Part 9: The Church is Not Founded on the Word of God

The Five Solas are Protestant folklore. They emphasize key elements of salvation that are "alone"
as opposed to all those other religions that add things to salvation like those pesky Catholics. It's
classic cultic relabeling for purposes of deception; the Five Solas should rather be called the "Five
Assumptions" that people are allowed to assume until they are fully indoctrinated.
It is assumed that "Christ Alone" refers to not adding anything to Christ's role in salvation, but the
truth of the matter is that authentic Protestant orthodoxy makes Christ the sum total of the Trinity
while God and the Holy Spirit are mere manifestations of Christ. Leading Protestants such as John
MacArthur Jr. have stated that Christ is central to everything and the preaching of anyone or
anything else detracts from sanctification.1 "Christ alone" literally means Christ alone as
preeminent over the other members of the Trinity. As authentic Protestantism recaptures the
church, any statement that suggests God's role in salvation and that of the Spirit are just as
efficacious as Christ is looked upon as borderline heresy if not outright heresy.
"Faith Alone" is assumed to mean faith alone for salvation as a onetime finished event. As we have
seen, it really means faith alone in Christ AND church sacraments to keep us saved. "Grace Alone"
is assumed to mean the merits of God's righteousness alone for salvation, but it also means grace
alone for the Christian life as well. In other words, the new birth doesn't make us righteous because
we are God's offspring and therefore have a like righteousness. Rather, it means that all
righteousness is outside of all people including "believers." This is Martin Luther's "alien
righteousness" concept that is trumpeted proudly by the church.
God's "Glory Alone" is assumed to speak of our life priorities, but this is really a zero-sum-life
Platonist philosophy that was the primary thesis for Martin Luther's Heidelberg Disputation.
This brings us to the 5th lie, "Scripture Alone." Dominate in the mindsets of churchgoers is the
idea that the Protestant Reformation was born from a literal interpretation of the Scriptures. Not
so in the least. As we have seen the Catholic Church tried to keep the Bible from the common
people all together. Another myth associated with the Reformation is the idea that the reformers
sought to make the Bible available to the great unwashed. Certainly, confused reformers did just
that, but the endeavor was not consistent with the true goals of the Reformation. As we have seen,
no Protestant was free to interpret the Bible according to their own consciences and did so upon
pain of death.
Nevertheless, the advent of America and the eradication of the church-state threw open the
floodgates and served the church well for the next 150 years. Individual interpretation of the Bible
based on the plain sense of it integrated reason with authentic Protestant hermeneutics. This led to
a confused Protestantism that combined Reformation tradition with freedom ideals that came with
Americanism. Though the order of worship reflected authentic Protestantism, its caste, and
salvation by church membership, this conflicted to some degree with the church's intellectual
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confession, and for the better. Sanctification was based on mere biblical generalities, but that was
enough to prop up the church's claim of being a moral compass for culture. However, this still led
to an anemic sanctification and the shortfall was blamed on the true gospel being lost in exchange
for the "American dream." This led to the present-day Neo-Protestant movement circa 1970. And
why has this movement completely taken over the church in our day? The church was already
primed for it; Americanism enabled some fruit stapling for many years, but the same roots were
already present and of course still are.
The Bible is clear regarding its own purpose. For the saved, it is God's full-orbed statement on
world philosophy, explains justification, instructs us in regard to kingdom living and sanctification,
and teaches us how to love God and others. But what is the sole purpose of the Bible according to
the church? Answer: it is a guide for keeping us saved by perpetually returning to the same gospel
that originally saved us. Unbeknownst to most churchgoers, there are two uses of the Bible that
represent two different gospels and two different realities. In the case of gospels that save under
the law, the Bible is used to perpetually return to the same gospel that saved us in order to keep
ourselves saved because we are still under law. Therefore, the Bible's sole purpose is to "drive us
back to the cross." We are to read it for purposes of experiencing condemnation which points us
to the "means of grace" if you are a Protestant, and the "sacraments" if you are a Catholic.
How Should We Read Our Bibles?
There isn’t a bigger elephant in the Sunday school room or the sanctuary than the issue of Bible
interpretation. The reason for this follows: the method of interpretation that comes natural to us is
assumed.
What is that method? This gets into an area of study called hermeneutics (the theory of
interpretation), and the two primary theories thereof are exegesis and eisegesis. These are big
theological words that the average Protestant is not supposed to know. This is because the
Protestant interpretation of the Scriptures is based on authority.
