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Introduction
I want to thank Heritage, juried through Stan Fowler, for the invitation to participate in today’s discussion about “how” the Bible means (repeat).  The catalyst for our reflections today is William Webb’s Slaves, Women & Homosexuals:  Exploring the Hermeneutics of Cultural Analysis (InterVarsity Press, 2001).  
I enter this discussion with an irenic attitude.  I have dispassionately monitored the gender debate for a long time.  I perceive that Webb’s model has created a bit of a stir in a variety of circles.  The communication of ideas is a challenging task, whether as the speaker or the hearer.  Have you ever preached a sermon only to be criticized or praised at the door for something you never intended to say?!  
Two areas in Webb’s work beckon for exploration.  One is the model itself and the other is its product in the gender domain.  The panelists have not collaborated and our interests will take our presentations in different directions.  I am wired with the need to understand in the largest context possible.  My contribution will primarily stimulate us to reflect on the big picture of how theological models are constructed and operate and how Webb’s work is read from this perspective.  From this larger framework, I will relate to some of the specific issues that Webb treats.  As we have already observed by the interchange between Professor Webb and his critics, the give and take about details of interpretation are endless.  Also, I may not be able to cover all of this paper in my reading time-frame, but it will eventually be available on my web site: www.gmeadors.com.  
I.
Developing Theological Models


A.
How does the Bible teach us?  There are three levels of biblical teaching 


with which we need to deal.

Christians affirm that the Bible is their ultimate source of knowledge for faith and practice.  But when they look for a biblical passage that addresses the questions of their time and place they often discover that there is not a text that directly addresses their concerns.  To address their needs, they often become ventriloquists, using the Bible as their dummy to say what they want to hear.  The words of the texts seem to correlate with their question, but the contextual meaning of the passage they are forcing into service has nothing to do with the subject queried.  This is the reality we have all observed and perhaps practiced!  Does this undermine our affirmation that the Bible is sufficient for faith and practice?  No.  It merely illustrates that sometimes believers do not know how to read the Bible beyond a proof text level.  
Biblical teaching is unpacked at three levels:  Direct, Implied, and Creative Constructs [REF the CHART].  The “Direct Teaching” level relates to discerning the authorial/textual intension of a given context.  It might be something as simple as a timeless imperative, “Thou shalt not kill,” or as complex as an extended narrative.  The “Implicational” level of biblical teaching relates to concepts that are not directly stated but are identified by the believing community as implied within the text.  This level of teaching addresses a lot of very important areas. For example, we hold the doctrine of trinity in high regard, but it is an implicational teaching.  Alister McGrath observed that “The doctrine of the trinity can be regarded as the outcome of a process of sustained and critical reflection on the pattern of divine activity revealed in Scripture, and continued in Christian experience.  This is not to say that Scripture contains a doctrine of the Trinity; rather, Scripture bears witness to a God who demands to be understood in a Trinitarian manner.” (Christian Theology:  An Introduction [2nd Edition.  Oxford:  Blackwell, 1997]294)
The third level of biblical teaching is packaged in “Creative Constructs.”  A “Creative Construct” is the end-product of large understandings of how the Bible has framed certain subjects.  For example, are you premillennial or amillennial?  Are you a covenant theologian or a dispensationalist or some other “construct”?  Are you an arminian or a calvinist…or just confused?!  These views of the whole Bible are large frames that help interpreters’ exposit the sense of the whole from its parts.  Constructs are the product of our sustained reflection upon texts, but they are seldom proven from any specific direct context.  Constructs are the product of an inductive process.  The use of inductive logic brings another perspective to the nature of creative constructs.  It is impossible to address this dimension with brevity, but let me put it this way.  We have a Bible that is the product of revelation, but we use “inductive Bible study methods” to unpack it.  In formal logic, deductively sound arguments can lead to certainty, but induction only leads to degrees of probability.  Consequently, no matter how tightly argued and how convinced we are about out creative construct systems, they are still only in the realm of probability not certainty.  That is why we sometimes have such heated debates about theological systems.
Unfortunately, we sometimes deify our constructs as if there is no other way to understand texts.  But such self-serving idolatry only reflects our miniscule perspective.  Ultimately, all human constructs are circular.  At the same time, we must own a construct in order to unpack our understanding of the Bible and develop convictions to guide our lives.  This is our interpretive reality.  This accounts for why the believing community can never come together on certain issues.  We have an inspired Bible but no inspired commentaries.  I believe this is a deep level aspect of God’s decretive way of running his world.  Our divine parent has taken the “risk” to develop us in his image and he has given us the “responsibility” to humbly pursue Him in our epistemological struggle.  He gave us his unadulterated Word, yet the believing community uses the same texts to argue different conclusions at implicational and creative construct levels.  This seems odd in light of the gravity of knowing God’s will, yet, it may well be part of the process God has ordained to move us along in the process of being conformed to his image.

