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Introduction

The role reason plays in theology is crucial. It is one of four
sources, or foundations, upon which theologies are constructtlnl:
namely, Scripture, tradition, experience, and reason. The authority
we assign to any one of these four sources determines the charactor
and the outcome of our entire theology.

For Bible-believing Christians, as we Adventists are, theo
present question arises: Should the church continue with a theol:
ogy that has Scripture as its determining source, or should it retr.unt,
to tradition, experience, or reason to determine the herme?neu tlt".l!|
keys for the exposition of Scripture and for the construction of; itn
theology? At stake is whether Adventists will maintain the “Solu
Scriptura” principle of the great Protestant reformers and of thu
Adventist pioneers or whether we will turn to sources other' i;lufn
Scripture alone as the final norm and determining authority i1
theology.

We cannot understand and evaluate any theology unless we
know the foundation upon which it is built. A discussion of {hu
foundations of theology should be considered as vital in any
theological enterprise. But, unfortunately, there is a natural I..ml
dency to take foundations for granted. This holds true for physicnl
buildings as well as for theological constructs. Most of us have novor
seen the foundations of the houses we live in. We may repair tho
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walls and roof or simply rearrange the furniture; but we presuppose
solid foundations. Often the only way we can tell whether the
foundations are sound is by looking at some cracks in the super-
structure. For if the foundation of a building is unsound the super-
structure will be unsound, too.!

When we look at current issues in Adventist theology,2 we
notice certain cracks in the superstructure. In not a few instances
some walls that current arguments seek to erect are not solidly
connected to the foundation of our theology, namely the Holy
Scriptures, the written Word of God. Rather than simply to rear-
range the furniture in our house of Adventist theology, it seems
necessary to look closely at the cause of these cracks in order to
clarify the very foundation on which our theology mustbe grounded
and constructed.

My objective is to look at one foundational issue that is erucial
in the shaping of any theology, namely the role of reason. According
to the evangelical scholar Donald Bloesch, the relationship between
faith and reason is “probably the single most important issue in a
theological prolegomena.”® The role of reason in theology should
be of particular interest to Adventists, because we traditionally
have held to a “rxc,nasonahle-faith,”4 even though we are yet to
articulate in any complete manner our understanding of this phrase
and of the relationship of faith and reason in theology.” We shall
address the issue briefly in this article.

Much has been written on the relationship between faith and
reason in theology, and I do not wish to bother the reader unduly
with the long and intricate history of this debate.® But in order to
understand some of the cracks in our Adventist-house of theology,
a brief overview of some basic issues in this debate is necessary and
helpful.

After this preliminary review, we will look at what Scripture
says on the role of reason. If Scripture is the only norm for Adventist
l.heolog}r, as we profess at the beginning of our Fundamental
Beliefs,” and as Ellen White repeatedly insists upon,8 then it is
logical to expect Scripture to be the sole source ofits own exposition
on this important question too.

On the basis of our findings in Scripture we will finally draw

some implications for the role of reason in theology, and Adventist
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ogy in particular. Thus, we are attempting to develop a Scrip-
EE:Z% agt?;wefto a philosophical question (Wh:at is the 1l'ole of reason
in constructing our theology?), thereby chgqsmg to be mforrped qncj
formed by the Scripture’s own presuppositions. With that in min
let us now turn to our brief overview of the role of reason in the

history of theology.

The Role of Reason

The question of the role of reason in then‘logy _ha_ls received
several different answers throughout history. Sn.lce it is not pos:
sible to deal with these in detail, T will simgly list the following
helpful summaries as suggested by Erlickson: ! .

1. In the first type, no relationship at all is Posmble. Here ono
is reminded of Tertullian’s famous words: “What indeed has Athend
to do with Jerusalem? What concord is there betwegn ’Fhe A’(ialldemy
and the Church? What between Heretics and Chrlsfslans‘? a‘nid
also of Martin Luther’s statement that “reason is the devil’s

”11
Whorze.l In the second type, theology can be elucidated by reason,
Here Augustine could be cited as an e)Farlxlple. He st‘ressed .L:ltl
priority of faith and the acceptance of biblical revelation, but )I:
also insisted that philosophy may help us to unders.tand better oul
Christian theology. Augustine adopted Neo-Platonic thought.