We will get to exegesis and eisegesis, but the crux of the issue is authority. The Reformers came
from Romanism and clearly, their interpretive construct was based on authority; i.e., the average
parishioner was not free to interpret the Bible and follow it according to one’s own conscience:
Rightfully and nobly did the Protestant Reformers claim religious liberty for
themselves; but they resolutely refused to concede it to others.2
The very foundation of Protestant interpretation is based on authority; that is, the leaders dictate
meaning. Therefore, traditionally, the need for Protestants in general to understand interpretive
principles would be unnecessary, and as a result, Protestantism functions that way till this very
day. In the early days of the Reformation, private interpretation was outlawed;3 in our day,
education regarding the tools needed to interpret the Bible are merely excluded.
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This fact brings us to an interesting word, “orthodoxy.” Traditionally, this word is associated with
“truth” as a synonym. This is not the case at all. Orthodoxy is the authority of truth based on
counsels of any given sect.4 The opinions of these counsels regarding the meaning of “truth” are
known as “creeds” and “confessions.” These are “truths” (actually, opinions concerning the
meaning of any given subject) repackaged for those who have limited understanding, and usually
recited and learned through catechisms.5
Authority Versus Individual Interpretation
Hence, Protestant interpretation is based on authority and not individual interpretation. The
structure of this interpretive process is orthodoxy formed through counsels, distributed by
creeds/confessions, and practiced through catechisms. In Europe and early colonial America, it
was a matter of civil law, in our day the process is tempered by the freedom to choose your own
orthodoxy, but it is still orthodoxy. Once a typical American parishioner chooses who they want
to believe, they will follow that leader as an authority. A like tendency caused the Apostle Paul to
confront the believers at Corinth (1COR 3:1-9).
Of course, the authoritative method of interpretation is at the root of every cult. Traditionally, when
people seek to find God, they begin by finding an authority that they are comfortable with. This is
why many people prefer authoritative interpretation in a free society: it allows them to choose their
own general truth while leaving the hard task of thinking to others. The Apostle Paul said this
would be particularly problematic in the last days (2TIM 4:3-5).
The visible authority structure within the church is known as “church polity” or church
government.6 Again, the whole construct is based on authority. If authority is the interpretive
prism, roles in the church are going to be seen as positions of authority rather than gifts. When
Christ ministered here on earth, disciples were free to follow Him or not follow Him under their
own free volition (JN 6:66-69). Christ made it clear to the disciples that their roles in the kingdom
were not that of authority (Matthew 20:20-28).
The word “office” inserted in the English translations when associated with “bishop” or “deacon”
were added in to the translations and do not appear in the Greek manuscripts while in other places
these roles are spoken of as gifts (EPH 4:11-16). We have been given authority to proclaim the
gospel of the kingdom on earth, but that is a vertical authority and not horizontal. Those who
protest the gift idea versus the authority idea often cite the following text:
Hebrews 13:17 – Obey your leaders and submit to them, for they are keeping watch
over your souls, as those who will have to give an account. Let them do this with
joy and not with groaning, for that would be of no advantage to you.
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The word for “obey” in this verse is πείθω (peithō) which means to persuade by argument. The
word “submit” is ὑπείκω (hypeikō) which means “to surrender.” Here is the best rendering
according to a paraphrase:
Be persuaded by your leaders’ arguments from Scripture and don’t be stubborn in
regard to the truth for this is no advantage to your own spiritual wellbeing. Besides,
they have to give an account for how they led you, and let that account be a joyful
recital to the Lord rather than a sorrowful report.
Why is this important? Because every person is personally culpable before God for following the
truth, not men. Paul was an apostle, yet the Bereans verified what he taught according to their own
understanding of Scripture (Acts 17:11). Paul told the Corinthians that he should only be followed
as he followed Christ (1COR 11:1). Every individual will stand before God to give an account of
the sum and substance of their own lives, not who they followed among mortals.
Galatians 8:1 makes it clear that the standard of truth for each individual is their own honest
assessment of truth which one is individually responsible for before God.
