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Foreword to the Revised Edition

This book is a lifetime investment. It is one of the top fifteen books that ought to be in
every Christian’s library. For nearly two decades and twenty printings this work has been the
standard in the field. It has had a significant influence in my own life, as well as the lives of
scores of thousands who have purchased the book. What is now even better is that General
Introduction has been thoroughly revised, expanded, and updated.

There is really no book like this one on the market that covers the whole gamut of topics
in bibliology, including inspiration, Apocrypha, the process of copying, and the multitude of
Bible translations. If you want to know how we got our Bible, how we know which books
belong in it, how we can be sure it was copied accurately, and the history of modern
translations of the Bible,then this book is a must.

Norman L. Geisler and William E. Nix combine their academic backgrounds and a
generation of teaching in Bible, history, and apologetics to put together a most
comprehensive treatment of the Bible “from God to us.” It is simply and clearly written, with
numerous illustrations and charts, glossary of terms, Scripture, author and topical indexes, a
comprehensive bibliography, and a helpful appendix listing more than 1,100 English
translations of the Bible.

This revised edition of General Introduction promises to be a useful book for years to
come. It is a pleasure to commend it to all who seek to know more about the nature,
background, and history of the greatest book ever written, the infallible and inerrant Word of
God.

JosH McDOWELL

Foreword to the First Edition

This general introduction to the Bible is timely and significant. Numerous are the
questions currently being asked concerning the origin and transmission of the Bible. It is to
these inquiries and related problems that the authors of this volume devote their research and
scholarship in the following pages.

Never before has any generation had available so many versions of the Scriptures. Faced
with a variation of translations the average reader of the Bible rightfully raises questions
concerning the origin, authority, and canonicity of the books that constitute the Bible as well
as the accuracy with which they have been transmitted throughout the centuries.

What distinguishes the Bible from other ancient literature? If the books of the Bible were
produced only by the initiative and ability of the authors, then their writings would be
primarily human productions. If these books were dictated by God—and | know of no
biblical scholar who maintains this—view then they would be primarily divine products. A
recognition of both the human and divine aspects in the writing of the Scriptures is essential
for regarding the Bible as unique in being a human-divine product.

When were the books of the Bible recognized as authoritative, and by whom? Did the
Israelites and the Christian church declare the books of the Bible authoritative, or did they
recognize them as divinely inspired and on that basis regard them as valuable and
authoritative?

How were the books of the Bible transmitted? Did scribes correct and change the
Scriptures, or did they transmit them with care and accuracy? How reliable are our present
versions when compared with the oldest manuscripts of the Scriptures available to modern
scholarship?

Why do some Bibles include the Apocrypha and others omit them? On what basis do the
limits of the canon vary?

The authors of this book are to be commended for their consideration of these questions
so frequently discussed in regard to the Bible. Refreshingly significant is the attitude reflected



throughout these pages expressed in the assertion that Christ is the key to canonicity.’’
Modern scholarship that gives serious consideration to the attitude and teaching of Jesus
concerning these problems related to the Bible deserves commendation.

SAMUEL J. SCHULTZ

Preface to the Revised Edition

Since the first edition of A General Introduction to the Bible (1968), significant
developments have necessitated a more thorough treatment of the questions about the
inspiration, authority, and inerrancy of Scripture. The discoveries at Ebla and Nag Hamadi
have occasioned additional discussion relating to the canon and text of Scripture.

This revised and expanded edition of General Introduction has been reorganized into four
sections: inspiration, canonization, transmission, and translation. In addition to revising and
updating all of the chapters, some completely new chapters have been added (chaps. 8 and 9).
Several chapters have been substantially enlarged (chaps. 1, 2, 3, 7, 10, 11, 12, 16, 17, 21, 22,
25, 26, 28, 30, 31, 32). Numerous charts have been revised or added. Of special interest are
the new charts on the New Testament (chap. 1), on various theories of inspiration (chap. 10),
on the reliability of the New Testament documents (chap. 11), on the genealogy of the
English Bible (chap. 16), on the history of the Old Testament text (chap. 21), on the history
of the New Testament text (chap. 22), and on the language families (chap. 30). The new
Appendix, “A Short-Title Checklist of English Bible Translations,” contains more than 1,100
entries. The emergence of the debate among proponents of various textual traditions that
incorporate the “majority” text and “eclectic” text methodologies is an important new topic of
analysis in this edition as well.

Since the first edition, numerous new translations of the Bible have been produced,
including those from almost every major private group and religious body. Hence, the section
on Bible translations has been separated and significantly expanded.

In all the various areas of general introduction to the Bible, efforts have been made to
offer a comprehensive survey and critical evaluation of representative positions. The result of
more than thirty years of study in this area has deepened our conviction that the committee
translations of the English Bible are careful renditions of the Hebrew and Greek texts that
accurately transmit the infallible and inerrant Word of God.

Preface to the First Edition

This book on general biblical introduction covers the three main areas of the general field:
inspiration, canonization, and transmission of the biblical text. It is not concerned as such
with the problems of authorship, date, and purpose of the individual books of the Bible, as
these are the subjects of special biblical introduction. This work is designed to give a general
survey of the process of the transmission of the Bible from God to man. It expounds the claim
that God inspired the biblical books, that men of God wrote them, and that the Fathers
(Hebrew and Christian) collected and transmitted them to future generations. The bulk of the
material considered here deals with the transmission of the Bible from the earliest centuries to
the present time. It attempts to answer in the affirmative the all-important question: Is the
Bible used today (and the Hebrew and Greek texts upon which it is based) a faithful
representation of the text as originally written by the authors of the Old and New Testaments?

Part One

INSPIRATION OF THE BIBLE
1



The Structure and Divisions of the Bible
THE BIBLE AND ITS TESTAMENTS: DEFINITIONS

MEANING OF “BIBLE”

The word Bible can rightfully claim to be the great-grandson of the Greek word biblos,
which was the name given to the outer coat of a papyrus reed in Egypt during the eleventh
century B.C.. The plural form of biblos is biblia, and by the second century A.D. Christians

were using this latter word to describe their writings. Biblia gave birth to the Latin word of

the same spelling, biblia, which was in turn transliterated into the Old French biblia by the
same process. The modern English word Bible is derived from the Old French, with the
Anglicized ending. The word is thus the product of four stages of transliteration and
transmission. The term Bible is often used synonymously with “Scripture” or “Word of God”
(see chap. 3).
“MEANING OF TESTAMENT”

Next to the fact that the Bible is a biblos, or one book, the most obvious fact is that it is

divided into two parts called testaments. The Hebrew word for testament is berith, meaning a

“covenant, or compact, or arrangement between two parties.” The Greek word diathéke is

often translated “testament” in the King James Version.* This is a poor translation, and is one
of the corrections made in newer versions of the Bible that regularly translate it as
“covenant.” The Greek version of the Old Testament, the Septuagint (LXX), translates the

Hebrew word berith as diathéke, thus showing the derivation of the Greek term. The Old

Testament was first called the covenant in Moses’ day (Ex. 24:8). Later, Jeremiah announced
that God would make a new “covenant” with His people (Jer. 31:31-34), which Jesus claimed
to do at the Last Supper (Matt. 26:28, cf. 1 Cor. 11:23-25; Heb. 8:6-8). Hence, it is for
Christians that the former part of the Bible is called the “Old” Covenant (Testament), and the
latter is called the New Covenant.?

The relationship between the two covenants is well summarized by the famous statement
of St. Augustine: “. . . the Old Testament revealed in the New, the New veiled in the Old. . .
" Or, as another has put it, “The New is in the Old contained, and the Old is in the New
explained.” For the Christian, Christ is the theme of both covenants (cf.Heb. 10:7; Luke
24:27, 44; John 5:39), as may be seen from the accompanying chart.

1. Thirteen of the thirty-three times diathékéoccurs in the New Testament it is translated “testament” in the

King James Version (Englishman’s Greek Concordance, p. 144). Technically, however, the English term
“testament” requires action on the part of one person only (the one making the testament or will). The heir’s
agreement is not necessary to the disposition of the testament. That is not true of a covenant.

