel had forsaken but which God “com-
manded by [beyad] Thy servants the prophets” (Ezra 9:10-11,
NASB).

It is noteworthy that “Thy Spirit” admonishes the people
“through [beyad] Thy prophets” (Neh 9:30, NASB). What the
“prophets” say is what the “Spirit” says.

The same designation beyad, “through” in the sense of “by the
hand” of, is used for God giving His “law” “through [beyad] Moses”
(Neh 8:14; 9:14; 10:29[30]). There are numerous passages which
simply state that God/Yahweh commanded or spoke “through
(beyad) Moses” (Josh 14:2; 20:2; 21:8; 22:9; Judg 3:4; 1 Kgs 8:53,
b6; 2 Chron 33:8; 35:6) or the “book of the law of the LORD given
by [beyad] Moses” (2 Chron 34:14, NASB) Both Moses, a “prophet”
himself, and the “prophets” are the agents “through (beyad)” whom
Giod revealed the “law and the prophets,” the OT.

“The Word of the LORD.” The phrase “the word of the
| ORD” (debar Yahweh) is used 269 times in twenty-eight different
books of the OT.>7 The parallel expressions, “words of the LORD”
(dibrey Yahweh), is used seventeen times in eight books®® and,
“words of God” (dibrey Eiohzm) appears three times. The phrase,

word of the Lord God” (debar Adonay Yahweh), appears a few
limes.2° So does the phrase, “word of God” (debar (ha)Elohzm)
More than 300 usages of these respective phrases testify to the fact
that the OT perceived itself as deriving from God. It is the “Word
of God.”

An investigation of these phrases reveals that they most fre-
(juently refer to visions and prophetic revelations. About 75% of the
usages refer to the divine words which came to the prophets,
including Abraham, Moses, and all the persons known as
“prophets” in the OT. In these instances the expressions mean most
often that the “word of Yahweh” is the “word of God” which the
prophet proclaims to his contemporaries and has written in his
hook.

These expressions indicate that what the prophet announces
is not simple “a word” from God. Rather, it “is always called the
word of God.”* Ludw1g Koehler, the famous lexicographer of the
Ilebrew language, has noted that in this usage “the real foundation
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of the biblical doctrine of inspiration of the Holy Scripture is to be
found.”

In approximately 20% of the usages, the phrase, “word[s] of
the LORD/God,” refers to the divine laws God gave to Israel,
including the Decalogue. The Ten Commandments are designated
as “the word of Yahweh” (Deut 5:5; 1 Chron 15:15; ete.)* or “the
words of Yahweh” (Exod 24:3-4; etc.).45

This conspectus of usages reveals that the OT extensively
presents itself as deriving from God as the “word of God” which
human “prophets” wrote in human languages.

3. “Declares the Lord.” A dominant phrase translated as
“declares the LORD/Yahweh” or “(thus) says the LORD/Yahweh”
is ne’um Yahweh. It appears no less than 364 times in the OT*

This phrase is extensively used in the prophetic books of the
OT. But it also appears in Genesis 22:16; Numbers 14:28; 1 Samuel
2:30; Psalms 110:1; 2 Kings 9:26; 19:33; 22:19 and 2 Chronicles
34:27.

The usage reveals that it is employed most frequently at the
beginning, middle, or end of a saying of Yahweh given by a prophet
to support the first person or “I” report of Yahweh. The purpose of
this expression is to stress “the origin of the message of the
prophets as deriving from divine revelation and to witness to their
divine commissioning.”*’ We find here a major OT expression
which testifies to the inspiration of the OT.

4. “(Thus) says Yahweh.” The phrase, “thus says Yahweh
(LORD)” (koh ’amar Yahweh), is used 291 times in the OT 8 The
same phrase without the “thus” (kok) is used another 76 times. It
is an expression which states in plain language that Yahweh/God
speaks in the OT.*° It is also an expression which declares that what
is said in the OT is of divine origin, the revelation being rooted in
God Himself. Furthermore, it communicates that a divine
proclamation is being presented by the prophet who is speaking to
the people.

These three expressions and their variations are used way over
one thousand times in the OT. This abundant usage is overwhelm-
ing because it is distributed so extensively. It is the OTs way of
saying that it is God-derived and “God-breathed.” It uses this
language to tell the readers that it is inspired and authoritative.
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Inspiration and Canonicity. Canonicity is rooted in in-
gpiration. Only inspired books are the “Word of God” and “Secrip-
ture” and only inspired books are canonical. Inspiration brings with
itself the canon and canonicity.

Canonicity is not an authority assigned to the Bible from the
outside. To the contrary, it is derived from and inherent in the very
nature of the documents which belong to the Bible. Inspiration
causes the inspired writing to be “Word of God” since inspiration
comes from God and the “Word of God” derives from Him. There-
fore, the inspired Word of God is by its very nature “Scripture” and
is canonical from the moment it is recorded in written form by the
hands of the inspired writers.

Inspiration: The NT Testimony About the OT. We turn
now to the testimony of the NT about the OT. It makes explicit
claims about the OT which are normative in Scripture. It also
makes explicit claims about itself. Both areas need to be inves-
ligated.

1. “Prophecy and Prophets.” The apostle Peter insists that “no
prophecy ever came by the impulse of man, but men moved by the
Holy Spirit spoke from God” (2 Pet 1:21, RSV). “Prophecy” is the
result of the movement of the Holy Spirit on persons called
“prophets.”

“Prophecy” in this sense is Holy Spirit originated. The Holy
Spirit moved human beings, “prophets,” who spoke from God.
What they speak is “from God.” Since their messages originate from
(God, what these “spoke from God” is the “word of God.”

“Prophecy” is not the fruit of human “impulse.” It is not the
result of human imagination, thought, or genius. It never came “by
Lhe impulse of man,” writes Peter, but has its origin in God who by
means of the Holy Spirit inspired the prophets with His message.