I am firmly convinced that all of our understandings operate within these three levels of biblical teaching.  Another feature of this interpretive model needs to be noted.  As we move from the foundations of direct teaching and through the implicational level to our creative constructs, we are moving from “teaching intent” to “theological analysis.”  That is, we move from what can be relatively asserted about the meaning of a specific biblical context to how it impacts our larger understandings of “so what.”  We move from our most objective categories to our subjective judgments.  This process reflects the nature of inductive logic.  As we do interpretation and enter theological debate, our challenge is to own at which level we are when we make our exegetical and theological assertions.  
Now, for the question of the hour.  Where does Webb’s book fall in terms of this model of “how” the Bible teaches?  It is a creative construct.  As all constructs, it has connections more or less with the direct and implied levels, but at the end of the day, it is a creative construct.  Before we probe what this means for Webb’s model, let me develop more perspective about how our exegetical and theological work relates to the bigger picture.

B.
Interfacing the Theological Encyclopedia with the levels of biblical 


teaching and taxonomy.

How has the Western world organized the facets of “how” to pursue the meaning of Scripture?  There may be a variety of answers to this question, but one dominant model is to understanding the work of interpretation and the development of theology and ministry from the perspective of the “Theological Encyclopedia.”  This model was particularly developed by Abraham Kyper.  I have adapted a presentation of it from my colleague James Grier, and given it my own development.
Let me reflect upon the CHART I have distributed.

The activity of exegesis and theology begins at the bottom of the chart and moves upward (we could even add a more foundational level, “Textual Criticism:  Establish the text”).  All of the levels are to be integrated, not bifurcated as has often happened in the history of interpretation.  At the same time, however, there is a priority of position from the bottom to the top.  The top-down process is primarily to raise questions to be addressed, challenge conclusions for reevaluation, and by interdisciplinary discussion surface the blind spots of each domain.  
There is another observation that relates to the “Three Levels of Teaching” and to the “Theological Encyclopedia.”  As you move in both of these models from the bottom to the top, you are moving up a “scale of taxonomy.”  Taxonomy in educational models (e.g. “Bloom’s Taxonomy) classifies the nature of thinking and learning from brute facts (bottom of the scale) to the most complex and critically reflective categories (top of the scale).  Creative construct models and the upper ranges of the Theological Encyclopedia reflect an upper-level taxonomy.  
Now, back to the question of the hour.  Where is Webb’s book on the pyramid of the encyclopedia?  I see it as primarily in the domain of systematic theology.  Once again, let’s not be simplistic.  All the categories are involved.  But the systematic theology domain reflects the nature of his product.  His work brings into reflective focus a conceptual model that ultimately addresses the gender issue in our current culture.  
Now, if Webb’s book reflects a creative construct at the higher levels of our Theological Encyclopedia, along with the increased complexity of taxonomy that these models bring to doing biblical study, then what can we predict about how it will be received within our believing community?  Just about like it has!  Some love it, and are using it as a paradigm (e.g. some emergent churches; some egalitarians).  Some hate it, and will probably lobby against it until they win or wear out (names withheld).  And some are letting it be a catalyst for further discussion.  My personal opinion is that Webb’s work is a catalyst, not a [final] paradigm.  After all, Webb did use the term “exploring” in his title.
In light of these two frames for doing theology, I want to affirm…

C.
The necessity of theological models to bring biblical teaching to bear upon 

the issues of life that we encounter.
Christians often struggle with the common question, “How do I know God’s will for this issue in life?”  They assume that they must find a specific Bible text to address their need.  But when they fail to find a context that addresses their question, they often revert to proof-texts without context to address their concerns.  Or perhaps, as David Clark observed, they join a small group Bible study and share and confirm their uncritical and uncontrolled thoughts (Clark, To Know and Love God, 88)!  They quietly (maybe!) wonder how an ancient document addresses today’s concerns?  The daily task of life-issue-discernment needs to be done from a biblical-theological model since many of the questions believers ask cannot be answered by direct level teaching (See Meadors, Decision Making God’s Way:  A New Model for Knowing God’s Will. Baker, 2003).  Pastors need to engage the development of a model in order to mentor their congregations in the process of discernment when a direct level or clear implicational text is not apparent.  When pastors do this, they have entered the world of thinking “beyond the Bible” (taken from Marshall’s title).  “Beyond the Bible” is tricky terminology.  Many of us who hold a high view of Scripture and have deep conservative roots feel a cold chill run up and down our spin at “beyond the Bible” speech.  We often react to such language before we ask what it means.  It is “beyond” in the sense that it is not simply teaching at the direct level, but draws on implication and creative constructs.  You might then say that it really isn’t beyond at all, but it is the extension of your understanding of a biblical worldview and value system to life’s realities.  Therefore it is not “out of bounds” in terms of the mindset of the Bible, but it is a human interpreter’s construct that goes beyond the direct authorial intention level of the text and the community verified implicational level, and is therefore by definition, “beyond.”  [cf. Webb’s chart revision which I think tries to address one such criticism]  We argue that our constructs are biblical, but those arguments ultimately depend on our read/interpretation of the material.   