3 Except in Heb. 9:6-7, where the context indicates that the wider sense of diatheke is demanded, namely,

“will,” or “testament.” See Preface, The Holy Bible, American Standard Version (1901).
%3, Cf. Heb. 8:3: “When He said, ” A new covenant,” He has made the first obsolete."

‘4. Augustine, Expositions on the Book of Psalms, Ps. 106:3 in Philip Schaff, ed., Nicene and Post-Nicene
Fathers, 2d series, vol. 8.

5. W. Graham Scroggie, Know Your Bible, 1:12.



In the Old Testament In the New Testament Christ is:
Christ is:
in shadow in substance
in pictures in person
in type in truth
in ritual in reality
latent patent
prophesied present
implicitly revealed explicitly revealed

THE BIBLE AND ITS ANCIENT FORMS

HEBREW FORM

Probably the earliest division of the Hebrew Bible was twofold: the Law and the
Prophets.® That is the most common distinction in the New Testament and is confirmed as
well by Jewish usage and the Dead Sea Scrolls. * However, from less ancient times the
Jewish Bible was arranged in three sections totaling twenty-four books (twenty-two books if
Ruth is attached to Judges and Lamentations is attached to Jeremiah).® This Old Testament
contains all thirty-nine of the books of the Protestant Old Testament in English. The basic
difference is that the books are grouped differently (see discussion in chap. 15).

THE HEBREW OLD TESTAMENT

ARRANGEMENT*
The Law The Prophets The Writings
(Torah) (Nevi'im) (Kethuvim)
1. Genesis A. Former Prophets | A. Poetical Books
2. Exodus 1. Joshua 1. Psalms
3. Leviticus 2. Judges 2. Job
4. Numbers 3. Samuel 3. Proverbs
5. Deuteronomy | 4. Kings B. Five Rolls (Megilloth)
B. Latter Prophets 1. Ruth
1. Isaiah 2. Song of Songs
2. Jeremiah 3. Ecclesiastes
3. Ezekiel 4. Lamentations
4. The Twelve 5. Esther
C. Historical Books
1. Daniel
2. Ezra-Nehemiah
3. Chronicles

*This is the arrangement in the New Jewish Version of the Old Testament based on the Masoretic Text (MT). See TANAKH:
A New Translation of THE HOLY SCRIPTURES According to the Traditional Hebrew Text; Rudolf Kittel and Paul E.

®6. See discussion in chap. 14.
77, R. Laird Harris, Inspiration and Canonicity of the Bible, pp. 146 ff.

8g. According to Roger Beckwith, The Old Testament Canon of the New Testament Church and Its Background
in Early Judaism, p.256, The numeration 22 arose not from a smaller canon but from the number of letters in
the Hebrew alphabet. It is to that extent artificial, while the numeration 24 is more straightforward. . . . If so,
the numeration 24 must be older not younger than the numeration 22, and must likewise go back at least to
the first century Bc." Also see the discussion in Sid Z. Leiman, The Canonization of Hebrew Scripture: The
Talmudic and Midrashic Evidence,especially 53-56.




Kahle, eds., Biblia Hebraica and K. Elliger and W. Rudolph, eds., Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia. This is not the
arrangement as it appears in Alfred Rahlfs, ed., Septuaginta: 1d est Vetus Testamentum graece iuxta LXX interpretes.

Some believe a threefold division may be implied in the words of Jesus in Luke 24:44:
“All the things which are written about Me in the law of Moses and the Prophets and the
Psalms must be fulfilled.” Philo, the Jewish philosopher at Alexandria, alluded to a threefold
division of the Old Testament, and Flavius Josephus divided the twenty-two books of the
Hebrew Scriptures into three sections, saying that the twenty-two books *“contain the records
of all the past; . . . five belong to Moses, . . . the prophets, who were after Moses, wrote down
what was done in their times in thirteen books. The remaining four books contain hymns to
God, and precepts for the conduct of human life.”*

Perhaps the earliest testimony to a threefold division, however, comes from the prologue
to Ecclesiasticus, which reads, “. . . my grandfather Jesus, after devoting himself especially to
the reading of the law and the prophets and the other books of our fathers. . . .”*! The modern
threefold classification, with eleven books in the Writings, stems from the Mishnah (Baba
Bathra tractate), which in its present form dates from the fifth century A.D.

It is possible that this threefold division is based on the official status of the writers in a
descending order: Moses the lawgiver appeared first, with his five books; next came the
prophets, with their eight books; finally, the nonprophets, or wise men, kings, and princes,
appear with their books. In light of that it would seem that the older breakdown of books was
twenty-two rather than twenty-four. The books of Ruth and Lamentations were probably
written by the authors of Judges and Jeremiah respectively and only later removed from their
original position to form, with Ecclesiastes, Esther, and Song of Songs, the five books to be
read during the festial year. That feature would also leave a more symmetrical arrangement of
books in the canon, with three books in each of the three subsections of the Kethuvim,
namely, the poetical books, the five rolls, and the historical books.The overall number
(twenty-two) would thus correspond with Josephus’s count, as well as the number of letters
in the Hebrew alphabet, indicating that the leaders of Israel considered twenty-two books to
be a complete collection, as twenty-two letters formed the complete Hebrew alphabet.*?
GREEK FORM

The Hebrew Scriptures were translated into Greek at Alexandria, Egypt (c. 250-15 B.C.).
This translation, known as the Septuagint (LXX), introduced some basic changes in the
format of the books: some of the books were reclassified, others regrouped, and some were
renamed (see the chart at the end of this chapter). The Alexandrian tradition divided the Old
Testament according to subject matter, which is the basis of the modern classification of five
books of Law, twelve books of History, five books of Poetry, and seventeen books of
Prophecy.

%9, Psalms was the first and largest book in this portion of the Hebrew Scriptures and may have become the
unofficial nomenclature for the entire section; hence, it could be used here as a reference to the section as a
whole.

940. Josephus, Against Apion 1.8, William Whiston, trans.
111, “The Prologue of the Wisdom of Jesus the Son of Sirach,” in Apocrypha (RSV), p. 110.

1292 This is the general consensus, as held by Joseph Angus, The Bible Handbook; Edward J. Young, An
Introduction to the Old Testament; The Jewish Encyclopedia; et al.



The order of the books varies in the early canonical lists, but the grouping of the books
remains the same throughout.** The accompanying chart illustrates this arrangement, which
contains the same content but a different total than its Hebrew counterpart.

The Law (Pentateuch)—5 Poetry—5 books

books

1. Genesis 1. Job

2. Exodus 2. Psalms

3. Leviticus 3. Proverbs

4. Numbers 4. Ecclesiastes

5. Deuteronomy 5. Song of Solomon

History—12 Prophets—17 Books

books

1. Joshua A. Major B. Minor

2. Judges 1. Isaiah 1. Hosea

3. Ruth 2. Jeremiah 2. Joel

4.1 Samuel 3. Lamentations 3. Amos

5. 2 Samuel 4. Ezekiel 4. Obadiah

6. 1 Kings 5. Daniel 5. Jonah

7. 2 Kings 6. Micah

8. 1 Chronicles 7. Nahum

9. 2 Chronicles 8. Habakkuk

10. Ezra 9. Zephaniah

11. Nehemiah 10. Haggai

12. Esther 11. Zechariah
12. Malachi

To that arrangement the early Christian Fathers added the books of the New Testament,
which were classified in four groups: Gospels (four books), History (one book), Epistles
(twenty-one books), and Prophecy (one book). Further, the twenty-one Epistles were
subdivided into the Pauline (thirteen)* and the General (eight).

GOSPELS—4 books HISTORY—1 book
1. Matthew 1. Acts

2. Mark

3. Luke

4. John

EPISTLES—21 books B. General—8 books
A. Pauline—13 books 1. Hebrews

1. Romans 2. James

2. 1 Corinthians 3. 1 Peter

3. 2 Corinthians 4, 2 Peter

4. Galatians 5. 1 John

5. Ephesians 6. 2 John

1313, For example, the Gospels were sometimes placed in other sequences, and on some occasions the
General Epistles appeared before the Pauline. Cf. Brooke Foss Westcott, General Survey of the History of the
Canon of the New Testament; also see his The Bible in the Church, Appendix B, pp.302-11.

114. In the Eastern church the tendency was to classify them as fourteen Pauline Epistles (including Hebrews)
and seven General; the Western church tended to follow the classification as presented above.