The phrase “impulse of man” needs further attention. The
contrast in this text is between the “impulse of man” and the Holy
Spirit’s activity on man. The difference is between human impulse
nnd divine activity. The difference is between the horizontal dimen-
sion of human thought and experience based on the socio-cultural
environments of the human agent and the vertical dimension
manifested in the divine inbreaking of God into the historical
process by means of the Holy Spirit. The latter actually touches
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human beings and provides them with divine revelation in a co gni-
tive manner.

The horizontal dimension, the “impulse of man,” is inherent
in any human being. It is part of general human experience within
the sphere of any person’s socio-cultural context and the prior
human contexts to which history testifies. All human beings share
in this horizontal dimension; it is part and parcel of being a human
being.

The vertical dimension is expressed in the phrase, “men moved
by the Holy Spirit spoke from God.” This is the dimension of the
supernatural. It is the inbreaking of the divine Spirit into selected
human beings, that is to say the “prophets.” It is not part and parcel
of the universal experience of all human beings. These specially
chosen human beings, the “prophets,” are touched by the Holy
Spirit in a special, revelatory way.

Persons that speak prophetically are “moved” by the Holy
Spirit because the divine Spirit gives them actual, cognitive infor-
mation to which they had no access to before, and which they
needed to communicate. What these Holy Spirit-endowed persons
communicate, they “spoke from God.” They did not speak on their
own. The radical separation between what is “spoken from God”
and what is of “human impulse” cannot be overemphasized.

“Prophecy,” as the term is used in 2 Peter 1:21, is connected
with the phrase “prophecy of Scripture” in vs. 20. It is not restricted
to the so-called prophetic parts or books of Scripture alone. That
is, it is not restricted to the second part of the Hebrew canon, the
Nebi’im of post-NT times which include the Former and Latter
Prophets. It is not restricted either to the second part of the OT of
pre-NT times which includes all 34 books aside from the Pen-
tateuch.

The term “prophecy” refers to that which was written by the
inspired “prophets who prophesied” (1 Pet 1:10), that is to say, “by
men moved by the Holy Spirit [who] spoke from God” (2 Pet 1:21).
Who may be included in the term “prophets”? The NT uses such
expressions as “law/Moses and the prophets” %0 with the “prophets”
seemingly referring to the entire OT outside the Pentateuch.

The “prophets” are spoken of by themselves as in Luke 1:70,
“As He [God] spoke by the mouth of His holy prophets from of old”
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(NASB) with a quotation following from the Psalms and a reference
to Abraham. The impression is left that in this instance “prophets”
is an inclusive term going far beyond the second part of the OT
canon, actually including the “Law” and the “Writings.”

The inclusive usage of the designation “prophets” for the
whole of the OT Scripture may also be intended in Jesus’ saying,
“O foolish men and slow of heart to believe in all that the prophets
have spoken!” (Lk 24:25, NASB). This seems likely since Jesus
explains to the disciples on the road to Emmaus “all the Scerip-
tures,” namely, “Moses and the prophets” (vs. 27). The phrase “all
that the prophets have spoken” seems to be identical with the
phrase “all the Scriptures,”51 expressing the totality of the Bible of
Jesus’ day, the OT.

The phrase “the Scriptures of the prophets” which Jesus
employs in Matthew 26:56, and which were to be fulfilled in Him,
ngain seem to include the whole OT52 If this is the case, then the
lerm “prophets” in the phrase “the Scriptures of the prophets” are
the persons which produced the OT Scriptures under inspiration.
Once more there is an inclusive use of the term “prophets” as the
those who produced the whole of the OT under inspiration.

The apostle Paul also speaks in Romans 16:26 of the “Serip-
lures of the prophets.” This expression refers to the entire OT
writings and not simply to a part of it.23 1t gives testimony to the
fact that the writers of all of the Scriptures, the entire OT, are
perceived as “prophets.”

The opening of the letter to the Hebrews confirms this in-
clusive usage of the designation “prophets” as the writers who
produced the entire OT. The author states that God had spoken to
(he ancient Hebrew ancestors, that is, the “fathers” who are not
wimply the patriarchs but the Hebrews of OT times, “in many and
various ways by the prophets, but in these last days he has spoken
lo us by a Son” (Heb 1:1, NRSV). The term “prophets” is a com-
prehensive designation inclusive of every writer of the OT.
“Prophets” in this passage refers to persons in whom “God dwells
.. and speaks forth from them, . . 2% tisa designation expressing
(he function of divine inspiration since it is “God” who“spoke”
(hrough them.

The inspired revelation of the OT given by the “prophets,” who
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are divinely appointed inspired human writers, has God as its
Author just as God “has spoken” now through His own Son who
may be seen to be the “Prophet.” The inclusive usage of “prophets”
is supported by the inclusive usage of “Son.”

This introduction to Hebrews, with the revelation through the
“prophets” (the entire OT) and now through the “Son,” is similar
in wording to 2 Peter 3:2: “Remember the words spoken beforehand
by the holy prophets and the commandment of the Lord and Savior
spoken by your apostles.” Here too the “words spoken beforehand
by the holy prophets” seem to refer to the OT as a whole just as
“the commandment of the Lord and Savior spoken by your
apostles” refers to what is preserved in the NT as a whole.

God spoke in the OT through the “prophets,” and God
manifests Himself uniquely through the Son in the NT who
“[spoke] by your apostles.” Thus, Scripture comes to us through
both the “prophets” (the entire OT) and the “apostles” (the entire
NT). Both categories of inspired persons, “prophets” and
“apostles,” are the divinely appointed human agents to speak and
to write for God.

This conspectus of key passages using the term “prophets” in
an inclusive sense leads to the conclusion that the term “prophets”
is used comprehensively for inspired persons who wrote the OT.
The correlation of “holy prophets” and “your apostles” in 2 Peter
3:2 is of significance. Corresponding to the “prophets” as the
designation for the inspired writers of the OT is parallel designa-
tion “apostles” as the inspired writers of the NT. They are the
autlggritative spokespersons for Jesus Christ whose “apostles” they
are.