3. In the third type, theology is sometimes estabhshe.d l.ly
reason. Thomas Aquinas, for instance f'gund su(.:h.a basw i
Aristotel’s philosophy which he “baptized” 1.nto Christianity. )

4. In yet another type, theolci%y may be judged by reason, ag i1
Deism and rationalistic theology. |

5. In some instances reason may even supply the content ol
thed’?‘ﬁ: classical Greek concept of reason that gained entrancu
into Christian thought and that shaped mugh of our Wl!!s‘l.l.'ll'll
philosophical thought can be characterized by its p.asmgely m(:i”n
ing the pre-existing, timeless forms that a_lways t‘?XISt. Detacher |
from the flow of history, the mind alone is _conmdered capn!a]nl 0l

participating in the eternal truths by receiving those‘premxlr;i.?nu
forms through a sudden illuminatim?_ This, however, is sm).ufi, ;],“}f
entirely different from the Biblical faith, as we shall see later.”™ D
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to space limitations we cannot develop this concept of reason in
more detail. However, we turn to survey another aspect of reason
that has become very influential in contemporary theology, namely
autonomous reason.

Autonomous Reason. The role of autonomous reason has be-
come very influential in modern times.'® The emphasis on
“autonomous reason” is characteristic of the period of the En-
lightenment!® or the “Age of Reason” as it is also being called, and
after it for most of the intellectual discussion of modern times.”
Through the turn to the individual which began in our modern
period with René Descardes,18 man became the point of reference
where truth is decided.!®

In 1784 Immanuel Kant wrote an article in answer to the
question “What is Enlightenment?” Kant defined Enlightenment
as the spirit’s determination to exercise its intellectual faculties in
unfettered integrity. Enlightenment is man’s release from his self-
incurred tutelage, that is, his inability to make use of his under-
standing without direction from another. Enlightenment is man’s
rise from the immaturity which caused him to rely on such external
authorities as the Bible, the church, tradition, etc., to tell him what
to think and do. The motto of the Enlightenment, therefore, was:
Have courage to use your own thinking.20 In its self-sufficient
autonomy reason assumed that authority which truly belongs to
God and His revelation alone.?!

The case of the rationalistic Socinians®® as well as the
rationalistic theology of the English Deists2 amply demonstrates
the results of reason as final Judge over the content of Scripture.
[lven in Protestant Orthodoxy, where the principle of Scripture
nlone was still maintained, we can detect a subtle but crucial shift
lowards an underpinning of the authority of Scripture on
rationalistic terms. Rather than providing its own evidence of

divine authority, Scripture was increasingly sustained through
Arguments from reason.“* This unfortunate process is well

~ described by J. K. S. Reid who says:

The primacy of faith gives way, first to an equality of faith with
reason; faith must at least be intelligible. But the equality is difficult
to maintain. The faith is intellectually conceived, and then it is reason
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and not faith that moves up into the dominant posiﬁgion. The authority
of Scripture is compromised and made equivocal.

As soon as reason became an indispensable means, it took over
the additional role of a criterion. But even more, in th_at the
Scripture 2Erinciple had become rational, it Wwas now rationally
refutable.“” Therefore, theology was increasingly challenge:d ra-
tionally, historically, and otherwise during the following period of
the Enlightenment. : .

The irony of all this is that it has been established since Kant,
“that reason only perceives that which it produces after its own
design. .. 227 Phis means that autonomous reason was and is never
capable of leaving its immanent boundaries, and, therefore, cannol
arrive at a true knowledge of God naturally on its own. God has to
reveal Himself and by means of His revelation compels assent and
produces insight which is lacking before.

The Collapse of Autonomous Reason. The house thal
autonomous reason tried to build in the bold endeavor to ground
truth in the reason of each person did not secure the hoped for
“sure” foundation. Rather, the attempt resulted in the loss of all
supernatural reality, metaphysics, and actually the loss of.trul.hl
itself.?° The very thing that man daringly tried to take upon himsall
in his self-declared “freedom,” namely to master the world by means

of autonomous rationalistic criticism, in the end has become mastor
over man. Autonomous man was and is not able to fill the role thal
he has denied God to occupy since the Enlightenment. .

The current discussion over modernity and post-modernity
with the deconstruction of the rationalistic ideal shows that evon
secular philosophy has finally come to admit that the kingly r.oluiul
reason has its own ambiguities, to echo the words of revisioninl

Catholic scholar David 'I‘racy.31 Looking back on the developmenti
of history since the Enlightenment we have to acknowiedgq that
there is no secure ground in autonomous reason. As G_erha}rd Nollor
recently stated in a noteworthy book, the human s.ubjfect is not: and
has never been the unshakable foundation of reality. _ 1
The New Importance of Tradition. One interesting S'df’ effool
from the failure of autonomous reason to provide a secure luumlln
tion for its house of rationalistic theology is highly signi["l cant for
theological method. It is the new importance that fradition hin

HiY
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begun to play in theology.33 Since autonomous reason alone has
been unable to provide a secure basis for theology and has lapsed
into the chaotic subjectivism of the individual interpreter, some
stabilizing element is needed to safeguard continuity in the act of
interpretation, This is found today in a new listening to the voice
of tradition.3 Tradition, however, is not understood in any
traditionalistic sense. Rather, it is being defined as an ever new
re-interpretation and application of the biblical message through
the fusion or the correlation of the two horizons between the Bible
text and the contemporary situation, where the contemporary
questions determine the answers that are sought in Scripture.