6. Philippians 7. 3 John
7. Colossians 8. Jude
8. 1 Thessalonians
9. 2 Thessalonians
10. 1 Timothy

11. 2 Timothy

12. Titus

13. Philemon

PROPHECY—1 book
1. Revelation

LATIN FORM
The grouping of books in the Latin Bible (the Vulgate) follows that of the Septuagint
(LXX), or Greek version. Jerome, who translated the Latin Vulgate (c. 383-405), was familiar
with the Hebrew division, but Christendom had come to favor (or be associated with) the
Greek version; thus it was only natural for him to adopt its fourfold classification. In fact, any
other classification would no doubt have been unacceptable to Latin Christians.*
THE BIBLE IN ITS MODERN FORM

THE HISTORICAL REASON FOR THE STRUCTURE OF THE ENGLISH BIBLE

After the Vulgate had reigned for a thousand years as the standard Bible of Christendom,
it is to be expected that Wycliffe’s first English Bible would follow the timeworn divisions of
its Latin precursor. As a matter of fact, the fourfold division of the Old Testament and the
similar division of the New Testament have been the standard ever since. As a result, the
divisions of the modern English Bible follow a topical rather than an official order (i.e., by
rank or office of the writer), in contrast to the Hebrew Bible. Yet, within that overall topical
structure, there is a semichronological listing of the books from Genesis through Revelation.
THE TOPICAL REASON FOR THE STRUCTURE OF THE ENGLISH BIBLE

Because the present structure of the English Bible has been subject to several historical
variations, it would be too much to assume that it is God-given. The order as we have it is
not, however, purely arbitrary. In fact, the order shows evidence of being purposefully
directed, at least insofar as it falls into meaningful categories, because it presents the
historical unfolding of the drama of redemptive revelation.

Because redemption and revelation center about the Person of Jesus Christ, it may be
observed that the several sections of Scriptures form a Christocentric structure (Luke 24:27,
44; John 5:39; Heb. 10:7). That is, Christ is not only the theme of both Testaments of the
Bible, as mentioned above, but He may also be seen as the subject in the sequence of each of
the eight sections of the Scriptures.'®

Section Name Christocentric Aspect Viewpoint
1 Law Foundation for Christ Downward Look
2 History Preparation for Christ Outward Look
3 Poetry Aspiration for Christ Upward Look
4 Prophecy Expectation of Christ Forward Look

1> 15. For a brief discussion of the acceptance of the LXX by Christians and the rejection of it by Jews see chaps.
27 and 28; F.F. Bruce, The Books and the Parchments, pp.50-52. |

18 16. It should be noted that a similar Christocentric structure has been presented in many works, e.g.,
Norman L. Geisler, Christ: The Theme of the Bible; W. Graham Scroggie, Know Your Bible.




5 Gospels Manifestation of Christ Downward Look
6 Acts Propagation of Christ Outward Look
7 Epistles Interpretation and Upward Look
8 Revelation Application of Christ Forward Look

Consummation in Christ

STRUCTURE AND DIVISIONS OF THE BIBLE

In the Old Testament, the books of the law lay the foundation for Christ in that they
reveal how God chose (Genesis), redeemed (Exodus), sanctified (Leviticus), guided
(Numbers), and instructed (Deuteronomy) the Hebrew nation, through whom He was to bless
all nations (Gen. 2:1-3). The historical books illustrate how the nation was being prepared to
carry out its redemptive mission. In order for the chosen nation to be fully prepared for the
task, it had to conquer its land (Joshua-Ruth), to be established under its first king, Saul (1
Samuel), and later to expand its empire under David and Solomon (2 Samuel — 1 Kings 10).
After Solomon’s reign, the kingdom was divided (1 Kings 11ff.) and later deported to Assyria
(721 B.C.) and Babylonia (586 B.c., 2 Kings). However, redemptive hopes were not lost, for
God protected and preserved His people (Esther) so He could cause them to return (Ezra) and
their holy city to be rebuilt (Nehemiah).

In the law the foundation is laid for Christ; in the historical books the nation takes root in
preparation for Christ; in the poetical books the people look up in aspiration for Christ; in the
prophetical books they look forward in expectation of Christ. The law views the moral life of
Israel, history records their national life, poetry reveals their spiritual life, and prophecy
depicts their prophetical or Messianic life and expectations.

The gospels of the New Testament bring that prophetic expectation to a historical
manifestation in Christ. There the promised Savior becomes present; the concealed becomes
revealed; the Logos enters the cosmos (John 1:1,14) as Christ is made manifest in the flesh.
The gospels give a fourfold manifestation of Christ: He is seen in His sovereignty (Matthew),
ministry (Mark), humanity (Luke), and deity (John). The manifestation was limited in Jesus’
day for the most part, “to the lost sheep of the house of Israel” (Matt. 10:6). After Christ died
and rose again, the disciples were commissioned to carry the account of His manifestation “to
the end of the earth” (NKJV) as told in the book of Acts. There is recorded propagation of
faith in Christ as He had commanded: “And you shall be My witnesses both in Jerusalem and
in all Judea and Samaria, and even to the remotest part of the earth” (Acts 1:8).

The gospels give the manifestation of Christ, Acts the propagation of faith in Him, and
the epistles the interpretation of His person and work. The gospels and Acts record the deeds
of Christ and His disciples, but the epistles reveal His doctrine as it was taught by the
apostles. The former give the historic foundation for New Testament Christianity; the latter
give the didactic interpretation and application of it.

The climactic chapter of Christocentric revelation comes in the final book of the New
Testament, Revelation, where all things are brought to a consummation in Christ. The
“Paradise Lost” of Genesis becomes the “Paradise Regained” of Revelation. Whereas the
gate to the tree of life is closed in Genesis, it is opened forevermore in Revelation. All things
are to be summed up in Him (Col. 2:9), for all things were made by Him, redemption was
accomplished through Him, and it is only fitting that all things should be consummated in
Him (Eph.1:10).

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The Bible is a biblos, a single book. It has two Testaments, better called covenants or

agreements between God and His people. Those two parts of the Bible are inseparably
related: the New Testament is in the Old concealed, and the Old is in the New revealed.




Down through the centuries the Bible has been subdivided into sections and has had
several different arrangements of its books. The Hebrew Bible came to have a threefold
division (Law, Prophets, and Writings), so categorized according to the official position of
the writer. However, beginning with the Septuagint and continuing in the Latin and modern
English translations, the Old Testament has been given a fourfold topical structure. The New
Testament was also given a fourfold topical arrangement of Gospels, Acts, Epistles, and
Revelation.

When viewed carefully, those sections of the Bible are obviously not arbitrarily put
together. Instead, they form a meaningful and purposeful whole, as they convey the
progressive unfolding of the theme of the Bible in the person of Christ. The law gives the
foundation for Christ, history shows the preparation for Him. In poetry there is an aspiration
for Christ and in prophecy an expectation of Him. The Gospels of the New Testament record
the historical manifestation of Christ, the Acts relate the propagation of Christ, the Epistles
give the interpretation of Him, and in Revelation is found the consummation of all things in
Christ.