Moses was designated a “prophet” (Deut 34:10; 18:15, 18) and
thus qualifies as being among the “prophets” who wrote Scripture.
Moses is credited with having written the Pentateuch, the first five
books of the Bible (Josh 1:7-9; 24: 25, 26; 1 Kgs 2:2-4; Ezra 7:6, 7,
23-26; etc.) which were considered as authoritative Scripture
throughout OT times.>?

At a time when two men were prophesying and when Moses
was asked to restrain them, he said, “Would that all the Lord’s
people were prophets, that the Lord would put His Spirit upon
them!” (Num 11:29, NASB). This statement expresses a wish that
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all of the Lord’s people might be prophets. However, this is not the
case. “Prophets” are specially endowed persons. Moses makes the
very point that the entire community of Israel does not function in
the role of a prophet. There is no community wide prophecy and no
community inspiration of all Israel.

Is it different in the NT church, the early Christian com-
munity? On the basis of the Divine promise (John 14-16), the Holy
Spirit arrived on Pentecost (Acts 2). Those on whom the Holy Spirit
!'e!l did not turn out to be “prophets.” Rather, they were enabled
miraculously to speak foreign languages so as to proclaim the Good
News with power as quickly as possible (Acts 2:2-13).58 Every true
follower of Christ in the community of faith has the gift of the Holy
Spirit as Paul insists when he writes to the Romans, “Indeed the
Spirit of God dwells in you. But if anyone does not have the Spirit
of Christ, he does not belong to Him” (Rom 8:9, NASB). “This did
n_ot mean that all of them received the specific gift of prophecy: the
pift of prophecy . . . was but one of several %fts of the Spirit
distributed among the members of the church.”

The reception of the Holy Spirit by believers is to be distin-
[uished from the role of a “prophet.” The role of “prophet” involves
nspecial calling and endowment of the Holy Spirit (see 1 Cor 12:29).

Bible writers were fully aware that what they wrote was not
the product of their own impulse. David expressed the conviction
that his words originated from the Holy Spirit: “The Spirit of the
ILORD spoke by me, and His word was on my tongue” (2 Sam 23:2
NASB). :

Daniel recognized that the book of the Jeremiah was “the word
0l the LORD” (Dan 9:2, KJV) and the angel Gabriel referred to the
‘seripture of truth” (Dan 10:21, KJV).

Jesus appealed to the Bible of his day, the OT, as the word of
ultimate authority when He met the Devil’s temptation in the
wilderness. Jesus resisted the Devil by stating, “It is written,”
(luoting Seripture (Matt 4:4, 7, 10). Satan responded by misconstru-
Ing Seripture, to which Jesus replied again, “It is written.”

Jesus and the apostles repeatedly appealed to “Scripture” as
the Word of God which is fulfilled (Lk 4:21; 22: 37; Mk 12:10; Matt
26:64; John 7:38; 10:35; 13:18; 17:12; 19:24, 28, 36-37; Acts 1:16;

—————
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ete.). Sceripture comes by the “prophets” (Matt 26:56; Rom 1:2;
16:26) who speak by the Holy Spirit (2 Pet 1:21).

Jesus Christ himself insists that “all the prophets and the Law
prophesied until John [the Baptist]” (Matt 11:13, NASB). lThe
whole of the OT is said to be prophetic in nature. It “prophesied”
or “spoke.” 1

The author of the letter to the Hebrews sees the Holy Spirit
as the primary Author of both the warning, “Today, when you hear
his voice . . .” (Heb 3:7-11, RSV, citing Ps 95:7-11) but also of the
meaning and ritual of the Mosaic tabernacle. “The Holy Spirit was
showing thereby that while the first tabernacle was still standing,
the way into the sanctuary had not yet been revealed” (Heb 9:8,
NAB).

‘)When Joel, the “prophet” (Acts 2:16) spoke, it was “God”
speaking (vs. 17). Likewise “God spoke by the mouth of His_ holy
prophets from ancient time” (Acts 3:21, NASB) and Moses is the
first one cited (vs. 22). What is written by the “prophets,” by Moses
and the subsequent inspired prophets of the OT is from God. God
“announced beforehand by the mouth of all the prophets, that
Christ should suffer, . ..” (Acts 3:18, NASB).

The “Holy Spirit [spoke] through the mouth of our father
David Thy servant” (Acts 4:25, NASB) quoting from Psalm 2. The
idea of God speaking “through” the prophets is repeated several
times in the NT. .

On a comprehensive level Yahweh had proclaimed H}S wo.rds
“through [beyad] the former prophets” (Zech 7:7). The_desxgnatlon
“former prophets” includes “the law and the words which the Lord
of hosts had sent by His Spirit” (vs. 12, NASB). If by “law [torah]”
the “law” of Moses is meant, then the designation “former
prophets” refers to all prophets from Moses to Zechariah.

God not only used the “prophets” as speakers and preachers,
He used them also to write down their words.%! In Mark 1:2 the
writing comes from a “prophet.” The NT employs such phrasesl as
“it has been written by the prophet” (Matt 2:5) or “all things which
are written through the prophets about the Son of Man” (Lk 18:3'1,
NASB). Paul speaks of the promise given “through His prophets in
the holy Scriptures” (Rom 1:2, NASB). What the prophets wrote is

Hasel: Divine Inspiration and the Canon of the Bible 85

inspired Scripture. It was the operation of the Holy Spirit which
enabled the “prophets” to utter their words.

Paul affirms that “all Scripture is given by inspiration of God”
(2 Tim 3:16). Thus, “all Scripture” is “God-breathed,” which is the
literal translation of the Greek term theopneustos.5® Althou gh “all
Scripture” is written by the prophets, its content and message
derive from God Himself,

Jesus Christ Himself maintained that “Scripture cannot be
broken” (John 10:35, NASB). Thus, he upheld its unity and
coherence because its source and origin was in God. The entire Bible
of both Testaments is conceived of as deriving from “pr0phets”64
and thus by inspiration of the Holy Spirit.

2. “Scripture” and “Sacred Writings.” The view expressed in
the NT on the nature of “Scripture” and the usage of “sacred
writings” (2 Tim 8:15) is instructive for the origin of Scripture and
its authority.

a. “Scripture” as Used by Jesus Christ. Jesus Christ referred
lo “Scripture” in his statement, “Search the Scriptures” (John
5:39).9 Tt is universally acknowledged that “Scripture” as here
used by Jesus refers to the Hebrew Bible of the OT as a whole.

