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hemleneutics, dealing mainly with the demythologizing program and showing the 
philosophical basis to be the dichotomy referred to above. Part three (chapters nine to 
eleven) studies major items in Bultmann's theology (God, ethics and faith), showing the 
~onsistent way in which Bultmann's philosophical base determines his views. 

It is especially timely for such a work to appear, in view of Bultmann's death two years 
ago, for surely theological scholars will set to work more earnestly now in appraising the 
work of this man who has been so prominent in theological studies for the last generation. 
Roberts is certainly critical of Bultmann's theology, sometimes emphaticall,y so, describing 
Bultmann's core idea of the existence/world dichotomy as "an impossible vacuity suspend
ed in a web of idle words" (p. 323). But in with this occasionally somewhat purple prose 
Roberts displays nearly always a keen analysis of Bultmann and at several points a more 
careful reading of him than others, including S. Ogden. In short, the book is a verdict 
against Bultmann's theology but a verdict based on careful, reflective reading of him. 

Roberts is to be commended for the way he constantly tried to "de-jargonize" the 
somewhat intricate issues he discusses. If the style is at times breezy, it is better no doubt to 
err in that direction than in the direction of the vague abstractions so characteristic of 
many studies of existentialist thought. On occasion, however-but only in a few 
instances-Roberts drops off into unnecessarily wooden phrasing. Can he really have writ
ten without tongue in cheek the following construction: "For Barth, a thinker than whom 
one farther from the existence/world dichotomy cannot be conceived ... " (p. 318)? It re
minds one of Churchill's memorable quip that the rule about not ending sentences with a 
preposition "is a rule up with which I cannot put"! 

Roberts seems to have accomplished his major objectives, however. He has shown that 
the existence/world dichotomy was central in Bultmann's thinking, and he has shown that 
by reference to this dichotomy one can see his thought as consistent and intelligible, if 
somewhat faulty. Further, Roberts has found serious reasons for questioning Bultmann's 
theology in fair but pointed discussion. Students of modem theology will find this book 
provocative and helpful, no matter whether they be supporter or foe of Bultmann. 

Larry W. Hurtado 
Regent College, yancouver, B. C; V6T 1W6 

I Believe in Revelation. By Leon Morris. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1976, 159 pp., $2.95 
paper. 

This short volume well earns its place beside the two books that preceded it in the "I 
Believe" series (1 Believe in the Holy Spirit by M. Green and I Believe in the Resurrection 
of Jesus by G. E. Ladd). The nine brief chapters of Morris' book touch on all the major 
issues: the nature and place of revelation, the distinction between "general" and "special" 
revelation, Christ's attitude toward the Scriptures he had at his disposal, the place oftradi
tion, the concept of the canon, contemporary presuppositions and the "new hermeneutic," 
the relationship between objective revelation and individual reception of such revelation, 
the authority and inerrancy of the Bible,· and the basic principle that revelation in Biblical 
form directs attention beyond itself to the Savior and the salv;ation he has brought. In the 
last chapter Morris discusses "Revelation Outside Christianity." 

To cover such a vast and complex range of topics in so short a book necessarily entails 
brief treatment of each of them. However, Morris here combines brevity with directness 
and clarity, making it an ideal book to give to those first grappling with the subject. 
Although it will not displace more extensive treatments, it must be judged to be a premier 
handbook. 

w I 

Not the least of its merits is its willingness to discuss contemporary twists to the debate 
over the nature of revelation. It does nbt simply regurgitate Warfield's work in diluted form, 
no matter how valuable that work was in its own day. Warfield never had to tackle dialec
tical theology, theological existentialism or the new hermeneutic. 