A COMPARATIVE CHART OF THE NAMES OF

BIBLE BOOKS
OLD TESTAMENT
HEBREW (WITH  GREEK LATIN ENGLISH
TRANSLATION)
Ber-éshith (In Genesis Genesis Genesis
[the] beginning)
Shemath (Names) Exodus Exodus Exodus
Wayyigra (And  Leuitikos Leviticus Leviticus
he called)
Bemidbar (Inthe  Arithmoi Numeri Numbers
wilderness)
Devarim (Words); Deuteronomion Deuteronomium Deuteronomy
Elleh ha- Touto
Débarim
(These are
the words)
Y¢hoshiias Iesous Neue losua Joshua
(Joshua)
Shophétim Kritai ludicum Judges
(Judges)
Riit (Ruth) Routh Ruth Ruth
Shemii-&l A Basileon A Regum | 1 Samuel
(Asked [heard] of
God)
Shem{i-él B Basileon B Regum II 2 Samuel

(Asked [heard]
of God)



Me¢lchim A
(Kings;
kingdoms)
Me¢lchim B
(Kings;
kingdoms)
Dibré hayyamim
A (The affairs
[words]

of the day)
Dibré hayyamim
B (The affairs
[words]

of the day)
Edsra (Ezra)
Néh®miah
(Nehemiah)
Hadassah
(Myrtle)
>Iyyob (Job)
T¢hillim (Praises)
Mish¢lé
(Proverbs;
parables)

Qohelet (One
who assembles)
Shir hash-shirim
(Song of Songs)
Yesha>-yahti
(Jehovah is
salvation)

Yirm®yaha
(Jehovah will
raise or

lift up)
»&ka (Ah, how!
Alas!)
Y¢hezqeél (God
strengthens)
Daniél (God is
my judge)
Hoshea

Basileon G

Basileon D

Paraleiponemon A

Paraleiponemon B

Esdras

Neemias

Esther

Iob
Psalterion
Paroimia
Ekklesiastes

Asma

Esaias

Ieremias

Threnoi

TIesekiel

Daniel

’Osee

Regum I11

Regum IV

Paralipomenom |

Paralipomenom 11

Esdras |
Esdras |1

Esther

lob

Psalmi
Proverbia
Ecclesiastes
Canticum

Canticorum

Iésaias

Keremias

Threnorum

Ezechiel

Daniel

’Osee

1 Kings

2 Kings

1 Chronicles

2 Chronicles

Ezra

Nehemiah

Esther

Job

Psalms
Proverbs
Ecclesiastes

Song of Solomon

Isaiah

Jeremiah

Lamentations

Ezekiel

Daniel

Hosea



(Salvation)

Yosel (Jehovah is
God)

Amos (Burden)
>Obedya
(Servant
[worshiper] of
Jehovah)
Yonah (Dove)
Mikayahti (Who
is like
Jehovah?)
Nah{m
(Consolation;
consoler)
H*bakik
(Embrace;
embracer)

S*panya
(Jehovah hides;
Jehovah

has hidden)
Héaggai (Festive;
festal)
Zcchariah (God
Remembers)
Malachiah(The
messenger of

Jehovah)

Toel

Amos

Obdiou

Ionas

Michaias

Naoum

Ambakoum

Sophonias

Aggaios

Zecharias

Malachias

loel

AmMos
Abdias

lonas

Michaeas

Nahum

Habacuc

Sophonias

Aggeus

Zacharias

Malachias

A COMPARATIVE CHART OF THE
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Definitions of Revelation and Inspiration

The most basic question about the nature of the Bible centers in its claim to be “inspired”
or to be the “Word of God.” Just what is meant by and what is included in that claim is the
subject of the first link and, in that sense, the most important link in the chain of
communication “from God to us.”

INSPIRATION DEFINED

The starting point in the discussion of inspiration is the claim of the Scriptures
themselves. It is only proper that the Bible should be permitted to witness about its own
nature. Once the claim is understood clearly, the character and credentials should be checked
carefully; but the Scriptures should not be denied the opportunity to testify on their own



behalf.* The starting point for such an examination, then, is the claim of inspiration as it is
asserted by the Bible, and the procedure will be to study that claim in the light of the
phenomena of Scripture.
BIBLICAL DESCRIPTION OF INSPIRATION

The Biblical Terminology There is some confusion over the doctrine of inspiration
that is due to the very term itself. In order to clarify this possible confusion three terms need
to be distinguished. First, “inspiration,” derived from inspirare (Latin), means “to breathe
upon or into something.” According to the Oxford English Dictionary (OED)? this notion is
used as early as the time of Geoffrey Chaucer (c. 1386) and by others there after. By
extension the term is used of analogous mental phenomena; hence a sudden spontaneous idea
is called an “inspiration.” Theologically, “inspiration” is often used for the condition of being
directly under divine influence and it is viewed as the equivalent of the Greek term

theopneustia, or its adjective theopneustos (cf. 2 Tim. 3:16).
A second important term is “enthusiasm,” which is derived from the Greek enthusiasmos

(en + theos), to signify the first century A.D. notion of “being possessed by a god.” The

authoritative Oxford English Dictionary (OED) indicates that the earliest usage of
“enthusiasm” in English appeared in 1579. It came into prominence in the post-Reformation

era when possession by a divine spirit (pneuma) was regarded as necessarily accompanied by

the intense stimulation of the emotions.* In turn this notion of immanence contributed to the
rise of modern religious subjectivism. The nearest approach to this typically Greek idea of
inspiration as “a complete surrender of the mind and will to the overpowering Holy Spirit” is
in 2 Peter 1:21.°

The third important term dealing with the biblical definition of inspiration is

theopneustia, “God-breathed” (from theopheustos), which is translated “inspired by God” in

its only New Testament usage (2 Tim. 3:16). The term does not imply a particular mode of
inspiration, such as some form of divine dictation. Nor does it imply the suspension of the
normal cognative faculties of the human authors. On the other hand, it does imply something
quite different from poetic inspiration. It is an error to omit the divine element from the term

implied by theopneustos as is done in rendering the phrase “every inspired Scripture” or

“every Scripture inspired” in the American Standard Version (ASV) of 1901, and the New
English Bible (NEB) of 1970.° The New Testament usage clearly does not imply that some
canonical Scriptures are inspired while others are not. The sacred Scriptures are all expressive

11. It is sometimes thought that this is petitio principii, or arguing in a circle. Actually it is not, because we first
ask only what the Bible claims about itself and then whether or not it is true. The latter is properly a question
of apologetics and not of biblical introduction; nevertheless, it will be treated briefly in chapter 11.

22. James Augustus Henry Strong et al., eds., A New English Dictionary on Historical Principles, known generally
as the Oxford Dictionary, Oxford English Dictionary, or the New English Dictionary. Also see The Compact
Edition of the Oxford English Dictionary: Complete Text Reproduced Micrographically.

%3.See H.D. McDonald, Theories of Revelation: An Historical Study, 1700-1960, 1:63-64; 2:70.

*4. Colin Brown, ed., The New International Dictionary of New Testament Theology, s.v., “Spirit,” 3:689-709.
Also see Gerhard Kittel, ed., Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, 6:453-455.

>5. See discussion in chapter 31.



of the mind of God. The sacred Scriptures are the “God-breathed” revelation of God which
result in their practical outworking in life (2 Tim. 3:16-17).

The Biblical Data This brings the subject to the biblical teaching itself.® Some
prominent New Testament passages set the stage for for the discussion of inspiration.
In 2 Timothy 3:16-17 the apostle Paul declares that “all Scripture is inspired by God and
profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction, for training in righteousness; that the man
of God may be adequate, equipped for every good work.” There are four key terms crucial to

a proper exegesis of this passage. The first term is “all” (pasa). This term can be translated

“every” or “all.” It is not essential that one term is better than the other because both refer to
the entire canon of the Old Testament, which Timothy had known from his youth (cf. v. 5).

The second term is “scripture” (graphé). This means a “writing” or “written document.” It is
clear from the usage of this term that the locus of inspiration is in the written record rather
than in the ideas or concepts or even oral expressions of the writer. Although the word graphe

itself can have a more general usage than a canonical writing, nevertheless, the context
clearly indicates that the entire Old Testament is in view (see also Rom. 15:4; 2 Pet. 3:15-16).

Third, since there is no verb stated in the text, the word “inspired” (theopneustos) is the

critical term in the passage. The term theopneustos is an adjective that belongs to a special

class called “verbal adjectives.” As such, it may be viewed either as a predicate adjective (the
implied verb “is” preceeds the adjective) or an attributive adjective (the implied verb “is”
follows the adjective). It does not mean, as the English word “inspire” might imply, that God
breathed in the word but rather that the very words were breathed out (see above definitions).
A parallel is found in the words of Jesus who referred to what is written as “every word that
proceeds out of the mouth of God” (Matt. 4:4).

