
Journalfor
&Ministry
Theology

Trinity

Spring 2009  Vol. III, No. 1

The Non-Repugnancy of Scripture



Trinity Journal for Theology & Ministry
Editorial Board

Executive Editor
Grant LeMarquand

Managing Editor
Martha Chambers

Book Review Editor
William Witt

Art Review Editor
Martha Giltinan

Editor-at-Large
Leander Harding



Table of Contents
The Non-Repugnancy of Scripture

Editorial: The Non-Repugnancy of Scripture ..............................................5
Grant LeMarquand

On Reading the Bible

Trinitarian Hermeneutics and the Unity of Scripture................................11
Don Collett

The Fourfold Amor Dei and the Word of God ...........................................32
N.T. Wright

On Readers of the Bible

Richard Hooker’s Hermeneutic and the “Precious Gifts of God”...........42
Phil Harrold

George Herbert and Biblical Theology......................................................67
Rod Whitacre

Text-Based and Thematic Readings of the Bible

The Day of Yahweh as a Unifying Concept in Isaiah 1-12 ........................89
Paul House

Paul’s (Re)Reading of Israel’s Scripture (2 Corinthians 3:6b-14) ..............111
Jonathan A. Linebaugh

To Sing is a Lover’s Thing: Toward a Biblical Theology of Worship ........131
Edith Humphrey

Critical Orthodoxy and the Christology of Luke-Acts ..............................145
William G. Witt

Poetry

The Perfect Pericope..................................................................................165
Lynn Fairfield

Reviews

Resources for Reading Greek: A Review Article .....................................167                    
Rod Whitacre

Book Reviews .............................................................................................176





Editorial:
The Non-Repugnancy of Scripture

Article XX of the 39 Articles of Religion contains a wonderful
statement entitled “Of the Authority of the Church.” It goes like
this:

The Church hath power to decree Rites or Ceremonies, and 
Authority in Controversies of Faith: And yet it is not lawful for 
the Church to ordain any thing that is contrary to God’s Word 
written, neither may it so expound one place of Scripture, that 
it be repugnant to another. Wherefore, although the Church 
be a witness and a keeper of holy Writ, yet, as it ought not to 
decree any thing against the same, so besides the same ought 
it not to enforce any thing to be believed for necessity of 
Salvation.

This article seems simply to say that although the church may
apply Scripture (liturgically and theologically, for example), the
church should not do so in any way that adds to what is necessary
for salvation, and that the church must read Scripture as a whole,
as a unified story of God’s loving, caring lordship of his world,
seen in creation, the call of Israel and the church, but especially
and climactically in the incarnation, ministry, death, resurrection
and glorification of Jesus Christ. 

The article states this view of the Bible’s unity with a charac-
teristically un-modern turn of phrase: the church may not “so ex-
pound one place of Scripture, that it be repugnant to another.”
What a great line! “Repugnancy” of course (according to my the-
saurus) means “disgusting, revolting, nauseating, repulsive,
hideous, gross, vile, foul…” It goes on, but I think you grasp the
point. We are not to interpret the Bible in such a way that we say
that another part of the Bible is repellant. Anglicans, then, are not
to turn Scripture against itself and teach that one part contradicts
another, or that one part is opposed or hostile to another. In other
words, we must so learn the Scriptures that we take note of the
way the various parts of the Bible fit together. We must study in
order to find how the Scriptures are agreeable.
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Now this is not a simple process. The Bible was written in
three different languages: Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek. Careful
reading of Scripture will want to take into account the meaning
and nuance of these original languages.

Scripture did not appear at the printer all at once – the books
of Scripture were written over a period of many hundreds of
years. Culture and customs change. Marriage structures, political
arrangements, warfare, child-raising, eating, architecture, and
music were not the same in the Roman period as in the time of
Pharonic Egypt. Persians, Cushites, Greeks, Canaanites ap-
proached life differently from one another. Israelites during the
patriarchal period, or the time of the judges, during the monar-
chy, or in exile in Babylon faced struggles that their ancestors and
descendents would have found strange indeed. A keen sense of
history will help us to be sensitive to how the biblical text spoke to
the original readers, as well as how it speaks to us today.

From the human side, its authors, collectors and editors are
many. The careful reader will want to take the particular perspec-
tives of the various authors into account and struggle to under-
stand their original intention before weaving that author’s
meaning into a comprehensive picture of the biblical message.

The genres – the kinds of literature represented – are diverse:
prose and poetry, history and fiction (surely you will agree that
Jesus’ parables are “fiction,” even if they are at the same time
“true”), prophecy, song, proverb, parable, vision, argument, histor-
ical narrative, speech, summary, laws, letter, and on and on. One
obvious skill for ensuring that people are not “repulsed” by Scrip-
ture is to ensure that we read each genre of the Bible on its own
terms, not reading the Revelation, for example, as if it were to-
morrow’s newspaper, not reading a poem as if it were a scientific
textbook, not reading a proverb as if it were a law.