We might use an analogy from Gospel studies and say that we need not only the ipssissima verba but the ipssissima vox of the Bible (See Paul D. Feinberg, “The Meaning of Inerrancy,” in Inerrancy, edited by Norman L. Geisler).  That is, we have the very words of God but we also have his voice.  We have been skilled at unpacking the word level (the direct), but not so skilled with the voice (the implicational and creative constructs).  There is a connection between word and voice, but voice discernment requires the application of a defined process of critical reflection.  This is what theological models do.  Or to put it another way, models “authorize theology” (cf. Clark, 87).  But, the bad news is that models can only achieve recognition on a scale of probability, not certainty.  The consequences of this are seen in the diversity of theology that has always existed in the history of the Church.
The evangelical academic community is currently engaging with the very issues of “how” the Bible means.  A 2004 publication reflects this by its very title:  Beyond the Bible:  Moving from Scripture to Theology.  This publication by I. Howard Marshall, with responses and proposals from Kevin Vanhoozer and Stanley E. Porter reflects on a variety of models that claim to “go beyond the Bible biblically” (repeat; plays off Vanhoozer’s phraseology).  Professor Webb’s work is just one of the models noted.  Marshall and others have proposed models and in effect have thrown down a gauntlet calling for the community to develop a model (models?) that can achieve this goal of going beyond the Bible biblically. [PLUG the March 24-25, 2006 Midwest Regional ETS meeting in Grand Rapids]
Before I paint the broad strokes of this developing discussion, I think it would be good, in our kind of meeting today, to illustrate how our theological traditions have already been “going beyond the Bible biblically.”  For example, here is a list of items we all hold to be very important that require “beyond the Bible biblically” kind of thinking.


The Trinity



The nature of Christ



Contemporary life and death issues




 (e.g. abortion, biomedical research, euthanasia, living wills) 


Constructs of divorce and remarriage



Ethical issues, such as slavery, ethnic cleansing, spouse abuse


Arminianism



Calvinism



Covenant Theology as a system


Dispensationalism/s



Millennial views



Rapture views



Gender views
If you have been saying to your self, “Self, these items sound like implicational and creative construct stuff,” then we are tracking together.  It is, frankly, a bit shocking to some, when they perceive the nature of doing theology and how much of our belief system is based on “beyond the Bible biblically” categories.  When we understand this, we will cease to be hyper-reactionary to the development of models to address this domain critically and we will engage the conversation so that we, with conviction, can own a model to do critically reflective theology in our communities.  I would love to reflect upon the bigger philosophical issue of why the Church will never agree upon one-model-fits-all.  But time, and perhaps skill, prohibits it in the space of this paper.  If you have ever thought the thought, “Why didn’t God give us an inspired set of commentaries to go along with his inspired Word?!”, you have begun to enter deeper levels of reflection about God’s decrees and our responsibility till Jesus comes.
I mentioned a moment ago that Professor Webb’s book is just one of the models cited in the current literature on our question about “going beyond the Bible biblically.”  Here’s the rest of the story.

D.
An Overview of Prominent Models for “Going Beyond the Bible 



Biblically”
In order to grasp the issue of deriving theological meaning from Scripture, I want briefly to cite some of the proposals that have been made and are currently in development within the evangelical community (taking the lead from Marshall’s 2004 volume).  I cannot give an overview of these models in our setting today, but merely bring them to your attention so that you can be aware and appreciate the complexity of the task of addressing how to apply the Bible through changing times and culture.
The first of these items (cited by Stanley Porter) is broader and is not usually thought of as a model like the others.  I will give it a bit more explanation and its connection to our conversation today will become clear.

Historical Critical Method/s (HCM) and the Evangelical Version, Historical-Cultural-Grammatical Interpretation (Porter in Marshall, 101-108)
The renaissance and the reformation stimulated intense interest in the study of antiquity (Krenz, The Historical-Critical Method, 7).  It was a period of “back to the original sources.”  For biblical studies, there was reconnection with language, history, culture and all the disciplines that surround the reconstruction of documents from antiquity.  After a process of several hundred years, the methodology of historical criticism became well entrenched in Western religious studies.  In 1949, the steps necessary to perform historical critical analysis were listed as (Krenz, 2):
(1) the determination of the text; (2) the literary form of the passage; (3) the historical situation, the Sitz im Leben; (4) the meaning which the words had for the original author and hearer or reader; (5) the understanding of the passage in the light of its total context and the background out of which it emerged.

These items sound familiar to all of us.  We learned them in our basic seminary programs.  The disciplines these steps represent are adaptable to many different presuppositions.  Evangelicals adapted the product of liberal scholarship and applied common denominator methods from the perspective of a high view of Scripture.  I think the evidence of this is the voluminous increase in biblical studies literature from the evangelical community over the past fifty years.