What is of central importance in this passage is the relationship of theopneustos to graphe. It

is grammatically possible to take theopneustos as descriptive of graphe; all inspired scripture

is of God (attributive adjective). Nevertheless, there are several reasons for rejecting this
possibility in favor of the much better substantiated *“all Scripture is inspired of God”
(predicate adjective). Several reasons support this conclusion.

a. 2 Timothy 3:16 has an identical structure to 1 Timothy 4:4, where the two adjectives are
predicate.

b. The usual position of the attributive adjective construction would be theopneustos graphé
instead of graphe theopneustos.
c. The absence of a verb suggests that theopneustos (God-breathed) and ophelimos

(profitable) are to be viewed in the same manner, for they are both the same and ophelimos
cannot be translated attributively without leaving the sentence without a predicate.

d. Words joined by kai (and) are usually understood as being joined by the conjunction
“and.” If ophelimos and theopneustos were attributive, the kai would be pointless.

e. The use of theopneustos as an attributive adjective would stress the usefulness of Scripture
rather than its inspiration.

®6. This discussion follows William E. Nix, “Inerrancy: Theological Watershed Issue of the Hour?” Winnipeg
Theological Seminary Lectureship Series, Otterbourne, Manitoba, January 1980.
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f. The use of theopneustos as an attributive would leave open the possibility of some
uninspired “graphe,” which is contrary to the meaning of “all scripture” (as discussed above).

Fourth, grammatically the word “profitable”” (ophelimos) can either mean the Scriptures are

inspired because they are profitable (attributive) or the Scriptures are profitable because they
are inspired (predicate). The context, however, would confirm the conclusion that the
Scriptures are profitable because they are inspired. Thus, they are useful because of what they
are: their intrinsic quality produces results. Hence the translation “All Scripture is inspired”

shows that because they are God-breathed, they are therefore useful (ophelimos) for the work

of the ministry, not the reverse.

Some implications of this translation of 2 Timothy 3:16 may be drawn.

a. Inspiration deals with the objective text of Scripture, not the subjective intention of the
writer.

b. The doctrine of Scripture applies to all or every Scripture, that is, the Bible in part or in
whole is the Word of God.

c. The Scriptures are the very spirated (breathed out) Word of God. The form and content of
Scripture are the very words of God. This does not mean that each individual word is inspired
as such but only as part of a whole sentence or unit of meaning. There is no implication in
Scripture of an atomistic inspiration of each word but only of a holistic inspiration of all
words used. Just as an individual word has no meaning apart from its use in a given context,
so individual words of Scripture are not inspired apart from their use in a whole sentence.

In 2 Peter 1:19-21 what the apostle Peter asserts is more than the divine origin of Scripture
(as 2 Tim. 3:16-17 does). Here he adds to the understanding of how God produced the
Scriptures. This was accomplished through the instrumentality of men who “spoke from
God.” More specifically, these spokesmen were “moved along by the Holy Spirit” (cf. Acts
27:5). In the context of this passage, Peter has assured his readers that what he was making

known to them was not by “cleverly devised tales (mythos)” (v. 16) nor even personal

experience (v. 18). Instead, it was “the prophetic word made more sure” (v. 19). Here is an
implicit affirmation of the authority (certainty) of the “prophetic word” presented by
eyewitnesses (Peter, James, John) of the Lord (Matt. 17:1, 13). “No prophecy was ever made
by an act of human will, but men moved by the Holy Spirit spoke from God” (2 Peter 1:21).
So, in biblical terminology, inspiration is the process by which Spirit-moved writers recorded
God-breathed writings. Hence, when inspiration is extended to the total process, it includes
both the writer and the writings; but when it is limited to its biblical usage (as in 2 Tim. 3:16),

it relates only to the written product (graphe). That is well summarized in Hebrews 1:1: “God

... spoke long ago to the Fathers in the prophets” to which 2 Timothy 3:16 would add the
thought in their writings.

John 10:34-35. This passage is important because in it Jesus uses the “Scriptures,” “Torah”
(Law), “it is written,” “word of God,” and “cannot be broken” interchangeably. Thus He
affirmed that the written Old Testament Scriptures are the unbreakable law and Word of God.
The phrase cannot be broken (outhenai) means cannot be destroyed, abolished, or done away

with (cf. John 7:23). Thus the Scriptures are viewed as the indestructible Word of God.

The Biblical Process The whole process of communication “from God to us” begins
with the matter of divine revelation.
First, God spoke to the prophets. This was done “in many and various ways” (Heb. 1:1).



a. God sometimes spoke to the prophets by angels, as He did to Abraham in Genesis 18 and
to Lot in Genesis 19.

b. God also spoke to the prophets in dreams (Dan. 7:1; cf. Num. 12:6).

c. Sometimes God used visions, as He did with Isaiah and Ezekiel (Isa.1:1; Ezek. 1:1; 8:3;
11:24; 43:3; cf. Hos. 12:10).

d. On occasion God used miracles to speak to the prophets for instance, Moses and the
burning bush (Ex. 3:2); Gideon’s enterprise (Judg.6:37); and Jonah’s experiences (Jonah 1:1;
4:6 ff.).

e. Even nature was used to speak to the psalmist (Ps. 19:1).

f. Sometimes God spoke in an audible voice (1 Sam. 3:4).

g. No doubt the most common method God used was the inner voice of the individual’s
conscience and communion with God. That is probably what is most often meant when the
prophets write, “And the word of the Lord came unto me saying. . ..”

h. The priests discovered the will of God by means of the Urim and Thummim (Ex. 28:30;
Num. 27:21).

i. Even casting lots was designated as a means by which God indicated His will (Prov.
16:33).

j. Finally, some of the prophets received divine communication from the study of other
prophetic writings (Dan. 9:1-2).

God not only spoke to the prophets in various ways, but He spoke in their words whether
written or oral (Heb. 1:1). That is, the prophets’ messages were God’s message; their voices
were God’s voice. God was saying what they were saying; or, to put it more precisely, they
were saying what God wanted said.

a. This is verified in a general way by 2 Peter 1:21 and Hebrews 1:1, which indicate that the
oral message of the prophets came from God; it was God’s word given through the prophets’
mouths. It is what David said in 2 Samuel 23:2: “The Spirit of the Lord spoke by me, and His
word was on my tongue.” Jeremiah also cites God as saying, “Behold, | have put My words
in your mouth” (Jer. 1:9).
b. This is borne out in particular by the prophetic formulas, as each prophet introduced his
oral message by statements such as “Thus says the Lord,” “The word of the Lord,” “The Lord
spoke” (see chaps. 4-6).
THEOLOGICAL DEFINITION OF INSPIRATION
From the biblical description of the process of inspiration, the necessary constituents of a

theological definition of inspiration may be derived. There are three:
. Divine causality. The prime mover in inspiration is God: “No prophecy was ever made by

an act of human will, but men moved by the Holy Spirit spoke from God” (2 Peter 1:21). In
other words, God moved, and the prophet mouthed the truths; God revealed, and man
recorded His word. The Bible is God’s word in the sense that it originates with Him and is
authorized by Him, even though it is articulated by men. God speaks in their written records.

Prophetic agency. The prophets played an important role in the overall process of
inspiration; they were the means by which God spoke. The word of God was written by men
of God. God used persons to convey His propositions. In other words, as J.I. Packer
perceptively observes, there God exercised “concursive operation in, with and through the
free working of man’s own mind.”” He amplifies the concept further saying,

77. James |. Packer, “Fundamentalism” and the Word of God, p. 82; J.I. Packer, God Has Spoken, esp. pp. 45-
124. Also see |. Howard Marshall, Biblical Inspiration, pp. 40-43.



We are to think of the Spirit’s inspiring activity, and, for that matter, of all His regular operations in
and upon human personality, as (to use an old but valuable technical term) concursive; that is, as
exercised in, through and by means of the writers’ own activity, in such a way that their thinking and
writing was both free and spontaneous on their part and divinely elicited and controlled, and what
they wrote was not only their own work but also God’s work.®

God prepared the prophets by training, experience, gifts of grace, and, if need be, by direct
revelation to utter His word. “By it [inspiration], the Spirit of God, flowing confluently with
the providentially and graciously determined work of men, spontaneously producing under
the Divine directions the writings appointed them, gives the product a Divine quality
unattainable by human powers alone.” In inspiration, then, God is the primary cause, and the
prophets are the secondary causes. Thus the divine influence did not restrict human activity
but rather enabled the human authors to communicate the divine message accurately.