Jesus endorsed thereby the understanding that His Bible is
inspired Scripture and carries within itself the authority for dis-
covering (a) eternal life and (b) Jesus Christ Himself because they
"bear witness of Me.”

Jesus Christ refers in a number of instances to the totality of
“Scripture” as the authoritative Bible of His day. Such expressions
nnd phrases as “they [disciples] believed the Scripture” (John 2:22),
“the Scripture cannot be broken” (John 10:35), “the Scripture
might be fulfilled” (John 17:12), and “they did not understand the
Heripture” (John 20:9) give ample evidence for His view of what
Heripture is, _

The designation “Scripture” does not in every instance mean
the entire OT In specific contexts this designation refers to a
passage within the Bible. When used in this restricted sense, it is
10 qualified in a special way. For example, Jesus in his inaugural
nddress in the synagogue in Nazareth referred to “this Scripture”
roferring to the passage of Isaiah 61 (Lk 4:21). In John 19:37 Jesus
upeaks of “another Scripture” and means Zechariah 12:10. In Mark
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12:10 Jesus refers to “this Scripture” of Psalm 118:22-23. These
instances from the Gospels restrict the meaning of “Seripture” to
individual passages within the OT with such terms as “this” and
“another.” This restricted usage of Scripture is safeguarded by its
contexts and special pronouns.

b. “Scripture” in Peter’s Writings. The same unity and totality
of OT Scripture is intended by the apostle Peter in his reference to
“Scripture” in 1 Peter 2:6 and his famous statement about “no
prophecy of Scripture is a matter of one’s own interpretation” (2
Pet 1:20). These passages emphasize and affirm the “unified
totality of Scripture.”

c. “Scripture” in Paul’s Writings. The early Christian usage of
the term “Scripture” to refer to the totality and unity of the OT is
supported in several passages by the apostle Paul also.

The designation “sacred writings” (hiera grammata) in 2
Timothy 3:15 which Timothy had known from childhood “refers to
the Old Testament as a whole.”®” This is one way in which the
entire Bible of those who lived previous to the time of the full NT
(see also 2 Tim 3:16).

Paul writes in Galatians 3:8, “And the Scripture, foreseeing
that God would justify the Gentiles by faith, preached the gospel
beforehand . . .” (NASB). “Scripture” here is personified to stand
for God Himself. This so-called hypostatizing of Scripture shows
that “Scripture” is regarded in its “essential unity as a declaration
of the divine will.”®

d. “Scripture” in the Book of Acts. “Scripture” in Acts 1:16 is
that “which the Holy Spirit foretold by the mouth of David” (vs. 17,
NASB). In Acts 8 we also find the report that “the passage of
Scripture” (vs. 32) which the Ethiopian eunuch was reading came
from Isa 53:7-8. The distinction here is that the term “passage” is
used when a part of the totality of “Seripture” is read. “Scripture”
itself is the totality of the Bible.

The consistent picture in the NT is that the OT is “Scripture,”
the “Word of God” produced by the “prophets” who spoke through
the Holy Spirit. The “prophets” wrote it down (Exod 17:14; 24:4;
Deut 31:9; Josh 24:26; 1 Kings 2:3; Ezra 3:2; Jer 30:2; cf. Rom 15:15;
1Cor 4:14; 2 Cor 2:3; 1 Pet 5:12; 2 Pet 3:1; 1 John 1:4, 2:12, 26; Jude
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3; etc.). Jesus Christ and the apostles accepted it as authoritative,
inspired “Scripture.”

Inspiration: The NT Testimony About Itself. What does
the NT say about itself? Is it using such designations as “Scripture”
and “word of God” for itself?

1. Scripture(s). A brief consideration of 1 Timothy 5:18 is
appropriate. “For the Scripture says, ‘You shall not muzzle the ox
while he is threshing,” and ‘The laborer is worthy of his wages’”
(NASB). The first quotation derives from Deuteronomy 25:4 and
holds it to be “Seripture.”

The second quotation consists of a saying of Jesus recorded in
Luke 10:7: “The laborer is worthy of his wages” (cf. Matt 10:10).
Jesus’ own saying is covered by the introductory formula for Scrip-
lure quotation, “for the Scripture says.”

It has been suggested that Paul refers to the canonical Gospel
of Luke as Scripture. We cannot be fully certain about this, but the
wording affirms that at least a saying of Jesus (or a collection of his
sayings as a Gospel) had the status of “Scripture” when Paul wrote
I rI‘inmthy.69 “It is striking that Paul puts this verbatim quote from
Luke’s gospel on the same level as the OT and calls both citations
‘Scripture’.”

The second example comes from the book of Acts. The preach-
ing of “the good news” by Philip is designated to be “the word of
God” (Acts 8:12, 14). The proclamation of the gospel is repeatedly
described as “the word of God” (Acts 11:1; cf. 12:24; 13:46; 17:13;
18:11; 19:20). This reveals that the apostolic preaching and teach-
ing is designated “the word of God.”

The third example derives from Peter. The reference to “the
rest of the Scriptures” in 2 Peter 3:16—within the argument con-
corning the letters of Paul “in which are some things hard to
understand” (NASB)—indicates that Peter’s use of “Scriptures”
here “leaces Paul’s writings on a level with other inspired Scrip-
ture,” "t Evidently the Pauline corpus of letters are here reckoned
ns belonging to “the other Scriptures.”72 This manner of referring
(0 Paul’s letters as “Scriptures” alongside the OT indicates that
(hey had been recognized as being on the same level. Theywere both
viewed as being of divine origin and authoritative.

Since the “Scriptures” include Paul’s letters, it can be sug-
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gested that they have (as do all the other “Scriptures”) intrinsic
canonicity. They are as canonical as the Scriptures of the OT.