For most of us, entering the vestibule of interpretation means that we are sworn to uphold  “the text, the whole text, and nothing but the text!”  Longenecker observes that “The first task in the hermeneutical enterprise is to understand the words, thoughts, and intentions of the biblical writers in their particular contexts” (“Major Tasks of an Evangelical Hermeneutic,” 46), this is the descriptive task.  Frankly, I like operating in this vestibule.  It is safe.  I am happy to catalog the competing interpretive options for a given text.  I am not intimidated to confess when certain questions arise that “I do not know.”  But is going only to this level enough?
When we ask the question, “Can we ‘go beyond the Bible biblically’ with our historical-cultural-grammatical interpretive method?”, the answer is NO.  Why?  It is because this model was never designed to go beyond the direct level of the text.  It is the Joe Friday of hermeneutical method, “We just want the text, madam, only the text.”

Throughout Webb’s work, he labors the “static hermeneutic” over against the hermeneutics of “movement” and the “redemptive spirit."  The reader walks away feeling like “static” is bad and “movement” is good.  “Static,” we are told, cannot go beyond the black and white “words on the page;”  Words “frozen in time.”  We are told that to know what the Bible really intends, we need to discern its “movement” and “redemptive spirit” trajectories.  I think that in Webb’s passion to help the reader see “movement,” he disconnected the reader from the static foundations that are crucial to define movement.  This may be a stylistic rather than a philosophical problem, but I think it influences average readers to miss Webb’s own development from the Bible to an ultimate ethic.
I think it is a false dichotomy to set static and development against each other (this may be the result of the model and not Webb’s intention).  It fails to foster an understanding of exegetical and theological process.  It bypasses the lower regions of the levels of teaching and the encyclopedia.  If we bifurcate “the words on the page” from a more “developed” meaning (again, perhaps model more than intention), we have set two key features in theological method against each other rather than correlating them.  It is not an either/or, it is a both/and.  If we relate our H-C-G methodology to the Theological Encyclopedia and the Three Levels of Biblical Teaching charts, we immediately see that a “static” hermeneutic is foundational to establish textual authorial intention.  We see that it is at the bottom of the process and therefore provides a low-level taxonomy of meaning.  It delineates the facts of interpretation and is satisfied to let it rest with raw data exposition.  It is then the interpreters’ task to move up the ladder while remaining connected to the foundational data.  Schreiner’s criticism that Webb has “redemptive movement” disconnected from “redemptive history” may relate to this issue.
Methodologically, we must start with a “static hermeneutic,” but we cannot stop with it alone.  We need to move up the ladder of interpretation.  Doing this means that we will increase the subjective nature of our insights and results.  This is the risk of relating theology to our present reality.  So “going beyond the Bible biblically” is our conscious engagement with the creative constructs that we affirm in our explanation of how the Bible applies to life in the here and now.
We turn now to the citing of model development activity in current evangelical thought.

Proposed Models to “Go Beyond the Bible Biblically”
I must confess that I have ploughed a lot of new ground for my own understandings in preparation for this seminar.  I cannot do justice to the vast body of literature that exists and is emerging in this field of study.  If we raise your level of awareness about the subject matter, then we will have achieved a worthy goal.  Consequently, my purpose now is merely to survey the fact that evangelicalism is currently probing how to “go beyond the Bible biblically.”  We have always been engaged in this quest, but it has become a renewed area of discussion.  Professor Webb’s work is just one item in a growing body of literature.  Stanley Porter observes, “that the move from the original text of Scripture, with all of its time-bound character, to theological truths for life today is one of the most demanding intellectual tasks imaginable.” (Porter in Marshall, 121)
Models that are under discussion include:

“The Marshall Plan”
In a biblical theology paradigm, Marshall concludes that we go beyond the Bible by taking “our guidance for our continuing interpretation of Scripture and the development of theology from what goes on in Scripture itself” (77).  He sees development from the Old to the New Testament in light of the new covenant; in Jesus time on earth in relation to his death and resurrection; and from Jesus to the Apostles in light of post-Easter work of the Spirit.  Changing aspects of God’s work in redemptive history required new insights.  Beyond the historical period of the canon, Marshall observes,
Developments in doctrine and new understandings after the closing of the canon are inevitable.  These must be based on continuity with the faith once given to God’s people, and must be in accordance with what I have called “the mind of Christ.”  They may relativize some aspects of biblical teaching that was appropriate for specific occasions and cultural settings or when the gospel itself (and not some modern or postmodern agenda) requires us to do so. (79)
Marshall’s brief methodological sketch is rooted in a redemptive historical paradigm.  How would Marshall apply his model to the gender question?  His brief sketch does not choose that domain as an illustration.  In regards to 1 Timothy 2, however, we may be able to surmise that Marshall would deal with gender from a careful exegesis of the text within the redemptive historical moment.  In his ICC commentary on the Pastoral Epistles (T&T Clark, 1999), he applies the exegetical principle of epistolary genre and sees the statements in 1 Timothy 2:12 aimed at “a specific group of women among the recipients of the letter” (455) and not as some universal prohibition about women and teaching.  Marshall has now published his tome on New Testament Theology:  Many Witnesses, One Gospel (InterVarsity Press, 2004), but “woman/women” is not in the subject index!
In Stanley Porter’s response to Marshall, he cites the following models.
Wittgenstein’s Classes of Utterances

Anthony Thiselton (The Two Horizons) and his student, Stanley Porter (JETS article), have reflected on the use of L. Wittgenstein’s “classes of utterances” (Philosophical Investigations) as a model to adjudicate biblical statements with current ethical concerns.  I love reading Thiselton and Porter, but I never do it late at night!  In short, there are three classes of utterances:


1.
First class:  “neutral or universal grammatical utterances…not 



culturally relative” (Porter, JETS, 88)



2.
Second class:  articulations that structure our thinking; 




unquestionable axioms; propositions exempted from doubt; 



maintain the accepted status quo (Thiselton, 392-393).