Scriptural authority is the final product of God’s causality and the prophetic agency. Hence,
the Bible is a divinely authoritative book. God moved the prophets in such a way as to
breathe out (literally, “spirate”) their writings. In other words, God spoke to the prophets and
is speaking in their writings. Although some might argue that the prophetic model of
inspiration is inadequate,’® in order to shift the basis of the believer’s authority from Scripture
to some other locus, Carl F. H. Henry rightly observes that “the church is neither the locus of
divine revelation, nor the source of divine inspiration, nor the seat of infallibility. Rather, the
church has the task of transmitting, translating, and expounding the prophetic-apostolic
Scriptures.”™* The cause of inspiration is God, the means is the men of God, and the end
result is the word of God in the language of men.

Therefore, this definition of inspiration is suggested: Inspiration is that mysterious
process by which the divine causality worked through the human prophets without destroying
their individual personalities and styles to produce divinely authoritative and inerrant
writings.

INSPIRATION DISTINGUISHED FROM REVELATION AND INTERPRETATION

REVELATION CONCERNS THE ORIGIN AND GIVING OF TRUTH (1 COR. 2:10) *2
Still another concept must be distinguished in the process of divine communication. It is

interpretation (hermeneutics). The Hebrew word for revelation, galah, “to uncover,” and the
Greek word apocalyptein, “to unveil,” are roughly identical in meaning. Along with their

8g. Packer, “Fundamentalism”, p. 80.
%9, Benjamin B. Warfield, The Inspiration and Authority of the Bible, pp. 154-60.

1910. Paul J. Achtemeier, The Inspiration of Scripture: Problems and Proposals, pp. 29-3, 74-75, 99-100, 122-23,
and elsewhere. Clark Pinnock, The Scripture Principle, uncritically accepts this notion, stating, “The Bible is
more than prophecy, and although direct divine speech is part of the record, there are many other kinds of
communication as well, some of them more indirect and ambiguous” (p. 63), and indicating that “Paul J.
Achtemeier has called attention to the inadequacy of the prophetic model for representing the biblical
category of inspiration in its fulness” (p. 234 n. 8).

111, carl F. H. Henry, God, Revelation and Authority, vol. 2: God Who Speaks and Shows: Fifteen Theses, Part
One, pp. 13-15.

1212, Merril F. Unger, Introductory Guide to the Old Testament, 2d ed., pp. 22-25.



synonyms in the Old and New Testaments, these terms convey the idea of “the removal of
obstacles to perception,” or “the stripping away of that which keeps one from seeing an
object as it is.” This notion was contained in the Latin revelare (to reveal), from which the
English word revelation is derived.™ In other words, revelation involves “disclosure” rather
than “discovery.” As it relates to Scripture, all these terms refer to a divine disclosure.
Sometimes it may be a disclosure of a person (as in Christ, the Living Word of God, Gal.
1:6), while at other times it may be of propositions (as in Scripture, the written Word of
God,* John 10:35). In the ultimate sense, God gives the revelation or disclosure of truth; man
can have an interpretation or discovery of that truth. Some scholars,such as John Macquarrie
and Leon Morris, have attempted to extend revelation to the experiences of believers in
subsequent generations, calling it “repetitive revelation” as opposed to “primordial,”
“classical,” or “formative” revelation in the Scriptures.'® However, such a view not only
confuses revelation and interpretation, but it also broadens the locus of revelation from the
Scriptures alone to the ongoing experiences of the Christian community.

INSPIRATION RELATES TO THE RECEPTION AND RECORDING OF TRUTH (2 PETER 1:20-21)

God revealed truth to men who received and recorded it. Inspiration is the means God
used to achieve His revelation in the Bible. Inspiration involves man in an active sense,
whereas revelation is solely the activity of God. In inspiration, the prophet received from God
what he in turn related to others. Inspiration as a total process includes both the prophet and
the product of his pen.

INTERPRETATION FOCUSES ON THE APPREHENSION AND UNDERSTANDING OF TRUTH (1 COR.
2:14-16)
The Greek term hermeneuein (to interpret) is applied to the interpretation of Scripture in

the study of hermeneutics.'® Whereas revelation is an objective disclosure of God, and
inspiration includes the process and product God used in communicating, interpretation
emphasizes the apprehension and understanding of God’s revelation to man. In revelation
God unveils truth; by interpretation man understands that truth. Even though the three
concepts are interrelated in the total process of God’s communication, they are quite
distinguishable. They form three necessary links in the chain “from God to us”: (1) revelation
is the fact of divine communication, (2) inspiration is the means of divine communication,
and (3) interpretation is the process of understanding that divine communication.*’
INSPIRATION DISCUSSED

1313. See Colin Brown et al., “Revelation,” in The New International Dictionary of New Testament
Theology3:309-340. Also see Gerhard Kittel, ed., Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, 3:556-592.

1%14. Revelationis often used of written (or spoken) words. See Rom. 16:25; 1 Cor. 14:6, 26; Eph. 3:3.

1315. See John Macquarrie, Principles of Christian Theology, and the discussion of his position in Leon Morris, /
Believe in Revelation, pp. 68-89.

18 16. The Greek term came into English by way of New Latin hermeneuticafrom the masculine noun
hermeneutikos (interpretation). For a treatment of the theological issues involved in the interpretation of the

Bible, see Earl D. Radmacher and Robert D. Preus, eds., Hermeneutics, Inerrancy, and the Bible.

717, lllumination as described in Scripture (1 Cor. 2:14-16; Eph. 1:18) does not refer so much to the
understandingof the meaning of a passage but to the application of the significance of its truth to one’s life.
See the helpful statement on hermeneutics in Radmacher and Preus, eds., Hermeneutics, Inerrancy, and the
Bible, pp. 881-904.



WHAT IS INSPIRED, THE WRITER OR HIS WRITINGS?

Although the biblical concept of inspiration has been outlined in general, several
important questions must be discussed about inspiration in particular. Is it the writers, their
ideas, their writings, or a combination of these which is inspired? As was mentioned above,
inspiration certainly includes the man and his ideas, but it must not exclude his writings.
James Orr believes that “inspiration belongs primarily to the person and to the book only as it
is the product of the inspired person.”® Other theologians would reverse that opinion,
asserting, “Properly speaking, inspiration pertains to the holy Scriptures themselves. It may
be said, however, that the writers too were inspired by God.”* Regardless of which position
is primary, it must be held that the person as well as his pen is under the direction of the Holy
Spirit in the total process of inspiration. Nevertheless, the New Testament reserves the word

“inspiration” only for the product of that process, that is, the writings, or graphé (2 Tim.

3:16).%° Failure to make that distinction leads some scholars, such as Paul J.Achtemeier and
William J. Abraham, to the erroneous conclusion that the inspiration is the totality of the
process of gathering traditions, proclamations, writing, and editing on an ongoing basis.
Although God is actively involved throughout the total process of producing the Scriptures (2

Peter 1:20-21), the inspiration (theopneustos) and subsequent authority of those Scriptures is

reserved for the written Scriptures themselves (2 Tim. 3:16-17), which are illuminated by the
Holy Spirit (1 Cor. 2:14-16). As I. Howard Marshall aptly observes, “There is a gap between
the process of inspiration and the text of the Bible which causes some disquiet, particularly
when we remember that according to 2 Timothy it is the Scriptures which are inspired rather
than the process of composition.”*

That inspiration of necessity involves the very words of Scripture may be seen for two
reasons: (1) Linguistically, words are necessary for the adequate expression of thought.? If
God in any meaningful sense expressed Himself to the prophets, He had to use words. Words
are the “clothes of ideas,” and a naked thought is a very nebulous entity at best. The desire for
clarity in revelation would scarcely be consonant with the ambiguity of unsymbolized ideas.
In fact, an idea without a symbol to express it is an unexpressed idea, and an unexpressed
idea is scarcely a revelation or communication. (2) Biblically, it is the repeated claim that
“words” are God-given. Observe how many times Jesus and the apostles used the phrase “it is
written” or similar expressions (see chap. 5). The Bible literally abounds with the assertions
that God gave the very words of the prophets (see chap. 6). Moses was told, “I will be with
your mouth, and teach you what you are to say” (EX. 4:12). God charged Ezekiel, saying,
“You shall speak My words to them” (Ezek. 2:7). Of the Decalogue it is said, “And God
spoke all these words” (Ex. 20:1). Paul claimed to speak *“in words. . .taught by the Spirit” (1
Cor.2:3). Those references illustrate that the very words of the Bible were God-given.