This new emphasis on tradition as a hermeneutical key has
been recently has suggested within Adventist circles by Richard
Rice in his book Reason and the Contours ofFaith‘gs According to
Rice “doctrines arise, not from the Bible alone, but from the
dynamic interplay between the Bible and the living experience of
the church, . . %8 Besides the Bible (which for Rice has only
“central authority” but no longer is the final authority) and the
present experience of the Christian community, we are told we
“must also take into account Christian tradition, or the doctrines
which the church has already formulated.”

According to Rice the sola scriptura principle, that is, Scrip-
ture alone, should be understood merely as prima scriptura, the
primacy of Scripture, that is, “the superiority of the Bible to other
authorities,” & among them ecclesiastical officers, church councils,
previous doctrinal formulas,”” and also tradition*® and ex-
perience” " Thus, the Bible, although a fundamental authority, is no
longer the final authority and is neither “the only place where
theological reflection originates nor the direct source from which
all theological positions arise.”*

Such statements from an Adventist author and published by
an Adventist institution raise serious question whether some of
today’s Adventist scholars are building on the same foundation our
pioneers used. The latter stated unequivocally that “the Bible is our
chart—our guide. It is our only rule of faith and practice, to which
we would closely adhere.”*? It seems to me that some are not merely
rearranging the furniture in our house of Adventist-theology but,
are in fact rebuilding it on a different foundation. Let me explain.
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One decisive difference between the Adventist church 1.;0day
and the believers at the beginning of the Advent movement is the
following: Our pioneers started with the common foundat19n _of'
accepting the Bible alone as the only norm and final authority in
matters of faith and practice. On this mutually accepted basis
Adventist pioneers stood united, and, therefore,_ could w_ork
together toward a common goal. They could maintain and gain a
Biblical unity in Spirit and theological thought, because they were
united in their submission to the written Word of God. On thig
“common ground” they could then rearrange some Christian fur-
niture in the newly forming Adventist house of theology so as to
bring it into even greater harmony with the Scr.iptu.res.

Today we face an entirely different situation in our cl}urch.
Rather than building on a common foundation (that is, SCI‘lptl:II'U
alone) and working from there towards a biblically grounded unity,
some of us have begun to build walls on foundations other than ’lchn
Bible and are in the very process of rebuilding and reinterpreting
our theology in the light of other accepted authority. Rather than
merely rearranging some furniture as our pioneer.s did, some aro
building up walls on an entirely new foundation. It'1s, El‘iier'efo_re, no
surprise that we face an increasing doctrinal pluralism w1i?hm our
church—a pluralism that threatens to destroy our_thep]oglcal and
spiritual unity which was erected on and can be maintained only by
adherence to God’s Word alone.

Could it be that in trying to make faith understandable {0
reason some of us are committing the same mistakes that Prol,fmu-
tant Orthodoxy committed, when it tried to underpin the authorll..y
of Scripture on rationalistic terms. Because Orthodox t}?eology did
not search for biblical answers but tried to make faith unders
standable to reason by meeting it on reason’s own ground, it startod
down a road that eventually ended in the death of God theology and
atheism.*® If we want to avoid repeating the same blunders, wa
have to look carefully to the testimony of Scripture. To this we will
turn now.

: . 6
Reason in Sv:;rlptm:'e4

It may come as a surprise to learn that there is no egijuivnlunl.

4

: . o K ) -
term in biblical Hebrew or Greek for our word “reason. It seomu
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illegitimate, therefore, to attach to the English word “reason,”
(conditioned through our western philosophical heritage) certain
Hebrew or Greek words from the OT or NT What isneeded, instead,
is a clearer understanding of the different thought-worlds,*® which
are expressed in different words and contexts.

Man Made in the Image of God. We begin our investigation into
the role of reason in Scripture with creation. That is where Scrip-
ture itself begins. Man’s creation in the “image of God” (imago Dei)
has important implications for the role of reason in theology.
Different attempts have been made to explain the meaning of the
“image of God.” Often it has been reduced to man’s reasoning
powers. This leaves open the possibilities of a rational or natural
theology. Seripture, however, reveals that more is involved in the
“image of God” than just the rational aspect in man.