3.
Third class:  “utterances that challenge the accepted means of 



thinking and result in a new and provocative view of the structures 



of thought” (Porter, JETS, 92)
These categories bear some resemblances of the direct/implication/creative constructs model I rehersed.  Porter applies Wittengstein’s model to some of the significant literature on the gender text of Galatians 3:28-29.  He notes that none of the literature that treats Galatians self-consciously uses  sound linguistic methodology to achieve their results.  But at the same time, they all reflect these classes of utterances.

The point is that if one can locate a biblical statement in class three, then you may be seeing a new “creative construct” created within the text.  In Galatians 3, the context is clearly the new life we have “in Christ.”  It is a totally new perspective.  The danger for our current statements about Galatians 3, however, might be to impose our view of gender on a text that is primarily upholding the new spiritual relationships of the new covenant community.

Porter concludes by noting that “one must realize that the formulation of any ethical theory [and this is what Webb is doing] is an extrapolation, at least some distance removed from analytic statements.  Whereas it may be realized that this is a logical necessity, it also must constitute a call to humility concerning the status of one’s ethical formulations” (JETS, 96).
Porter also notes Vanhoozer’s work in speech-act theory and Porter’s own ad hoc proposal, neither of which will we review here.
Speech-Act Theory (Vanhoozer)
Porter’s Pauline Model and Translational Theory
Kevin Vanhoozer is also a respondent to Marshall’s model in the Beyond the Bible volume.  Vanhoozer suggests four more possible models for going beyond the Bible biblically.  I only cite them here and send you to the book for explanation.
Extrabiblical Conceptualities to Clarify Implicit Biblical Themes (Calvin)
Redemptive Trajectories (Webb)
Divine Authorial Discourse (Wolterstorff)
Continuing Canonical Practices (Vanhoozer)
This is a brief and relatively unexplained citation of some of the work being done to determine how “to go beyond the Bible biblically.”  If you think grasping William Webb’s work is challenging, cheer up, it gets worse!  We are dealing with high-taxonomy issues when we extrapolate biblical teaching beyond its cultural boundaries.  So what’s a pastor to do?  There is only one solution:  Read and reflect until you achieve understanding and can move to your own convictions based on the field of options.  Yes, it is a laborious task; But our subject today is not an optional one.  It touches the core of your conversation with parishioners on a daily basis.  As helpful as seminars might be, they can only alert you to the work you need to do.  The only other option, is that churches recognize that their multiple elder staff should include a “scholar in residence.”  Now there’s a foreign thought.
Conclusion to Part One
In the first part of this paper, I have tried to reflect what I see as the larger context into which William Webb’s book/model enters.  You need to know that Webb is not some lone ranger in his work of making the text relevant in modern culture.  This is an issue being addressed from many quarters with a variety of models and conclusions.  I believe we must at least reflect on this growing framework for doing theological models in order to move forward in the discussion of Webb’s contribution.  To use an all too well worn cliché, “We need to see the forest before we investigate the trees.”
I turn now to…
II.
William Webb’s “Redemptive Movement Hermeneutic”


A.
Preliminary comments

In the literature on “going beyond the Bible biblically” Professor Webb has provided one of the more elaborately developed and illustrated models.  How do his “words on the page” fit in the domain of model development?  Let’s reflect on the larger question before looking at some details.
Which of the eighteen criteria that Webb elucidates are based on direct-level-contextual-teaching-intent, which on implicational and which are more elaborate creative construct observations?  I am not ready to be dogmatic in my answer because, although I have worked through the book twice--and it would take a great deal more time to break all of this out--my initial judgment is that, except for the homosexual material, all the criteria are implicational and creative, at least in the way they are applied.  There are certainly some direct items of teaching cited, but they do not remain direct in the model.  Webb’s use of “change” as proof of “movement” (see Criteria 1, 73ff.) falls into the fallacy that correlation is causation.  “Movement” then becomes a method rather than an observation.  “Change” could just as well be the product of the internal continuity of progressive revelation and its application of a biblical worldview and resulting values set without the need to impose the construct of “redemptive spirit.”  Commands about the care of slaves are not treated in their narrative contexts but are used comparatively to support the “movement” thesis.  This means that ultimately the criteria do not prove the point but are used in a model format to prove a point.  The criteria provide logical constructs to increase the probability of Webb’s read, but the adjudication of the validity of the criteria will take a long interdisciplinary review.
Let me unpack the implications of this sweeping statement lest it/I be misunderstood.  
· To say that teaching is implicational or a creative construct is not to make a judgment about its validity, rather, it is a judgment about its methodology and  authority.  [In formal logic, statements can be valid but not true, e.g. syllogisms.]
· In the current debate about Webb’s model and the gender issue in general, I think it is important to understand model development lest we begin to equate a model and truth.  Models are how finite humans frame truth as they see it.  If we equate these two categories, then we will either deify or vilify the model rather than letting it be a catalyst in the community’s pursuit of understanding.