But reading the Bible is further complexified because human
beings (and sinful human beings at that) actually have to read or
hear the Bible to make sense of its message. And we also are com-
plex. Every individual is either a man or a woman. Each of us lives
in a particular place and time. None of us has an identical family
background. Christians come from virtually every culture and lan-
guage group in the world. Some have more education than oth-
ers. Some of us who have more formal education are not as
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educated in the realities of the world as some who are non-liter-
ate. Our distinctive, limited perspectives may blind us to things in
the Bible – they may also enable us to see things that others can-
not see. As a white, male, Anglican, North American Christian, I
am prepared (although not necessarily “conditioned”) by my back-
ground and upbringing to hear certain things in the Bible.
Women, people of different ages, people of different cultural back-
grounds may see things in Scripture that I have not seen. Revela-
tion 7:9 informs us that those of every “nation, tribe, people, and
language” will stand before the Lamb. In our age we have the priv-
ilege to begin to learn about Scripture from our various cultural
starting points in anticipation of that day.

This issue of the Journal assumes that the Bible should not be
read in such a way that we make one part of it antagonistic to an-
other. Each of the authors of the various essays, however, has ap-
proached this question from a particular perspective, with limited
questions and issues in mind. There is no attempt in this volume
to be comprehensive. Rather, what we wish to do is to help each
other to reflect on important questions related to reading the
Bible, and to point to a few people who may have read the Bible in
ways that we have found edifying. Finally, we have a few studies
which ask the Bible specific questions in the hopes of finding an-
swers to help us to worship and live in today’s convoluted world.

Don Collett, who teaches Old Testament at Trinity, starts us
off by asking fundamental questions which revolve around two
very different views of the context for reading Scripture: the mod-
ernist context which reduces all questions to “science” or “his-
tory,” and the church’s central epistemological context which
insists that the reading of the Bible should be shaped by “theol-
ogy” – and specifically Trinitarian theology. N.T. Wright’s essay is
closely related. Bishop Wright reminds us that the command to
love God with all our heart, soul, strength and mind should be ap-
plied to the way we read Scripture. Bible reading is not just a
heart practice, and not just an intellectual diversion. Every aspect
of our being, every way in which we are called to love God must
be brought to God’s Word written.
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Two essays explore the ways Anglicans in the past have mined
the resources of the Bible. Phil Harrold, Trinity’s church histo-
rian, gives us a close reading of Richard Hooker’s (c.1554-1600)
views on Scripture. Hooker has been often misread to say that
Anglicans believed in a three-legged stool: Scripture, tradition and
reason. Harrold examines Hooker’s own account and finds that
Hooker never uses such an analogy, but clearly speaks of the
church using reason and tradition (carefully defined) as resources
to understand Scripture. In our own day, when some wish even to
speak of “experience” (not necessarily an experience of God, just
“my own experience”) as a fourth leg of a stool, this correction is
essential.1 Rod Whitacre, our professor of New Testament, pro-
vides a wonderful window into Anglicanism’s poet-laureate and
younger contemporary of Hooker, George Herbert (1593-1633). In
Herbert we see Scripture not primarily as a resource to formulate
doctrine, but as a mode of God’s access into our lives, and ours
into his.

Four articles explore biblical texts and themes. Paul House
(formerly of Trinity, now of Beeson Divinity School) examines the
theme of “the day of the Lord” as a motif which unifies Isaiah 1-12.
Jonathan Linebaugh (a Trinity alumnus studying in Britain) tests
out the theory that Paul himself was an “exegete” of Scripture by
studying Paul’s reading of the Exodus story in a passage in 2
Corinthians. Edith Humphrey, Professor of New Testament at
Pittsburgh Theological Seminary, invites us to share the wide,
doxological vision of the Bible. William Witt, Trinity’s Professor of
Theology and Ethics, reveals a commendable ability to do biblical
exegesis (would that every theological was an exegete and every 
exegete a theologian!) in his examination of Jesus and “Incarna-
tional Monotheism,” focusing especially on Luke-Acts.

8     Trinity Journal for Theology & Ministry

1For example, a standard liturgical resource in The Episcopal Church called
Lesser Feasts and Fasts now states that Hooker spoke of the grounds of Christian
theology as “Scriptural revelation, ancient tradition, reason, and experience.” It
is hard to see this recent addition of “experience” as anything but a mischievous
form of historical revisionism.



Editing this volume has, for me, been like attending a rich
feast. I hope and trust that these essays will be a gift which builds
up the church by helping us to attend more carefully to his Word.

The Rev. Dr. Grant LeMarquand, Executive Editor
Academic Dean

Associate Professor of Biblical Studies and Mission
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