Alberto Soggin has shown the close relationship between the
terminology used in the creation account (imago Dei) and the
earthly and heavenly sanctuaries.*” To be created in the image of
God needs to be understood in a two-fold way. On the one hand man
is a “copy” of God Himself, and, therefore, carries a very high value.
On the other hand, being a copy, clearly shows that man cannot
stand independently from God as the “original” and can never
assume an autonomous position outside his relationship with God.
Hence, an independence in knowledge and understanding from God
as the source of all true knowledge is impossible. Because of his
dependence on the Creator, man’s knowledge and understanding in
anything is correct only insofar as it is informed and guided by
God’s revelation, embodied supremely in Scripture. 0 Created in
the image of God, we have been granted the gift of reason. This
means (in biblical anthropology) a limited use of reason if employed
independently of God. This was true even for man in his unfallen
state! What was the nature of knowledge before sin entered the
world, we have to ask? Was it possible for Adam and Eve before the

_I'all to gain an independent knowledge of God and His will on their

own? No, even in the most perfect environment they were depend-
ent upon the Word of God to inform and guide them. How much
more do we need God’s Word today when our minds and reason are
perverted by sin.

Inother words, the Creator’s gift of reason can be used proper-
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ly only in faithfulness to God and His will, or it will.be u_sed
(unfaithfully) against Him. The biblical concept of reason is “faith-
full reason,” that is, it is full of faith, because it trusts (.j'rod E.ind
obediently follows His revealed Word. This has important implica-
tions for the role of reason in theology to which we will turn in a
moment.

But let us now look at a few key words in Scripture that are
used in the context of knowledge and understanding and are con-
nected with different mental activities. From a survey of the termg
we may learn more about the biblical presupposition for the ]."oun-
dations of human knowledge and understanding. Since there is not
merely one appropriate translation for the English words “reason,”
“understanding,” or “knowing” in the Hebrew and Greek
equivalents, we will try to establish a semantic word-field thal
includes the main Hebrew and Greek expressions relevant to our
investigation.

Hebrew and Greek Words for Knowledge. We will begin our
investigation by looking at a few important Hebrew words, and
their respective Greek equivalents.

Yada® (to know). Forms of the Hebrew yada‘ (to know) occur
more than 1119 times in the OT>! In light of this frequent occurs
rence we are faced with some pragmatic limitations in our invess
tigation. Although the different usages of the term cannoii .h“
sharply distinguished, we can detect at least five aspects of il#
meaning that are worth noticing. They are the cog‘nitlive c?lspect, tha
establishing aspect, the conggct aspect, the communicative asp(rtfl,,
and the constitutive aspect.”™ Because of space limitations we will
explore just a few pertinent usages of this word.

Yada‘ can be used parallel to “se5esing” and other knowlm.l”n
gained in various ways by the senses.”” In the OT the expressiol
“you shall know that I am the LORD your God,” occurs frequent:
ly.54 In this context yada‘ is linked with God’s acts of self-rewl-.ln
tion.>® This knowledge of God is not an abstract, speculative kind
of knowledge that is merely obtained intellectually. Rather, it ig i
knowledge that is discovered through God’s acting in histo.r_y, u.ntl
that if)ssgained through a practical experience and relationship witli
Him.

By emphasizing the relational aspect of knowledge we do nol
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want to convey the impression that the cognitive dimension of
knowledge in the Bible is excluded. This cognitive aspect is present
and includes the aspect of knowledge as acl«mowled,tging;57 what God
has revealed about Himself, Thus, for mankind in both the fallen
and unfallen states there is no “natural” or “neutral” way to come
to a true knowledge of God. In other words, knowledge is not gained
in a vacuum or a self-detached position but only in a transforming
relationship with Him. The wise shall not boast of his own wisdom,
but in that he knows God (Jer 9:23-24).

In order to know the searcher for truth must be positioned into
the right relationship. Proverbs 1:7 states the biblical epistemology
in a nutshell. Here, “the fear of the Lord” is the beginning of true
knowledge. (cf. Prov 9:10, where it is the beginning of wisdom;
15:33; Ps 111:10; Job 28:28). This “fear of the Lord” is not a
frightening emotional or psychological threatening form of ex-
perience, but is more akin to our concept of “commitment to” or
“trust in” God®® who establishes and faithfully keeps his
covenant.®® The fear of God involves service, love, obedience, wor-
ship, and total surrender to God.®? This means that the attitude of
total commitment to the Lord is the starting point, the inception of
any and all real knowledge.61 In other words, faith as trust and
commitment to God, does not hinder and obstruct the knowledge
of reality; but rather, faith sets free the real knowledge of God and
His world.