WHAT IS INSPIRED, THE AUTOGRAPHS?® OR THE COPIES?

1818. James Orr, Revelation and Inspiration, p. 162.

119, Robert Preus, Inspiration of Scripture, p. 22.

2970. Benjamin B. Warfield, International Standard Bible Encyclopaedia, s.v. “Inspiration.”
2171, Marshall, p. 38.

2277, Philo, Life of Moses2.37, F. H. Colson, trans.

2223. An autograph is usually an original, or author’s, manuscript. It may have been written by either the
author himself (2 Cor. 13:10; Gal. 6:11) or a secretary (1 Pet. 5:12).



If every word of the Bible is inspired, does every copy, translation, or version of the
Scriptures necessarily have to be inspired too? There are some who think so. But, here again,
two extremes must be avoided.“Every translation is inspired in the same sense as the
original.” This extreme position was held by the Jewish philosopher Philo in the first century
of the present era. He said of the Greek translation of the Hebrew Old Testament, known as
the Septuagint, that the translators “under inspiration, wrote, not each several scribe
something different, but the same word for word, as though dictated to each by an invisible
prompter.”

Dewey M. Beegle reflects a similar view when he writes, “There is no evidence to show
that the apostles denied the inspiration of the LXX. . .. The correct inference, therefore, is
that in spite of some mistakes, all reasonably accurate translations of Scripture are
inspired.”?* This position, as can be seen, necessitates the recognition of errors (errancy) in
inspiration, because some errors of copyists have obviously crept into the Scriptures.” If this
be so, one is forced to the absurd conclusion that there are divinely inspired errors in the
Bible.“Only the autographs are inspired, not the translations.” If only the errorless
autographs were God-breathed, and the translators were not preserved from error, how can
there be certainty about any passage of Scripture? Perhaps the very passage that comes under
question is a mistaken transcription or copy. The scholarly procedure of textual criticism (see
chap. 26) treats this problem by showing the accuracy of the copies of the originals. To
borrow this conclusion in advance, the copies are known to be accurate and sufficient in all
matters except minor details. The resultant situation, then, exists that although only the
autographs are inspired, it may be said nevertheless that all good copies or translations are
adequate.

Some have objected to what they consider a retreat to “inerrant autographs” from errant
copies, as if the doctrine of inspiration were created to protect the inerrancy of the Bible. To
argue, as does Ernest R. Sandeen,? that the belief in inerrant originals emerges from the
apologetic purposes of the Princeton tradition of Charles Hodge and B.B. Warfield to defend
the Bible against charges of error, are misdirected. The distinction between inerrant
autographs and errant copies can be found in much earlier writers, including John Calvin
(1509-64) and even Augustine (A.D. 354-430). They chide that no one in modern times has
ever seen these “infallible originals.” Although no one in modern times has ever seen an
infallible original, it is also true that no one has ever seen a fallible one. In light of this
situation, it is well to note that the pursuit of the original renderings is at least an objective
science (textual criticism) rather than a subjective guess at recovering the actual text of the
inerrant autographs.

Just why God did not see fit to preserve the autographs is unknown, although man’s
tendency to worship religious relics is certainly a possible determining factor (2 Kings 18:4).

224, Dewey M. Beegle, The Inspiration of Scripture, pp. 38-40.

2325, For example, 2 Kings 8:26 gives 22 as the age of Ahaziah, whereas 2 Chron. 22:2 gives 42. The latter
cannot be correct, or he would have been older than his father. Nevertheless, the best available copiesof the
originals render 2 Chron. 22:2 as “42 years.” According to 2 Chron. 9:25, Solomon had 4,000 horses, but 1
Kings 4:26 says 40,000; some copyists must have made a mistake in the Kings passage. See discussion in chap.
26; William E. Nix, “1 Chronicles,” and “2 Chronicles,” in W.A. Criswell, ed., The Criswell Study Bible; ). Barton
Payne, “The Validity of Numbers in Chronicles,” Bulletin of the Near East Archaeological Society, new series ||
(1978):5-58.
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Others have noted that God could have avoided the worship of the originals by simply
preserving a perfect copy.?” But He has not seen fit to do even this. It seems more likely that
God did not preserve the originals so no one could tamper with them. It is practically
impossible for anyone to make changes in thousands of existing copies. The net result,
however, has proved to be profitable insofar as it has occasioned the very worthwhile study
of textual criticism. Another valuable side effect of not preserving all the copies from error is
that it serves as a warning to biblical scholars not to esteem paleographic, numeric, or other
trivia over the essential message of the Scriptures.”®“Only the autographs were actually
inspired, good copies are accurate.” In seeking to avoid the two extremes of either an
unattainable original or a fallible one, it must be asserted that a good copy or translation of
the autographs is for all practical purposes the inspired Word of God. It may not completely
satisfy the scholar who, for technical purposes of theological precision, wants both the correct
text and the exact term in the original language, but it certainly does suit the preacher and
layman who desire to know “what says the Lord” in matters of faith and practice. Even when
the accuracy of a reading in the original text cannot be known with 100 percent accuracy, it is
possible to be 100 percent certain of the truth preserved in the texts that survive. It is only in
minor details that any uncertainty about the textual rendering exists, and no major doctrine
rests on any one minor detail. A good translation will not fail to capture the overall teaching
of the original. In this sense, then, a good translation will have doctrinal authority, although
actual inspiration is reserved for the autographs.

How MUCH OF THE BIBLE IS INSPIRED?

Another question to be asked concerns the degree of inspiration. Are all sections of the
Bible equally inspired, or are some parts of Scripture more inspired than others? The question
itself confuses the issue and fails to distinguish between the nature of truth and the
importance of that truth. Certainly the biblical truth that Christ died for our sins is more
important than the truth that the pool of Bethesda had five porticoes (John 5:2). However,
both statements are equally the truth. Truth does not come in degrees. A statement is either
true or false. Just because a given passage, at certain times and under stated circumstances, is
more “inspiring” to a particular person does not thereby mean that it is more inspired than
other passages. Inspiration merely vouches for the truth of the record, no matter how valuable
that particular record may be to the individual’s edification or even to the overall picture of
redemption.

The record is either true or false; inspired or not inspired; of God or not of God. If the
various passages are true, they are equally true, and not more or less true. Although it may
not be the “whole” truth from the vantage point of the full and ultimate revelation, it is
nonetheless a true record of that which God wanted to reveal at that particular time in His
progressive revelation of the whole truth. Certainly all statements of truth must be understood
in their context. For “a text out of its context is a pretext.” Everything should be understood
as the author meant it. But what is meant does not come in degrees of truth, even though
different truths may vary in degrees of importance.

How DOES INSPIRATION OPERATE?

A final question concerns the means, or process, of inspiration. What means did God’s
causality employ to produce scriptural authority without interfering with the personality,
freedom, and individuality of the prophetic agents? Or, how did God produce an infallible
book through fallible men? A frank and forthright answer, yet one often very reluctantly

727. See Greg L. Bahnsen, “The Inerrancy of the Autographa,” in Norman L. Geisler, Inerrancy, pp. 72-73.

2878. Cf. John W. Haley, An Examination of the Alleged Discrepancies of the Bible, pp. 30-40.



given by biblical scholars, is “We don’t know.” It must be asserted that God inspired the
Scriptures even if we cannot ascertain exactly how He did it. Just because man does not know
how God created the world from nothing does not mean it is unreasonable to believe that He
did so (cf. Heb. 11:3). Likewise, ignorance of the means used by the Holy Spirit to produce
an infant in the virgin’s womb does not mean that the biblical teaching about the virgin birth
of Christ (Luke 1:26-38) must be rejected.

Some attempted explanation Several solutions have been suggested for this problem,
all of which have their own inherent difficulties.

One suggestion is that God dictated the words to the prophets, who acted as recording
secretaries (see chap. 10). Although this may explain how every word was inspired, it would
not explain how or why so many distinctly individual traits of the various human writers are
so apparent in the Scriptures or why the biblical writers themselves claimed to have used
human sources for some of their information (see chap. 3). Mechanical word-for-word
dictation may account for some of Scripture (e.g., the Ten Commandments or some
prophecies), but it certainly does not account for all of it.