The fourth example derives from Paul. The apostle Paul makes
reference to “the mystery of Christ,” which was not made known
in previous ages, and which “has now been revealed by the Spirit
to His holy apostles and prophets” (Eph 3:4-5, NKJV). This passage
gives evidence that the apostolic preaching and writing is Spirit-
originated in the sense that it is revelation by the Holy Spirit in the
same way as the messages of the “prophets” were revelation in the
OT age. This is in harmony with the claim of Paul that “the gospel
which was preached by me . .. came through the revelation of Jesus
Christ” (Gal 1:11-12, NKJV).

John the Revelator provides a fifth example. He maintains “I
was in the Spirit” (Rev 1:10) when he was given “the word of God,
and the testimony of Jesus Christ, and all the things that he saw”
(1:2).

At the conclusion of the book of Revelation there is the
repeated emphasis on “the words of the prophecy of this book” (Rev
22:10,18,19). “The words of the prophecy of this book” are the very
“word of God” (Rev 1:2).

Our review of major statements using the term “Scripture(s)”
and “word of God” in the NT reveals that these designations were
extended to include the NT writings. F. F. Bruce notes insightfully,
“When the New Testament writings were later included with the
Old Testament as part of ‘all seripture’ [2 Tim 3:15-15], it was
natural to conclude that they too were ‘inspired by God’.”™ This
conclusion seems sound. The Word of God made up of both the Old
and the New Testaments is “inspired by God.” It is authoritative
not because humans vested it with any authority. Authority is not
assigned to it by the community. It carries authority because Scrip-
ture originated through the Holy Spirit by means of inspiration and
was written down by inspired prophets and apostles.

2. “All Scripture.” We may at this time return to the expression
“all Scripture” in the famous passage of 2 Timothy 3:16, “All
Scripture is inspired by God and profitable for teaching, for reproof,
for correction, for training in righteousness” (NASB).

The phrase “all Scripture” is the most widely used rendering
of the original Greek words pasa graphe which Paul wrote.” One
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linglish version translates, “every scripture” (ARV) and recent
dynamic renderings read “every inspired scripture” (NEB, REB).

The latter rendering, “every inspired scripture,” does not seem
lo reflect faithfully what Paul wrote. This rendering is syntactically
debated.” The Greek grammarian C. F. D. Moule wrote that the
rendering “every inspired scripture” “is most unlikely . . . [and]
much more probably [the phrase] means the whole of scripture [is]
inspired.”

What difference would it make to say “all Scripture” or “every
seripture”? James Barr notes that “if the meaning is ‘every
teripture’, then the word ‘scripture’ does not designate the entirety
of the Bible; rather, it is a word for each individual passage or
sentence.””’ In other words, the rendering “every scripture” refers
distributively to every individual passage in Scripture. It means
"every passage of Scripture”78 in a distributive sense and not
"Sceripture” as a totality and complete unit. The distributive sense
means that as one looks at the various parts of the Bible in whatever
Heripture passage is considered, it is inspired by God.

Contrariwise, if Paul means “all Scripture,” using this expres-
sion in the non-distributive, collective sense, then “all Scripture”
refers to the Bible in its entirety.

The likelihood that Paul is using pasa graph in a collective
nonse of “all Scripture” is high, because this is the normal usage of
the term in the NT and in Paul’s letters. The idea that there is a
Heripture passage that is not inspired by God is not the viewpoint
of Paul or any other biblical writer.”® Scripture is not the result of
human impulse, human reason, mere human research, or the like,
but of being “breathed [inspired] by God” (theopneustos).

The evidence considered above seems to indicate that the NT,
o the OT before it, is clearly given by means of the Holy Spirit. It
I the word of the “Son” (Heb 1:1-2) or “the Lord’s commandment.”
I’nul insists in writing to the Corinthians about their problem, “the
things which I write to you are the Lord’s commandment” (1 Cor
14:37, NASB). The NT originates in the same way as does the OT.
It follows that the inspiration of the NT writings gives it canonical
#tntus in the same way in which the OT writings have.inherent
¢nnonical status.
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The Closing of the OT Canon: A New Consensus

Recent investigations on the closing of the OT canon have
consistently pointed to a closing in pre-Christian times.®® Thisis a
significant departure from widely accepted critical thinking which
held sway for about 100 years. It opens a new chapter in our
understanding of the origin and development of the OT canon.
These studies indicate that the nineteenth and twentieth century
critical consensus on the canonization of the OT is undermined
from studies within the critical camp of scholarship and without it,
and must even be replaced.

Due to restrictions in space, we will only mention six major
authorities. Four belong to the critical tradition of scholarship, as
their views on the book of Daniel will show. Two belong in the camp
of evangelical scholarship. Their agreement on basics indicates that
this emerging consensus is not a partisan issue.

Sid Z. Leiman. In 1976 Sid Z. Leiman published his massive
dissertation which investigates the full range of Rabbinic evidence
for the canonization of the Hebrew Bible. He continues to hold to
a three-part process of the canonization of the OT. He maintains
that the text of Scripture is unequivocal on the canonization of the
“Law.” Leiman concludes, “The canonization of the Covenant Code,
the Decalogue, Deuteronomy, and perhaps the entire Torah is
assumed to have occurred during the lifetime of Moses.”® This
implies that the history of the process of canonization did not
simply begin in the time of Josiah around 622/21 B.C. when the
book of Deuteronomy had been discovered in the Temple (2 Kgs
22=2 Chr 34).