Ginosko (to know). In the LXX (Greek Septuagint) words from
the Hebrew root of yada“ are generally translated by the ginosko
word group.62 Basically, the term means to notice, perceive, recog-
nize a thinjg, person or situation through the senses, particularly
the sight.®® Even in secular Greek ginosko has been used in some
instances for knowing in a personal way and as an expression of a
trusting relationship between persons. 4 This is in sharp contrast
to the philosophical view where sense knowledge is only “opinion”
(doxa) but never true knowledge. Although the LXX and the NT
use Greek terminology, it appears they do not incorporate Greek
philosophical concepts with them. Rather, the translators use the
Greek terms in a continuation and further unfolding of the OT
nfleaning.6

The N'T' writers take over the personal aspect of knowledge
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from the OT. This is especially the case when the term ginosko
refers to the knowledge of God (cf. Rom 11:33). Just as in the OT,
the NT frequently speaks about the knowledge of God (Rom 11:33;
15:14; 2 Cor 2:14; 10:5; Col 1:10) and about the knowledge tha.t God
gives to his followers (Mark 4:11). This God-given knowledge is not
intended to make a person arrogant (1 Cor 8:1), because 1% is
embedded in and derived from the right relationship with God, " a
relationship characterized by mutual love and faithful obedience to
His revealed will.

Knowledge and understanding in the NT is not something that
lets the wise boast about him/herself. Rather “let him who boasts,
boast of the Lord,” (1 Cor 1:31; cf. 2 Cor 10:17; Jer 9:23). When the
Apostle John writes that Christians “know all things” (1 John 2:20,
NKJV), this knowledge (1 John 2:21; 3:2, 5, 14; 5:13, 15, 18-20; 3
John 12) is not a philosophical omniscience but results from a _clf:usn
relationship between Christians and their God and from the giving
of the Holy Spirit in this relationship (cf. 1 John 2:20a; John
14:26).57 ’

The polemic against “the opposing arguments of what is fal-
sely called ‘knowledge’” (1 Tim 6:20, NASB), and Paul’s pgrsm.teni.
critique of a purely cognitive ideal of knowledge in 1 Corinthiang
(1 Cor 8:1-2; 13:2, 8, 12; cf. 1 Cor 1:18-23) and elsewhere (Eph 3:19;
cf. Eph 1:17-18) shows that the NT takes over from the OT theo
concept of knowledge and understanding as a reality that is possiblo
only in the right relationship.

This means that the knowledge of God and His world is nol
possible in an abstract manner, from a neutral and secure distanco,
Rather, it comes about only by allowing our lives to be renewed and
transformed in and through a relationship with the Giver of all
knowledge, that is, God. Thus, the knowledge of God is a gift from
Him and not something that human beings have or obtain naturally
on their own.%®

Bin (to discern). Another very important Hebrew word that 4
usually translated by “understanding” or “insight” is the veorh
5in.%% The root is connected with the substantive bayin which
means “interval” or “space in between.” From this the nri;_{in];tl
meaning, “to distinguish” or “to separate,” is commonly derived,
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The essential idea of the verb is, therefore, “to discern,” (cf. 1 Kgs
3:9).

The kind of knowledge alluded to by this Hebrew term is
superior to the mere gathering of data. It includes the concept of
distinguishing. Bin describes the power of judgment and perceptive
insight that is demonstrated in the use of knowledge.

However, in this ability to judge and perceive, man remains
depended upon God, the Giver of discernment and understanding.
The OT presents this kind of moral understanding as a gift from
God and not the fruit of empiri.::isrn,'?2 (cf. 1 Kgs 3:9, and 1 Kgs
4:29-30, where God gives Solomon wisdom and understanding and
largeness of mind).

Synesis. The closest Greek equivalent for the Hebrew bin that
is used in the LXX and the NT is synesis and its derivatives.’> “The
OT idea that insight is a gift of God and is linked with his revelation
reappears in the NT usalge.”74 Time and again “insight” is under-
stood as a gift from God, and any lack of “insight” as a sign of man’s
rejection of God from within his deepest being (Rom 1:21).7° This
is a very provocative thought that certainly merits closer medita-
tion and investigation.

Leb (heart). In the Hebrew Bible the seat of insight is the heart
(leb). The terms leb and lebab as parallel terms appear some 853
times’" and constitutes the central anthropological term of the OT.
The heart encompasses all dimensions of man’s existence. It is also
the seat of the understanding and knowledge as well as the seat of
the will.”” Depending on the context leb can denote the capability
of understanding, the receiving or hearing heart or “reason” (1Kgs
3:9-12), insi§ht, knowledge, and understanding (Prov 18:15; Isa
42:25), ete.”® The heart discerns the works of God, shows fear of
God, and puts into practice righteousness and justice (cf. Prov 2).”°
Thus, the mental activities are not isolated but the heart encom-
passes all dimensions of man’s existence.

Kardia (heart). The LXX renders leb predominantly by kardia,
(heart), and more rare%y by dianoia (understanding), psyche (soul,
life), and nous (mind).®° The different terms used to translate leb
into Greek show several things: (1) In contrast with the central role
of the word nous gmind) in classical Greek, the term is used spar-
ingly in the Bible;®! (2) There is no single term employed to denote
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the meaning of “reason.”®? It is difficult to differentiate between
the terms.®® In their general usage they stand in continuity with
the OT employment of leb (heart). As in the OT, kardia stands for
the whole of the inner being of man.