The Exegesis and Eisegesis of Hermeneutics
The theological word for the science of biblical interpretation is hermeneutics. The first
consideration of hermeneutics must be exegesis and eisegesis. Exegesis draws conclusions from
written text depending on the grammatical meaning and arrangement of words. Eisegesis
approaches the text with an interpretive prism. One who uses the exegetical approach will even
approach the text to learn how the text itself should be interpreted. Eisegesis assumes one must
approach the text with a proper presupposition in order to properly understand it.
Therefore, this takes us right back to the basic question of authority versus the freedom of
individual interpretation. Eisegesis will approach the text with a prescribed method of
interpretation while exegesis will look for the best way to interpret the text from the text itself. The
interpretive prism for eisegesis comes from an authority. The common contention from those of
the authority camp is that everybody approaches the Bible with presuppositions, and this is
unavoidable; so, it is important to use the right interpretive prism. Since we are supposedly
incapable of approaching the Bible objectively, we should bow to their authority regarding the
proper interpretive prism.
Historical-Grammatical Versus Historical Redemptive: The Elephant in the Room
Eisegesis and exegesis really boils down to authority versus individualism, and so does the two
major methods of interpretation in the church: historical-grammatical method and the historicalredemptive method. This is where we get into discussion about the elephant in the room. These
two devices of interpretation yield completely different results. When we sit under any given
teacher, he/she will be using one of these hermeneutics. The two different approaches will sound
the same because each use all of the familiar terms, “gospel,” “justification,” etc., but the terms
mean different things in each construct. This is the elephant in the sanctuary and the Sunday school
room that no one is talking about.

As suggested by the terms themselves, one interprets the Bible grammatically, and the other
interprets the Bible through a redemptive prism. The latter seems perfectly reasonable: “Isn’t the
Bible primarily about redemption?” The former would judge that assertion by a grammatical
evaluation of the text. In other words, conclusions are drawn by the arrangement of words, their
meaning, and what those words meant to people in that historical context. This is exegesis.
The redemptive method presupposes that the Bible is a gospel narrative about the works and
personhood of Christ. It presupposes that this is the dominate theme of the Bible and everything
else in the Bible is secondary and points back to Christ. This harkens back to the first part of this
chapter regarding the Bible being a tool for returning to the sacraments. For example, biblical
commands aren’t really meant for us to obey, but rather illustrate the works that Christ has
accomplished for us and illustrative of what we are unable to do. This bypasses the normal
grammatical interpretation of an imperative expectation and interprets it as a finished work (by
Christ) that God in fact does not want us to do. This is assumed because of the redemptive
presupposition. As Neo-Calvinist Paul David Tripp has said, biblical commands must be seen in
their “gospel context.”7
While some pastors say you might have to cover multiple chapters in one sermon in order to see
the salvation theme God is showing you at the time, others are more direct:
At this time, resist the temptation to utilize subsequent passages to validate the
meaning or to move out from the immediate context. Remembering that all exegesis
must finally be a Christocentric exegesis.
Look for Christ even if He isn’t there directly. It is better to see Christ in a text even
if He isn’t, than to miss Him where He is.8
Again, we see that a “Christocentric exegesis,” becomes the authoritative eisegesis though
deceptively referred to as exegesis. And this elephant is a big one because interpreting the Bible
this way is intrinsically tied to the gospel that comes part and parcel with the redemptive method.
The historical-redemptive method is a tool for enabling the believer to live by faith alone in their
Christian walk. The historical-redemptive method is a gospel in and of itself. To interpret the
Bible grammatically is to conclude that God actually wants us to exert our own will in response to
commands in the Bible. To proponents of the redemptive-historical method this is works salvation
because Christ is not obeying for us in our Christian life. This is what the Reformation motto,
“Christ for us” means. The Neo-Calvinist John Piper has stated it this way, “[Christ] 100% for
us.”9 Piper has also said that “necessary sanctification” comes from faith alone in the Christian life
(Ibid).
Therefore, according to proponents of the redemptive model, a historical-grammatical
interpretation of Scripture necessarily leads to works salvation and making what we do in the
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Christian life “the ground of our justification” (Ibid). For all practical purposes, Paul David Tripp
has stated such:
….and the Bible does call us to change the way we think about things. But this
approach again omits the person and work of Christ as Savior. Instead, it reduces
our relationship to Christ to “think his thoughts” and “act the way Jesus would
act.”10
Here, Tripp concedes that the Bible can be interpreted grammatically, “and the Bible does call us
to change the way we think about things.” Grammatically, one assumes the commandments are to
us and that we are called to do them. Again, Tripp clearly recognizes this fact. But what does he
say the results are? "But this approach again omits the person and work of Christ as Savior."