In the view of the rabbis, the Prophets (Nebi’im), Leiman
shows, were canonized between 500 and 450 B.C. The Writings (or
Hagiographa), the third part of the Jewish canon, was canonized
around 200 B.C., or earlier. But since the book of Daniel is claimed
by liberal scholars not to have been completed until 164 B.C,,
according to the Maccabean authorship hypothesis, Leiman claims
that final canonization of the Writings took place during the Mac-
cabean crisis. “It is a fair assumption,” he writes, “that the present;
form of Daniel was canonized by the Maccabees ca. 164 B.C. In the
light of that probability, and in the light of 2 Macc 2:14-15, we would
suggest that the Hagiographa was canonized and closed under the
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aegis of Judah Maccabee shortly before the death of Antiochus IV
(164/163 B.C.).”%2

S. Talmon. Shemaryahu Talmon published in 1987 an impor-
tant essay, “Holy Writings and Canonical Books in Jewish Perspec-
tive—Considerations Concerning the Formation of the Entity
‘Scripture” in Judaism.”®® He argues for a sequential three-stage
development of the canon of the Hebrew Bible.®* The Bible was
written over a period of ca. 1000 years, “between ca. 1200 and ca.
200 B.C.E.”%

The “Torah,” which is understood to derive from Moses, was
promulgated by such kings as Jehoshaphat (2 Chron 17:7-9),
Hezekiah (2 Chron 31:21), Josiah (2 Kgs 22:8ff.; 2 Chron 34:16ff)
;:1}1%169110}1 national personalities as Ezra and Nehemiah (Neh 8:9-

It is evident that the “holiness” of the Torah is to be equated
with being “composed under divine inspiration.”®”

The corpus of Prosphets and the Psalms are equally ascribed to
“divine inspiration.”8 In this way these writings were accorded
“holiness” which caused them to be counted among the “Holy
‘v'v'ritings.”89 The historical and wisdom literature also manifest
inspiration,

Extended family entities together with religious and national
tommunities during OT times received these types of inspired
literature in reading and usage, contributing to its ascription as
nuthoritative and canonical literature.

Talmon concludes that the canon of Hebrew Scripture was
completed by the early Hellenistic period in the middle of second
tontury B.C.%

Evidently, Talmon agrees with Leiman on the closing of the
¢cnnon and points out that the later rabbinic discussions at Jamnia
have haggadic and not halakhic [legal] force. The discussion at
Jamnia have but scholastic value and are unrelated to a closing of
the canon. The canon was already closed by the times these discus-
#ons took place.g

David N. Freedman. David Noel Freedman, a first rate scholar
ol international reputation, who is called “one of the last of the
jreat Bible genm'alist;s,”g argued in a provocative essay published
in 1976—(independent of the conclusions reached by Leiman)—
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that the Law and the Former Prophets (the historical books of the
OT) formed a literary unit which had received canonical status by

550 B.C.
A “second edition” of the canon, which included the Latter

Prophets, that is, the prophetical books of the OT, appeared about
500 B.C. The Hagiographa (Writings) were added subsequently.
Since the book of Daniel is dated in its final supposed edition to 165
B.C. the canon seems to have been closed at that time.

In 1993 Freedman explained that Ezra and Nehemiah
canonized “the whole Bible” in its final form, “all except Daniel.”%
He will elaborate on this in a future monograph.

Roger Beckwith. Roger Beckwith, lecturer at Oxford Univer-
sity, wrote in 1985 the most massive tome on the canon of the OT
written in this century. Beckwith is in essential agreement with
Leiman on the closing of the canon. Beckwith suggests that Judas
Maccabeus finally gathered the Scriptures together in 164 B.C., and
at that time the books of Esther and Daniel were included in the
canon.”’ Thus, the OT canon was closed as early as 164 B.CE
Beckwith holds, however, that the other parts of the canon were
recognized as canonical at much earlier times.

Meredith G. Kline. Meredith G. Kline, following new dis-
coveries on ancient Near Eastern treaties, argues that there is an
unbroken canonical continuity from the time of Moses to the end
of the writing of OT books. He argues for the divine origin of the
biblical books based on divine inspiration which guarantees
authority and a faithful transmission of text as the Word of God.®
He states, “The origin of the Old Testament canon coincided with
the founding of the kingdom of Israel by covenant at Sinai.”1% The
very covenant made by God at Sinai which “formally established
the Israelite theocracy was itself the beginning of the nucleus of the
total covenantal structure of writings which constitutes the Old
Testament canon.”

For Kline the New Testament’s claim “as to its primary divine
authorship” means that it is to be “understood as the word of the
ascended Lord of the new covenant . . . .”1%% “And then the human
authors of the New Testament books, authorized by their Lord to
speak his word, will be seen to function as his ‘ministers of the new
covenant’ (cf. 2 Cor. 3:6).”103 He concludes, “Because the Bible is
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the old and new covenants and because canon is inherent in
covenant of the biblical type, canonicity is inherent in the very form
and identity of Scripture as the Old Testament and the New Testa-
ment,”104 Thus, the canon is rooted and grounded for Kline in
Scripture as the covenantal Word of God; it is not grounded in any
external norming agent(s) which assign canonicity to the biblical
books from the outside.

Robert I. Vasholz. A voice complementary to that of Kline is
Robert I. Vasholz with his tome, The Old Testament Canon in the
Old Testament Church (1990). He points to the “internal rationale
for Old Testament canonicity.” 105 vasholz holds that OT canonicity
I8 based on the vigorous and repeated assertion that it “is the ‘Word
of the Lord’.”1% “The whole of the Old Testament always presents
the view that canonicity resides in the endowment of authority
upon Moses and it is precisely here where we may discern the
rationale for canonicity.”

Vasholz develops “the position that the rationale for accepting
writings as authoritative, i.e. canonical, resides in the observation
o' contemporary eyewitnesses of some kind of manifestation of
(iod’s approval of the authors of scripture.”108 Thus, Vasholz
makes a distinction between the inherent nature of canonicity
which is said to reside in the Old Testament as “the word of the
liord” and the acceptance of that canonicity by the community:.

The acceptance aspect of what is inherently canonical resides
In the divine manifestation of “God’s approval of the authors” to
which the contemporaries are witnesses. This means that
canonicity is grounded in the divine both with regard (1) to the
origin of the books as deriving from God and (2) in the “recognition”
on the part of the contemporary community to which God grants
confirming, supernatural indications.

In the case of Moses, who produced the Pentateuch, there is
nmple evidence for God’s “approval” of Moses as author.*%° The
luraclites were eyewitnesses of what God did and accomplished
(hrough Moses.