Thus, we may conclude our brief investigation into the role of
“reason” in Scripture by saying that the Bible does not know an
abstract, autonomous reason capable of arriving at truth on its
own. Rather, the natural man indulges in the desires of the flesh
and of the mind (Eph 2:3). The sinfulness of man has affected his
reason. Hence, sinful reason stands in need of conversion just as
the rest of man needs to be renewed. Human beings become truly
“reasonable” in the biblical sense when “we are taking every
thought captive to the obedience of Christ” (2 Cor 10:5, NASB).

It appears, therefore, that the biblical understanding of
knowledge is never separated from the relational aspect between
man and God. Biblical knowledge includes the whole person, includ-
ing the actions, and never just the mental capabilities as it is
commonly held in Greek and much of Western philosophy.

The result of our investigation of these biblical terms will shed
some light as to what the role of reason should be in theology.

Implications for the Role of Reason in Theology

Faithful Reason. In contrast to autonomous reason the biblical
concept of reason could be termed “faithful, or obedient reason.”
Whereas autonomous reason exalts itselfinto a god or falls back on
tradition and experience as guides to truth, the faithful reason of
Scripture is informed by God’s Word and acts obediently according
to God’s written revelation. Faithful reason is centered neither on
autonomous man nor on the testimony of tradition (whether living
or dead) but on God, the Creator of man. The biblical role of reason
is not an assertive independence from God. Instead the believer ig
to use God’s revelation as the basis and authoritative norm for all
of his/her reasoning.

From the Scripture itself we know that this divinely assigned
role for human reason is not its natural tendency. Not just irration-
al factors need to be overcome in man. That is, it is not just a
question of rationality or irrationality that we face in the issue of
the role of reason in theology. There are noetic effects of sin on
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reason. What needs to be changed is man’s basic resistance to God
Himself, Without this fundamental change—call it conversion if
you please—no harmony, no solution to the relationship between
faith and reason will be possible. Unconverted reason will always
strive to dominate not only the contours but also the content of our
faith. Obedient reason, however, subordinates itself to God and His
gift of revelation, and is willing to be guided by God through His
written Word.

The Integration of Reason into Faith. It is not simply that
unconverted reason produces results that are disturbing to faith.
Rather, unconverted reason carries with it presuppositions that
from the very outset destroy all possibilities of an harmonious
integration of reason into faith. It cannot and does not joyfully
submit to what is revealed to man by God.

Furthermore, the issue is not between trusting God on the one
hand and thinking carefully about our beliefs on the other, as some
seem to suggest. Faithful reason is not a sacrifice of the intellect,
but the integration of reason into faith. And here the wording and
the word-sequence is of crucial importance, because the integration
of reason into faith implies that faith has priority. It is not an
integration of faith into reason. In that case, reason would have the
final say. Nor is it an attempt to balance faith and reason.

In trying to balance two things no unity is gained. If equality
is the ultimate goal in the issue of the relationship between faith
and reason, no true unity is possible. Whenever we focus on having
equal shares, this very focus tends to bring the two into an an-
tagonistic relationship. Equals are not together, they stand on
opposite sides of the equation, constantly watching that the other
side does not get ahead. They are not united but in contest with
each other.

In trying to balance faith and reason, who finally decides how
to balance one with the other? Who finally “keeps the balance?”
History has shown that every time reason tried to support faith, it
was reason that finally decided on the content of faith and changed
and adapted God’s revelation to the current ideology of the day. In
the words of Walter Kohler “reason in theology has always had the
tendency to ch:mﬁ((; or shift its position from minister (Diener) to
magister (Herr),””” from servant to master, from helper to ruler.
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This is also the case in R. Rice’s approach, where Scripture
cannot interpret itself anymore but needs outside help in order to
identify its own intellectual contents. This external help is supplied
by the historical-critical method which attempts to distinguish
between the essential and nonessential contents of the biblical
message.”" Rather than beginning with reason and then speaking
about the contours of faith, the biblical position would be to start
with faith and from there to look at the contours of reason! The
true antithesis, therefore,

is not between faith and reason, as if believi ng and thinking were
mutually exclusive, but between a faithful and a faithless use of
reason. The question is not whether we should think, but how we
should think; whether or not our thinking should be controlled by our
faith *

It is therefore misleading to say that revelation supplementg
or adds to reason or that faith and reason complement each other,
because that implies they are equals. What is needed is not a
quantitative addition but a qualitative change, not a building upon
the old but a conversion to the new.”” This leads us to our nexf
point, namely to the meaning of the use of sanctified reason in
theology.