In my judgment, the least satisfactory chapters of Morris' book are the second (on 
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"general" and "special" revelation) and the last (on revelation outside Christianity). It is 
not so much that Morris fails to see the problems connected with these areas as that he falls 
short of the incisive remarks that characterize the other chapters. Of course, the tw~ chap
ters in question are related; inevitably, lack of clarity in discussing "general" and "special" 
revelation is bound to spill over into discussion regarding revelation outside Christianity. 
Yet I hasten to add that even here, where Morris seems weakest, he has some important 
things to say. The weak spots are only weak in comparison with the strength of the book as a 
whole. 

D. A. Carson 
Northwest Baptist Theological Seminary, 3358 S. E. Marine Drive, Vancouver, B. C. 

The Debate About the Bible. By Stephen Davis. Philadelphia:Westminster, 1977, 149 pp., 
$5.45. 

In this book Davis defends his belief in Biblical infallibility and denies the claim for 
Biblical inerrancy. Warfield's doctrine of inerrancy is called "divisive sectarianism" (p. 
11). The positions of Harold Lindsell and Francis Schaeffer are criticized for the alleged im
plication that one is not an authentic evangelical unless he believes in inerrancy. Davis 
defines inerrancy as the claim that the Bible "makes no false or misleading statements" or 
that it "contains no errors at all-none in ... any area whatsoever" (p. 16). He objects to 
traditional qualifications inerrantists place on the doctrine, such as that errors do not count 
if they are (1) mistakes in grammar, (2) errors in the copies, (3) things not intended by the 
author, (4) divergent accounts of the same event, (5) indisputable errors and not just dif
ficulties. If these qualifications are admitted, claims Davis, then inerrancy is unfalsifiable 
since (2) or (5) would eliminate any possible error, (4) would eliminate any internal incon
sistency and (3) would rule out any historical or geographical error (chap. 1). 

In the next three chapters Davis attempts to rebut three arguments he claims inerran
tists use to support their doctrine. The "Biblical Argument" he finds wanting because the 
Bible nowhere claims or presupposes its own inerrancy. He does not deny that the Bible 
could be inerrant, but he contends that it neither claims to be nor proves to be inerrant 
when one takes an inductive look at the data (chap. 2). Likewise, Davis finds the 
"Epistemological Argument" wanting. It is not necessary to deny other doctrines, such as 
fundamental salvation doctrines, simply because one does not accept inerrancy. Davis 
claims that he and numerous other evangelical Christians who believe all the fundamentals 
but deny inerrancy are proof of this point. From the fact that the Bible is known to be mis
taken in one place on some factual matter no logical conclusion follows about the un
trustworthiness of the Bible elsewhere on other matters (e. g., spiritual ones). One's wife 
can be generally reliable without being inerrant and so can the Bible, claims Davis (chap. 
3). Next, the "Slippery Slide" argument for inerrancy is that a denial of inerrancy leads ul
timately to a denial of the doctrine of salvation. This is not logically necessary and Davis 
sees little psychological connecti~ between the two, other than a possible self-fulfilling 
prediction that leads many sincere evangelicals to overthrow their faith because they were 
told that this would happen if they denied inerrancy. Inerrancy, says Davis, is not even 
"crucial" to Christianity. "Fortunately, we aren't saved by the correctness of our theology" 
(p. 21). The "Slippery Slide" argument is found nowhere in the Bible. In fact, it is "ill-
suIting, divisive, and counterproductive argument," he insists. "It is an affront to 
evangelicals like me ... " (chap. 4). 

In the fifth chapter Davis offers four reasons for rejecting inerrancy. First, the 
"phenomenological difficulties" or contradictions in Scripture. Although Davis admits that 
"I cannot prove they are errors" (p. 95), he believes that the slaughter of the Canaanites is 
an error because God cannot command the killing of "innocent people" as the OT says he 
did. It is "the error of confusing patriotic sentiment with God's will" (p. 96). Other "errors" 
include issues long familiar to both sides, such as "the mustard seed" problem (Matt 
13:31), the "staff"command (Mark 6:8 and Matt 10:9) and Matthew's alleged misquote of 
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