· Creating a model is one of the deepest and most challenging tasks.  Webb has done a masterful job of putting his model together.  The mark of a good book is that it generates discussion.  This must be a real good book!  But, as good a composition as it may be, that does not mean it is all true.  Webb himself has momentary reflections to that effect within the book…but only momentary, mind you!
· Creative construct models have some interesting traits:  (1) they are “adaptable” and thereby able to endure endless debate and explanation; (2) they have an  “offensive” posture, putting their interlocutors on the defensive; (3) they are “controlling,” tending to demand approval or refutation rather than live with tension and unresolved issues.
· The final judgment about direct/implication/creative requires more contextual and genre driven exegesis within a biblical theology and redemptive historical framework than Webb’s book provides.  I do not note this as a fault.  Just how many volumes do you want Webb’s book to be?  At the same time, I think a review of the missing elements in Webb’s very fine bibliography raises this question.  I find it odd that there is not one advanced international modern exegetical commentary in the list (Blomberg NIV App and Kent do not qualify).  Items of OT and NT biblical theology have little presence other than being incorporated in the specialized articles that are agenda oriented.
I have framed my opening comments around the issue of “what kind of book” has Professor Webb given us.  He has given us a model driven book.  
Webb’s conclusions about slavery and homosexuality are not why we are here today.  He has provided a new model to reach conclusions about these two issues, but there are virtually no surprises in the results.  How has the Church been able to address slavery and homosexuality before the arrival of Webb’s criteria?  My impression (cannot claim validated research here) is that it has done so on the basis of an ethical/values model.  The statements about homosexuality are direct and have cared for themselves throughout church history.  But the biblical statements about slavery are more regulatory than abolitionist.  Does this mean that the Bible teaches that slavery is OK.  No.  It merely means that slavery as a social institution was not addressed as a social institution in the record of redemptive history.  So how does the Church make a decision about this issue?  The same way it has to make judgments about a myriad of issues not addressed in Scripture.  I believe it has done so as the product of bringing biblical values to bear upon its judgment about socio-cultural questions that arise.  Webb’s model asserts that slave texts in the Old and New Testament, when judged against the original existing culture, reflect “movement” and “redemptive spirit” toward an ultimate ethic.  In this sense, his model becomes predictive (and this predictive element is eventually transferred to other domains, e.g. gender).   On the other hand, an ethical/values model would not claim “predictive authority” but would merely observe that the product/results of biblical values are being worked out in the community and its relationship to its culture.  
I am stimulated and glean many ideas from the intense reflection that Webb’s eighteen criteria bring to the table, but I am not able to accept them as the intentions of the original authors, or inherent to the textual frame, or some beyond-the-human-author deeper divine meaning.  I see them as the creative product of Webb’s hard work.

B.
Suggestive Areas to Probe in the Analysis of Webb’s Model


1.
Theological Development and “Redemptive Movement”
The disciplines of exegesis and theology have recognized and pursued the nature and content of items such as “progressive revelation,” the “progress of doctrine,” “intra-canonical theological development,” and theological development within the New Testament writers, especially Paul.  The progressive unfolding of the messianic program may be the supreme example.  The possibility of Paul’s own self-conscious development in relation to eschatological themes has kept many a scholar busy.  This domain of study has developed and applied a variety of exegetical methods to make its assertions (cf. Wallace, “Intra-Canonical Theological Development;” Erickson, Christian Theology, 1.120ff., 197; contra Pieper, 1.129ff.). 
Is Webb’s “movement” model an analogy to the traditional literature on theological development?  I don’t think so, at least not methodologically.  The progressive revelation methodology is more “static” in how it adjudicates change in the progress of understanding texts.  My perception is that Webb’s RMH brings a construct to the text in order to unpack it.  This reflects how a sophisticated model controls analysis once the big decision about meaning is made.
Another area of study that might stimulate the development of an applicational hermeneutic is that of “contextualization” of the text into new cultural contexts (cf. Longenecker, 52ff.; also his more recent New Wine into Fresh Wineskins:  Contextualizing the Early Christian Confessions; and academic missional studies by Hesselgrave, Hiebert, Nettels, et.al.).  My first exposure to the idea of a “developmental hermeneutic” was Richard Longenecker’s New Testament Social Ethics for Today (Eerdmans, 1984) and papers presented by Clark Pinnock in which he called for the contemporary community to reengineer the meaning of texts in new settings.  While Webb’s work is analogous as a model of development, his construct is much more elaborate than any preceding work that I have noted.  