How is the picture with the prophets and the writers of biblical
hooks after Moses? Vasholz notes that “the Old Testament endorses
the fulfilled prediction as the hallmark of canonicity, . . . ”*1° God
would fulfill short-term predictions in order to “reassure the
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hearers that God would perform what he had promised [in the
long-term prediction and in the other words of the writers of biblical
books].” ™ The role of fulfilled predictions were to function “as
proof that the prophet was genuine, and the Old Testament society
understood them that Way.”ll2 These fulfillments caused “the
prophet’s work or works . . . [to] be respected and retained. Once a
prophet and his contemporaries passed from the scene there would
be no way for a prophet to be established. The prophet ;-)lroved
himself by short-term prediction and miracles to his peers.” 1

The books of 1-2 Samuel and 1-2 Kings contain numerous
accounts of short-term predictions and their corresponding fulfill-
ments.** This prophecy/fulfillments schema reveals the self-
authenticating rationale “to determine canonicity.”ll The
situation with regard to 1-2 Chronicles is similar to that of 1-2
Samuel and 1-2 Kings. Vasholz concludes that “there is in the Old
Testament a record of writing prophets whose authority had been
publically attested each in his own generation to write the history
of Israel’s kings, and that these same prophets were contemporaries
of the kings they wrote about.”!?

The predictions of the prophetic books such as Isaiah,
Jeremiah and so on functioned on the same basis of self-authentica-
tion.’}7 “Prediction was the crux of the matter for canonicity just
as it was purposed to be and as an avalanche of Old Testament data
shows it to be.”1® The point Vasholz wishes to make is that the OT
not only provides the internal criterion for canonicity in terms of
its origin as the “word of the Lord,” but it also provides the internal
criterion of acceptance and recognition by the community. On that
basis, the written product of the prophets was recognized as both
authoritative and canonical.

These scholars manifest essential agreement regarding the
closing of the OT canon long before the NT period began. Leiman,
Talmon, and from some other perspectives Kline and Vasholz, hold
that the canon idea is derived from the inherent quality of the
inspiration of the books of the Bible. Beckwith is not opposed to it
but has a different concern. The various communities in which the
OT books function as canonical do either recognize them to be so
(Kline, Vasholz) or ascribe in their usage of these books authority
to them (Leiman, Talmon). It may be appropriate to conclude that
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the respective communities, primarily contemporary with the in-
spired writers of the Bible, came to recognize the inherent guality
of these writings as Holy Scripture on the basis of their inspired
character.

An additional conclusion presents itself: the inspiration of the
biblical writings was the guiding quality of canonicity. The canon
which includes all thirty-nine OT books was in existence around
400 B.C.*'® when the last books were written by the last inspired
writers.

Ezra, a professional scribe as well as a priest, is not the one
who canonized the OT even though he played an important role
logether with Nehemiah to affirm and popularize the canonized
Scripture among the exiles. “Ezra had set his heart to study
(darash) the law of the LORD, and to practice it, and to teach (it)”
(Iozr 7:10, NASB). Later Ezra brought “the Law” to the people and
read it to them (Neh 8:2-8).

Those who hold to the Maccabean hypothesis for the book of
Daniel?! suggest a final second century B.C. date for the closing of
the OT canon at about 164 B.C. However, if the book of Daniel is
dated to the sixth centur_slf on internal grounds, and there is no need
Lo date it later than that, 22 then the closing of the canon of the OT
can be dated to about 400 B.C. when the last of the books were
written.

The concept of an “increasing canon, that is, a canon which
I8 enlarged, does not mean that the Israelite community on their
own simply added books to their canon of Scriptures. Rather as the
inspired authors of biblical books finished their products, these
Inspired writings increased the body of canonical books on the basis
of their inherent and internal canonicity based in inspiration.

Ultimately, then, canonicity is not based on human decisions
made by various communities, but on divine insgiration. For the
hiblical books,l inspiration implies cr:monicity.1 ® Because of in-
npiration the biblical canon is self-authenticating, self-validating,
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- nnd self-establishing. This means that the origin of the canon of the

O} and we may respectively add the canon of the NT where the
finme principles are at work, is not the same as its recognition by
(he respective faith communities.

These remarks on the inherent nature of canonicity reveal
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that a distinction needs to be made between.the origin. of the canon
and its recognition by the religious commu'mty.'The existence of the
canon is grounded and given through tht? n}splred hul_nan agent(s)
writing the biblical book(s). When a biblical Pook is completed
under inspiration, it is canonical and “increases” the canon of Hol;zlz
Scripture which began with the writings Of. Moses (Pentateuch) an

ended with the production under in5p§rat10n of the .]asthT book.
The subsequent activity of the reli-glous community is that .of'
recognizing what is inherently canonical. The rehg}ous commlupzty
does not bestow canonicity on Scripture; it recognizes canonicity.

The Closing of the NT Canon

Inspiration and the Canon. As is t'h'e case for the O‘:I‘, the
origin of canonization is found in the writings of the NT itself.
Divine inspiration is once more the key in this process.

Hebrews 1:1 reveals that in the past “God spoke to our ances-
tors in many and various ways by the pr0phet§, .7 (NRSV). Th;.‘
inspired “prophets” produced the inspired Scripture cffllled tll'le O
(2 Pet 3:15-16). With Jesus Christ a new era brgaks n}’to history.
“But in these last days he has spoken to us by _hls Son” (Heb 1:2,
NIV). This text maintains that with the speaking of the Son the
Divine revelation has reached its fullest disclosure.

It appears that with Jesus Christ, and t'hose who arcelz
authorized by Him to speak for Him, biblical revelation has r_eaf:he
its climax and goal. In Luke 10:16 Jesus says to the seventy disciples
He sent out, ““Whoever listens to you listens to me, and whoev}izr
rejects you rejects me, and whoever rejects me rejects t'he one who
sent me’” (NRSV). Jesus Christ identifies Himself with His dis-
Clp]e;postoﬁcity and the Canon. Aposto]ic?ty as a criteylon of
canonicity, if understood correctly, has A c?rtaln degree of Impori
tance. Apostolicity means the “apostolic,” respectively msplre.(
origin of the NT boolks. 2 Apostolicity d})es not mean that every
single NT book is written by an apostle himself. But' it means t.hut
the NT is written by an inspired “apostle” or a dlre'ct, inspired
disciple of an apostle, an eyewitness. “lHerfe we may think ofletr]{
and Luke, whose apostolicity was derivative through assocmt,m.n
with Peter and Paul, respectively.” ™’ Jude and James, as brotherg

Cennon.”
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of Jesus, are regarded as having apostolic stature. The letter to the
I[ebr%gs was considered to have been written by the apostle
Paul.