Sanctified Reason

It is sometimes claimed that even Scripture encourages us to
use “sanctified reason” as a means to understand God and His Word
(cf. Isa 1:18, “come now, and let us reason tcugether”),91 and that if,
is, therefore, perfectly legitimate to do so, albeit in “dialogue with
the Spirit”92 (however one wants to understand such an expres-
sion). Is this interpretation of the Isaiah passage warranted? What
does it mean to use “sanctified reason”? Furthermore, aren’t wo
doomed to use our own reason, no matter what has been said abouf,
the role of reason in Scripture, because we have to mako
“reasonable” decisions about unclear passages in Scripture?

As far as the passage in Isaiah 1:18 is concerned, we can readi ly
discern from the context that this is a rhetorical question thaf
relates to the issue of salvation. Prior to verse 18 God pointed oul

the unfaithfulness of Judah which had led to their loss of

knowledge! His challenge, to come and reason with I Tim, must be
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understood as an ironic hint to show Judah her ignorance in respect
to her own limitations, at least as far as salvation is concerned.
From other biblical data it could very well be applied also to Judah'’s
limitation in knowledge as such. For these reasons it seems inap-
propriate to use Isaiah 1:18 to make humankind into an equal
dialogue partner with God, who by means of their own reason are
able to understand and apply the truth of Scripture.

However, we need more than a mere orientation of reason
towards Scripture, even if this is done from a position of a converted
person. It is not enough just to orient oneself towards the Word of
God while reason still maintains its independence and autonomy.
What is needed is nothing less than the submission, the subordina-
tion of reason to the higher authority of God’s Word. Ellen G. White
has put it in these words:

God desires man to exercise his reasoning powers. . . yet we are to
be aware of deifying reason which is subject to the infirmity of
humanity. . . . when we come to the Bible, reason must acknowledge
an authority superior to itself, and heart and intellect must bow to
the great I AM.**

What is needed is the transformation of “natural reason”
through God’s Word, where it is informed and formed by it. For that
1s sanctification after all.

This is by no means a “sacrifice of the intellect,” as it is often
alleged. If it were the sacrifice of reason, reason would no longer
exist. What needs to be sacrificed is not reason but the autonomy of
reason. Thus, rather than being “a sacrifice of the intellect,” it is
the sacrifice of the assertive autonomy of (mny) reason that is at
stake, acknowledging that there is no such autonomy, but that true
freedom of reason comes only through submission to the Word of
God. What Scripture calls for is sanctified reason under the higher
authority of the Word of God. This surrender is not a “blind
obedience” that accepts an inevitable destiny or fate that cannot be
changed. Blind obedience lacks the aspect of willing surrender,
which cannot be divorced from true obedience, and it also excludes
all attempts to understand God’s Word more fully. 4

But having said all that, how do we respond to the view that
we are in fact doomed to use our own reason in making “reasonable”
decisions about questionable or unclear passages in Scripture.
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Without claiming to have all the answers let me, nevertheless, make
the following observation:

In order to answer the above mentioned charge we have to
point out certain presuppositions on which Adventist theology has
functioned so far. One of these basic presuppositions of Adventist
theology has been and still is: the clarity of Scripture! In doing
theology, in using Scripture as the source and norm for our theology,
Adventist’s have accepted the fundamental Reformation principle
of the clarity of Scripture.95

The clarity ofScriéJture is inseparably connected with beliefin
the unity of'Sa::ripture9 and is in harmony with Scripture’s self-tes-
timony, namely, that God is the ultimate author of all Scripture.
God, as Creator, is perfectly capable of communicating clearly with
man who is created in His image.g? Thus, the clarity of God’s Word
to man is a fundamental ingredient in God’s effectual communica-
tion with humanity.

If Scripture is intrinsically unclear, then we are thrown back
to the Roman Catholic position that an extra Scriptural source is
required as a hermeneutical key to interpret Scripture authorita-
tively for us, be that tradition, reason, or experience. To hold to the
intrinsic “un-clarity” of Scripture makes us dependent on other
authorities such as the teaching magisterium of the church or the
“priesthood of the historians,” the latter making us dependent on
a small elite of historical-critical scholars®® who tell us authorita-
tively what is acceptable in interpretation and what is to be dis-
missed.

To maintain the clarity of Scripture is to free the Bible once
more for the “common people.” If Scripture is allowed to be its own
interpreter, to be the sole source of its own exposition, we have
Scriptural guidelines that will guide, direct, and shape our inves-
tigation of God’s Word.>®

Conclusion

The point of departure in an authentic Adventist theology is
not reason, nor is it experience, nor is it tradition, nor is it tho
majority vote. Rather, it is the divine revelation of God’s written
Word, Holy Scripture. The criterion for Adventist theology is nol
derived from immanent factors, be it some form of inner ox-
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perie);lcem0 or one’s own reason, but from God’s Word which comes
to us from without, and which is to be followed faithfully.