2.
Issues relating to Webb’s treatment of Pauline material

1a.
How “frozen in time” was Paul?
Webb’s model shows its full force when it gets to Pauline material.  It fleshes Paul out from the logical conclusions that the model has developed.  Webb justifies applying his model to move beyond Paul’s “on the page” words to a better and ultimate ethic because Paul was culturally bound and locked in his own time.  This implies that Paul was not particularly counter-cultural, an assumption generally held in evangelical biblical studies.  It is said that Paul focused on the spiritual kingdom and skirted the political structures of his day.  But maybe we have been naïve in our understandings of how Paul was relating Christian truth to his culture.  With the dawning of the empire building mindset of the Bush administration in the U.S.A., scholars skilled in historical-cultural-sociological analysis of how the New Testament interfaces with its world have reengaged Paul.  A number of publications are beginning to hit the shelves showing that Paul was very counter-cultural in his teaching.  We have not seen it because we are not really reading the texts in their deeper historical context.
The jury has not yet come in on this developing body of literature, but for the sake of argument, let’s assume that it demonstrates that Paul was consciously counter-cultural.  What issues does this raise for how Webb images Paul’s dealing with social issues?  Did  Paul treat women as he did not because he was naïve to an eventually better ethic in a redemptive spirit of the text, but because he chose to do so within his own biblical and theological understandings?  If Paul’s teaching is in consort with a biblical metanarrative rooted in Genesis, then we are forced not simply to reinterpret Paul but to set him aside if we adopt another construct.  It seems to me that when Webb comes to Paul’s “words on the page,” his construct trumps a variety of exegetical options in the text in order to achieve his view of egalitarianism.  Furthermore, if RM is inherent in the text’s reflection of God and culture, why didn’t Paul see it from the OT patterns and project a framework for his teaching in that way?  Could Paul, if he returned to engage this debate, even quote himself?!
2a.
Paul, Women and Webb:  Exploring Apostolic Assertions
There are several texts in Paul that have been the focus of the gender debate.  

Galatians 3:28


1 Corinthians 11 and 14

1 Timothy 2


Household Codes

Numerous articles and books have been published in the gender debate on these texts.  Most of these publications have proposed alternate exegetical understandings of these texts to promote their views.  From this body of literature, certain presuppositions of gender views, based on how texts are explained, emerge.  After over 20 years of debate, it seems that a stalemate has been achieved, with each side declaring victory!  The newest additions to the literature include Grudem’s 850 page Evangelical Feminism & Biblical Truth (Multnomah Publishers, 2004), addressing 118 claims made by egalitarianism, and Pierce and Groothuis, Discovering Biblical Equality:  Compementarity without Hierarchy (InterVarsity Press, 2004).  The end is not in sight because there are numerous pre-publication manuscripts in the hands of publishers.   Wouldn’t it be fascinating for Paul to miraculously return and critique this field!  I’m afraid, however, that the “loosing” side would find a way to deny that it was really Paul!
William Webb’s work opens a whole new approach to the gender debate.  While he addresses specific passages, he does it from the standpoint of his model of redemptive movement (which he argues is textually driven; all models are circular).  Those who accept Webb’s model believe they have overcome the dilemma and endless debate of the “words on the page” meaning because the RMH model provides a way beyond that impasse.  The haunting problem, however, is whether the construct is really “the” way to read textual development.  

C.
Issues that distract me from Webb’s model   

1.
Genesis, “To be a model, or not to be a model?”  That is the question.  (My 
comments here are brief since I assume Al Wolters’ comments will gravitate to 
this subject area in light of his own publications.)