It is best to understand by apostolicity that all authors of the
NT writings were apostles, or one of their immediate associates
who were guided by the Holy Spirit and wrote under inspiration.'2
Il apostolicity means written under inspiration by the apostles of
Jesus Christ or their immediate companions associated with them,
then “apostolicity implies at the same time inspiration.”t

Based on these considerations the NT canon was closed at
ibout A.D. 100, whenever the last apostolic writing had been
completed.

Reception/Recognition of the Canon. The subsequent
lists of NT books such as are found in the so-called Muratorian
I'ragment®! and in other lists of NT books,lsz do not tell us about
the canonization of the NT, but about the reception or recognition.
T'he Roman Catholic scholar Hans von Campenhausen has stated
Incisively “that the canon—from the point of view of its content—
has succeeded on its own,”193 It is a self-establishing and self-
validating entity.

The Continental Lutheran New Testament scholar and church
historian, Kurt Aland, maintains that “the established church ag
duch did not create the canon, but she has recognized the created
Bruce M. Metzger, one of the foremost NT scholars in
the United States, also concluded that the Church “came to recog-
hize, accept, and confirm the self-authenticating quality of certain
tocuments that imposed themselves as such upon the Church,”1%?
The “self-authenticating quality” is the divine revelation inscrip-
[tirated in the Word of God by inspiration. The canon was created
by God through inspiration and its divine authority and canonicity
It inherent in the revelation-inspiration phenomenon.

Canon and Post-canonical Inspiration. Biblical revela-

llon concludes with Christ, the fullest revelation God has given to

humanity (Heb 1:1, 2). The apostles and their immediate associates
linve attested to his identity and significance under inspiration in
thoir writings. Thus, it follows that the NT was canonized and
olosed when the last NT writing was completed, presumably the
hook of Revelation by John, No later prophet—even under Inspira-
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tion—could give a greater revelation than that given by Christ.
Hence, the canon of Scripture naturally closes with the apostolic
witness about Him.

Inspired Scripture ceased with the end of the first century
A.D., the canon is closed, and nothing can be added and nothing can
be subtracted.

We have seen above that the “prophets” of the OT and the
“apostles” (and their immediate associates) in the NT are the
writers who produced Scripture under inspiration. A given of the
“prophets/apostles” as inspired writers is that whatever may be
written after their time cannot become Scripture. As a corollary to
this, any later inspired person who speaks or writes will have tlo 1?9
Jjudged on the basis of the canon of inspired Scripture, and if in
harmony with the “law and the testimony” (Isa 8:20), if in harmony
with Scripture, be recognized as inspired, but always subject to
Scripture.

Conclusion

Divine inspiration provides the internal, self-authenticating
and self-validating criterion for canonicity. Bruce Metzger has
noted incisively that “the canon is complete wh]%% the books which
by principle belong to it have been written.” *° At the m'm.ner?t
when inspired books are written they are canonical. Canonicity is
not something ascribed to the Bible whether we speak of the OT or
the NT. Canonicity is inherent and indigenous to the books of the
Bible themselves. The recognition that inspired Scripture has
canonical status is not what makes them canonical. The Bible is
canonical before the canonicity is recognized by any community of
faith.

The distinction between the canonical writings and later ec-
clesiastical writings is not based upon arbitrary decisions. It has
theological reasons. It is God who was at work in creating tl*fe
biblical writings by prophetic/apostolic inspiration anfi His
providence. Therefore, it is God who made them canonical. It is also
God who caused these writings to be recognized for what they are,
based on their inherent inspired nature.

It may be safely concluded that “the Church did not create the
canon, but came to recognize, accept, and confirm the self-authen-

Hasel: Divine Inspiration and the Canon of the Bible 99

ticating quality of certain documents that imposed themselves as
such upon the Church. If this fact is obscured, one comes into
serious conflict not with dogma but with history.”137

Even if a few church fathers claimed some kind of inspiration
for themselves, which may be better designated illumination by the
[Holy Spirit, their claim acknowledges the prior, foundational and
definitive prophetic/apostolic inspiration of the Scriptures and
their canonical authori1:y.138 The inherent, divine authority of the
Bible, rooted in its divine origin through inspiration, makes it the
continuing canonical norm for the faith and life of the church.

The biblical books became “canonical because no one could
stop them doing so.”13° Therefore, “the canon—understood on the
basis of its content—has succeeded on its own,” 140 Thus, the Bible
I8 not the product of the church.#! “Ultimately, then, canonicity
was based not on human decision but on divine inspiration: recog-
nized intrinsic authority precedes r_:amorlicity.”142 We can say that
Intrinsic authority, given through divine inspiration, both implies
and produces canonicity. Through the process of inspiration, God
purposed to make the writings of the Bible canonical and authorita-
live in themselves. The recognition of the canon is a secondary act,
surely superintended by the Holy Spirit, but it is not an act deter-
minative for the canonical nature of the biblical writings.
Uanonicity itself is primary. In itself, it is first of all and uniquely
frounded in the “prophetic” (for the OT) and “apostolic” (for the
N'T) inspiration of Scripture as it constitutes the “Word of God” in
human form for all time and in every place. Canonization is a
divinely appointed inherent process rooted in inspiration. The
variety of attempts to explain canonization as a mere human
process, as assigning to the biblical writings authority, as giving
them a status which they do not have inherently, or as attributing
(0 biblical writings a superior quality on the basis of decisions of
religious communities, do not square with the evidence contained
In the biblical writings themselves. Canonicity is grounded in the
biblical writings themselves and has its origin in their divine in-
lpiration.
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