What happens if we “omit” Christ as “Savior”? Clearly, Tripp is stating that if we interpret the
Bible literally and obey it, we are circumventing Christ’s salvific work. Much more than mere
semantics are at stake here; this is about the gospel.
The historical-redemptive method of interpretation is all the rage in contemporary Christianity.
Projects and programs that promote this method of interpretation and target all age groups abound.
Almost all Christian publishers are on board with the historical-redemptive hermeneutic. The latest
project that has been unveiled towards this endeavor is Crossway Publishers’ The Gospel
Transformation Bible. It will be available 10/19/13.
The subtitle is, “Christ in all of Scripture, Grace for all of Life.” This is typical of those who
promote this method of interpretation and its gospel. Christians will assume that the title only
pertains to justification by faith alone, but it doesn’t. “Transformation” or change has to do with
the Christian life, and in the subtitle, “Grace” replaces “gospel” to veil the real crux of this doctrine.
Basically, it teaches that Christians are transformed by continually revisiting the same gospel that
saved them. Not only that, we keep ourselves saved by doing such. This is what is behind the NeoCalvinist/Neo-Protestant mantra, “We must preach the gospel to ourselves every day.” John Piper
has said that the question is not only how one gets saved, but how one must use the same gospel
that saved him/her to keep themselves saved.11 Piper has also said that we must “see” the same
gospel that saved us over and over again as a requirement to enter heaven.12
Note: This is what’s so critical about the Reformed historical-redemptive interpretative model
according to many Calvinists, it enables us to fulfill what is “required of us” to enter heaven (Ibid).
In essence, once saved, how we read our Bible determines whether we keep our salvation or not.

The “Gospel-Driven” Life
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The question that is invariably raised is, “How do proponents of the historical-redemptive model
explain obedience and the Christian life?” Primarily, they say Christians must “experience”
obedience, but must not be the ones who perform it in the Christian life. By revisiting the gospel
afresh, the works of Christ are “manifested” in our lives. When this happens, the obedience is
experienced by a willing, joyful spirit. As we use the historical-redemptive model to see how sinful
we are (a deeper realization of our sin, the realization that originally saved us), and thereby gaining
a greater appreciation for what Jesus did for us, we experience “vivification.” This is some sort of
joyful rebirth. Proponents of this hermeneutic, primarily those of Reformed theology, refer to this
as “mortification and vivification.” A “daily dying and rising,” a “living out of our baptism" "over
and over again."13
The Origin of the Historical-Redemptive Hermeneutic
Where did this hermeneutic originate? Even though Martin Luther’s 95 Theses launched the
Reformation, the framework of the Reformation’s doctrine and gospel was articulated by Martin
Luther six months later. Essentially, Luther’s Heidelberg Disputation to the Augustinian Order in
1518 is the heart and soul of the Reformation. Calvin’s Institutes of the Christian Religion is a
greatly expanded treatise of Luther’s framework. However, every fundamental element of
Reformation doctrine can be found in Luther’s Disputation, and this by no means excludes the
historical-redemptive hermeneutic.14
The primary theme of Luther’s Disputation is known as The Theology of the Cross. It was
comprised of the glory story and the cross story. Luther believed that salvation must be maintained
by an incessant emptying of self. One’s focus must be OUTWARD only. Any semblance of an
inward look was the “glory story.” The outward focus on Christ and His works, and nothing about
us whatsoever is the “cross story.” A beginning focus on the cross saves us, and a continued focus
on the cross story keeps us saved the same way we were originally saved: by faith alone. Sola Fide
also pertains to the Christian walk/life. The historical-redemptive model came from Luther’s
Theology of the Cross.
Luther believed the outward focus and utter eradication of self leads to a subjective power
displayed by the Holy Spirit that we experience. However, we are not to be concerned with it
because there is no way for us to distinguish between our own efforts and those of the Spirit.15
Nevertheless, all works done by the believer must be deemed evil, even those that appear good to
the normal person. In this way, the Christian life is said to be "subjective." Mortification and
vivification can be ascertained in Theses 16 and 17 of the Disputation.
The issue with these two hermeneutics is not a matter of semantics and preference—these are two
different gospels, and the false one is the hermeneutic of church.
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