Genesis 1-3 becomes the “nesting place” rationale to exposit all subsequent redemptive history.  Biblical writers and subsequent interpretive history have viewed Genesis in a “pattern” manner.  Macro ideas such as humans being created in the image of God, the cultural mandate,  and the event of the Fall as the rationale for the need for redemptive history provide a framework for interpreting earth history.  The creation account is viewed as an accurate abstract to plant origin issues firmly in God’s arena.  It is viewed as an authoritative statement whether by Moses (Exod 20:11), or the Psalms and Wisdom literature, or by Jesus (Matt 19), John (Gospel) or Paul (e.g. Romans).  As an abstract, however, we are left to read it in light of later canonical statements, and when that fails, to logically surmise its implications.
Jesus’s treatment of divorce is an undisputed “pattern” appeal to the creation account (Mark 10:6; Matt 19:8).  Jesus’s statement is actually an interpretive application of the Genesis “leave and cleave” to a later development, namely, divorce.  In fact, Jesus sets aside cultural accommodation (Deut 24) as a reason to ignore a Genesis mandate.
But what about Paul’s use of a creation pattern?  1 Corinthians 11:7-9 and 1 Timothy 2:13-15 are two highly contested examples.  Paul’s appeal to Genesis logic cannot be disputed, but what he meant by the references comes under an echo of Peter’s life verse, Paul writes some things “that are hard to understand” (2 Peter 3:16; probably referring to eschatological things, not gender).  A number of issues arise with Paul’s use of Genesis.  Is the assertion of “created order” (i.e. chronology: Eve from Adam and Adam first then Eve) in Paul’s allusion to Genesis, also an assertion of logical order in gender relations?  If a creation order for sex relations and homosexuality in Romans 1:24-27 is accepted, then why not for gender? (cf. Schreiner)  Does Paul carry an assumption about created order into the household codes catalogs (Eph; Col; Peter)?  Is there a continuance of the hierarchical (patriarchal) “hues” of Genesis in these codes?  
It is at the point of created order that Schreiner criticizes Webb’s conclusions and asserts that the issue of created order surfaces two weaknesses in Webb:  “1) his failure to understand redemptive history; and 2) his failure to see the implications of the view that in the NT we have the definitive and final word of God.” (Schreiner, “Review Article,” 58)  Webb provided a response to Schreiner in the Evangelical Quarterly.  I will not comment on their interchange here, but I find it interesting that Webb’s response reflects what models do; they adapt and create further suppositions/structures to deal with their critics.
To address the Genesis and Paul issue, Webb weaves together the issues of patriarchy in Genesis 2, the ANE practice of primogeniture and the issue of created order (Webb’s book structure causes the treatment of issues not to be gathered but dispersed.  This is inherent in his presentation, but difficult to pull out for treatment).  He is forced to recognize six “possible hints of patriarchy within the garden” (127).  After doing so, the recognition of hierarchical items in Genesis 2 are freely admitted as the discussion resurfaces (127ff.; 131; 143; 150-151; etc.).  It is fascinating, however, how he uses the term “quiet” with “hues,” “hints,” and “overtones” to admit the presence of these features.  I think this reflects an item of struggle.  He has to utilize secondary suppositions to posit that the Genesis account is a “literary anticipation” (144-145), which is therefore a literary-cultural accommodation for the audience in order to include ‘in anticipation’ the patriarchy of the Pentateuch.  Shifting the genre of Genesis 1-3 to solve one problem may create more problems for Webb than it solves (e.g. Does this call into question the historical reliability of accounts in Genesis?  Is Moses creating a story rather than conveying one?  What are the implications about subsequent biblical authors who take Genesis at face value?).
Webb jumps on what I consider a careless use of primogeniture by hierarchicalists and turns their logic against them.  I think this whole domain is fraught with “illegitimate totality transfer.”  A cultural item which is not even consistently practiced in the ancient world is turned into an unflinching metaphor for prominence in gender relations (134ff.).  This structure is based on analogy not identity and I would not follow the application of primogeniture as presented by either hierarchicalist or egalitarians.
I see Paul using a created order idea from Genesis for his statements in 1 Corinthians and 1 Timothy.  On the one hand, Paul recognizes what Genesis asserts about Adam and Eve.  On the other hand, the implications he intends for this allusion in his argument is open to debate as the literature on these texts reflect.  I would rather live with the tension of exegetical options than use a model to circumvent Paul’s plain statements.
2.
Biblical Metanarrative

The Unity of Scripture and Metanarrative

In spite of the fact that Scripture is encoded within a cultural context, it reflects a remarkable thematic coherence that transcends time.  The themes of creation, fall, redemption and consummation tie it up into a self-contained package.  My understanding of “going beyond the Bible biblically” is different than Professor Webb’s.  He works from a RM model, I work from a worldview and values model.  At this point, he has a more technically defined model than I do.  He also gets a lot more grief than I do!
Since my presentation time is about gone, let me reflect on an aspect of metanarrative from the distributed chart on “Biblical Patterns.”  My reflections here are preliminary and suggestive, not “final!”
Biblical Patterns of Authority Within the Metanarrative (Prophets, Jesus’s commands for perpetuation, Apostolic Parousia, In what way is the New Testament “final?”)
Webb does not deny any of these categories, in fact he affirms them.  Then why has he been criticized by a variety of peers for undermining the finality of the New Testament?  One answer is that his critics are taking “his words on the page” and not seeing how his model operates (they could still make their criticism, but at least it would be framed better).  Whether criticisms are accurate or not, skilled individuals are claiming to be left with certain impressions.  I confidently assume integrity on the part of both sides of this debate.  But somehow, the participants are missing each other.  I can only surmise that presuppositions (which includes different views) and understanding how a model works are responsible for misunderstandings.  I think defining and delineating these two areas will advance the conversation better than endless barrages of circular words.

CONCLUSIONS
My comments today are quite different than the typical view/counter-view form which epitomizes what I see as an endless debate in the gender discussion.  Enough time has elapsed to prove that the high quality persons in this debate will never relinquish their views, they will just reinvent them and press on.
I feel overwhelmed with the literature and issues Webb’s book raises.  I can only imagine how all this impacts the pulpit and the pew.  I can only hope my feeble attempt to image a larger framework within which to think about the endless details of this debate can be of some help to you.
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