This means that our theological method is build on faith and
faithful reason, that is, reason which is faithful to God’s Word. This
position leaves behind fideistic and rationalistic reductions in their
different forms. Unlike the blind leap of Existentialism, where faith
is disconnected from reason, biblical faith is a leap into the hands
of God. It is a trusting submission to the Word of the living God,
who speaks and who waits for our obedient response.

In different forms of rationalistic theology reason is not seen
to be affected by sin, and, therefore, deems itself capable of judging
“objectively” what is right and what is wrong. But Adventist theol-
ogy does not elevate reason to the point where it becomes the arbiter
of truth. This distinguishes Adventist theology from liberal theol-
ogy and as well as from Fundamentalism.

It seems that Fundamentalists by and large have accepted
inductive scientific rationalism to defend the trustworthiness of
Scripture and their position.ml This “scientific,” rational approach
to Scripture, however, has the tendency to judge the truth of the
Bible in terms of its correspondence to scientifically established
data. Thus, as Mark Corner has aptly observed,

Despite its overt hostility to ‘liberalism’ it could be claimed that
fundamentalism shares with its opponent a reductionistic, scientific
mentality, and that in some ways both come from the same stable.
One uses science to reject the Christian faith as traditionally per-
ceived, the other uses it to prove it; neither is sufficiently aware of
problems concerning the nature and limitations of its particular
scientific approach.'”

In stead of abandoning reason Adventist theology holds to the
renewal of reason through the converting power of God, making
reason faithful and willing to follow the higher authority of the
revealed Word of God.

But does the obedience to the Word of God inhibit the freedom
of reason? On the contrary, Scripture establishes it. Scripture
clearly teaches that true freedom is found only in obedient subjec-
tion to the Word of God—otherwise man is captive to sin. By
submitting to Scripture only in part—as far as reason will allow—
our minds are not wholly free for truth.
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As Adventists we have repeatedly emphasized that our faith
includes more than mere “doctrines.” It includes a wholistic life-
style which involves the entire person. This is not restricted only
to the things we eat and watch and do or don’t do, but also includes
the way we think, the way we do research, the way we use our
intellect. We have rightly taught that man is a unity, where the
spiritual, physical and mental aspects are interconnected and in-
fluence each other. But it appears that too often we have em-
phasized only the spiritual and physical aspects and have cut off
the intellectual aspects in our theology. We often emphasize “men-
tal excellence,” but rarely talk about “mental obedience” to the
Word of God.

Scripture adduces many examples where people of God have
demonstrated this mental excellence by being faithful to the word
of God. Let me ask you: How reasonable was it for Moses to guide
the Israelites in the Exodus? How reasonable was it for Abraham
and Sarah to expect a son? How reasonable was it for God to become
man? How reasonable was it for Jesus Christ to be resurrected from
the dead? How reasonable is it for God to forgive our sins and give
free salvation? How reasonable is it to expect Christ to return in
the clouds of heaven for a second time to take us home?

God’s love for us cannot be explained naturally! It goes to show
that we need to remember what kind of God we serve. This will help
us to put things back into the right perspective, namely, to follow
the example of the biblical heros of faith and of Jesus Christ who
built their theology on the only foundation on which Adventist
theology can maintain its Scriptural mandate: on the Word of God
alone.
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THE WORD OF GOD IN
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In the beginning there was the Word of God (John 1:1). This
Word, infinitely more powerful and more effective than any human
word ever uttered in its echo, created worlds, beings and things (Ps
33:6-9). No sooner were Adam and Eve created than God blessed
them and spoke to them (Gen 1:28). Since then, through the ages,
in many and various ways, God has kept open the lines of com-
munication. Through visions, dreams, the audible voice, conscience,
events in human history, and ultimately through the presence of
His Son among humans, He has maintained His Word, present and
active (Heb 1:1-2).

Many of these revelatory events are found, gathered under the
direction of the Holy Spirit through the process called inspiration,
in the document called the Bible. The Bible is, therefore, the
creative and revealing Word in the form of a document. Because of
the involvement of the Holy Spirit, the Bible is not just a collection
of ancient, pious sayings about God, but actually is the Word of God.

My thesis is that Seventh-day Adventist ethics must have the
Word of God as foundation. Any other approach, any other basis of
authority is insufficient. There can be no genuine Adventist ethics
where the basis is not Scripture.

Alternative Approaches

For long centuries the official Christian church made great
efforts to keep Scripture away from Christians. Reading the Serip-
tures was considered dangerous for spiritual health, and history
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