Another view is that God produced much of the truth of Scripture by His providential
control over natural processes and that He could have produced it all in this manner. Kenneth
Kantzer writes,

No theist who believes in God’s providential control of the universe can possibly use this objection
[viz., that “divine inspiration must necessarily negate the freedom and humanity of the Biblical
writers”] against the inspiration of the Bible. The God of Romans 8:28, who works all things together
for good, including the sinful acts of wicked men, could certainly have worked through the will and
personality of His prophets to secure the divine Word which He wished to convey through them. *

Although it may not be disputed that God could have secured the truth of the inspired record
through providence, it must not be supposed that He operated in that manner exclusively. The
truth of the matter is that it is not always known how Providence works. As Kantzer admits,
“The mechanics of inspiration are left unexplained.”®

The nature of the problem The problem of the means of inspiration falls within the
category of a theological “mystery.” Two sides of the overall picture are given to man in the
Bible, and it is asserted that they are both true. No one can show that they are contradictory,
nor can anyone show exactly how they are complementary. They are not contrary to reason,
but they are beyond finite reasoning. The reason both sides of inspiration are given is that
man may have the “whole” truth, and not just one “part” or side of it. It is like a two-sided
coin which an infinite God may comprehend completely at once, but which a finite man must
apprehend partially, one side at a time. If it be admitted that the words of the Bible are truly
God’s, yet distinctly man’s, there would seem to be no way of denying that the process is a
mystery without eventuating in one of the two extremities.

Two extremes to avoid If the human nature of the Bible is emphasized on the one
hand, the divine may be compromised on the other. If the divine is emphasized, the human is
in danger of being relegated to the hypothetical. In one case the divine nature is taken
seriously and the human is viewed only incidentally. In the other extreme, the human is so
prominent that the divine is obscured. The difficulty is not with the revelation of both sides of
the truth, it is with their reconciliation. In that connection it is well to remember that man’s

2929, Merrill C. Tenney, ed., The Word for This Century, p. 46.
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inability to understand a mystery does not render ineffective God’s ability to accomplish one.
Thus, it would seem that, by the activity of the Holy Spirit and through the instrumentality of
the prophets, the infallibility of the Scriptures was effected (John 10:35), even though this is
admittedly a great mystery.

A close parallel The inspiration of the Bible is not the only mystery in Scripture. The
incarnation of Christ affords an excellent illustration of the divine and human sides of
Scripture. Both the Savior and the Scriptures have heavenly and earthly natures. And both are
united in a common medium of expression, one personal and the other propositional. Christ is
a theanthropic Person, and the Bible is a theanthropic Book. In both the human side is
perfect, as is the divine. Just as it is unorthodox to try to explain away the divine nature of
Christ in order to understand His human nature (as did the Arians),*" or to sacrifice His true
human nature in order to explain His divine nature (as did the Docetics), so it is wrong to
deny that the words of Scripture are both divine and human in their nature. The mistake is in
trying to explain the inexplicable and in trying to fathom the unfathomable.

In the whole question of the modus operandi (mode of operation) of inspiration, a balance
must be sought between the two extremes of divine dictation and human fallibility. Such a
balance must guarantee the final product (the words of the Bible) and still guard the freedom
and humanity of the authors. Just as one’s salvation is both divinely determined (Rom. 8:29)
and yet is freely chosen (John 1:12), so God working through the free expression of the
human authors of Scripture produced the exact words He had infallibly predetermined.®

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Inspiration encompasses the mysterious process by which divine causality on the
prophetic agency resulted in scriptural authority, the Bible. Revelation is the fact of divine
communication, inspiration is the means by which that communication is brought to the
written record, and interpretation is the understanding of that communication. The total
process of inspiration includes both the writer and the writing, although the product of
inspiration is the authoritative writing and not the man. It is only the autographs (original
writings) that are actually inspired, although accurate copies or translations are doctrinally
authoritative, inasmuch as they correctly reproduce the original. There are no degrees of
inspiration; all the Bible is equally inspired, that is, equally authoritative and true. The means
or process of inspiration is a mystery of the providence of God, but the result of this process
is a verbal (the words), plenary (extending to all parts equally), inerrant (errorless), and
authoritative record.

3

Scriptural Claims for Inspiration in General
THE CLAIM FOR INSPIRATION

In order to understand what is meant by inspiration as a whole, the biblical claim must be
examined and compared with the character and contents of the Bible. The fact of inspiration

3131. Their error led to a call for the Council of Nicea (1), A.D.325, where Arianism was condemned.

3232 Their argument was that Christ did not actually die on the cross, but that He only “appeared” to die or

“seemed” (Gk., dokein) to die on the cross.

333, See N.L. Geisler, “Inerrancy and Free Will,” pp. 349-53.



as claimed in the Bible must be understood in the phenomena of inspiration. What the Bible
says about itself should be understood in light of what the Bible shows in itself. In order to
demonstrate the divine authority of the Scriptures, it must be shown that the Bible has a
divine claim corroborated by a divine character and supported by divine credentials. For the
present, however, discussion is limited to the general claim and character of inspiration (see
chaps. 11 and 13).

SOME BIBLICAL DECLARATIONS AND IMPLICATIONS ABOUT INSPIRATION

It is sometimes objected that it is a “circular argument” to refer to biblical passages in
support of biblical claims. But that objection is unfounded for several reasons. (1)
Practically, there is no better place to begin than with what is self-claimed. (2) Legally, a
man can testify in his own behalf in a court of law. Why should not the Bible be permitted to
witness in its own behalf? (3) Logically, the claim is not being used to support itself, but as a
point of departure to study itself. The claim for inspiration within the Bible itself includes
several pertinent characteristics.

It is verbal The classical text for inspiration in the Bible (2 Tim. 3:16) affirms that the
writings are inspired. Inspiration extends to the very words of Scripture. “Moses wrote down
all the words of the LORD” (EX. 24:4). Isaiah was told to “take for yourself a large tablet and
write” (Isa. 8:1) and to “inscribe it on a scroll, that it may serve in the time to come as a
witness forever” (30:8).! The distinct claim of the New Testament is that what had been
written by the prophets is God’s word; for example, the gospel of Mark introduces the
prophet’s word by the statement “It is written.”?

Some have denied that the Bible actually claims to be verbally inspired by saying, “We
need to remind ourselves that the verbal plenary formulation is, after all, only a doctrine—a
nonbiblical doctrine at that.” * However, in the light of the repeated general and specific
claims that the words of the prophets are God’s words, it would be a more consistent view
simply to admit that the Bible does claim “verbal inspiration” for itself, whether or not that
claim is accepted. The evidence that the very words of the Bible are God-given may be
summarized briefly as follows:

It is the claim of the classical text that the writings are inspired (2 Tim. 3:16).

It is the emphatic testimony of Paul that he spoke in “words . . . taught by the Spirit” (1 Cor.
2:13).

It is evident from the repeated formula “It is written” (e.g., Matt. 4:4, 7, 10).

Jesus said that that which was written in the whole Old Testament spoke of Him (Luke
24:27, 44; John 5:39; Heb. 10:7).

The New Testament constantly equates the Word of God with the Scripture (writings) of the
Old Testament (cf. Matt. 21:42; Rom. 15:4; 2 Peter 3:16).

Jesus indicated that not even the smallest part of a Hebrew word or letter could be broken
(Matt. 5:18).

The New Testament refers to the written record as the “oracles of God” (Heb. 5:12).

1. See chap. 2 for additional references.
22.See chap. 5 for elaboration of this point.

33, Dewey M. Beegle, The Inspiration of Scripture, p. 187.
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Occasionally the writers were even told to “not omit a word” (Jer. 26:2), and John even
pronounced an anathema upon all who would add to or subtract from the “words of the book
of this prophecy” (Rev. 22:18-19).

The very words uttered by men in the Old Testament were considered to be God’s words by
the New Testament writers. It may be an academic option to deny that the Bible claims
“verbal inspiration” for itself, but it is clearly not a biblical possibility.

It is identified with God’s words. The words of the writers of Scripture are used
interchangeably with what “God said.” This gives rise to the expression “What Scripture
says, God says.” Sometimes the Old Testament gives what the human author said, and the
New Testament quotes the statement as what “God said.” At other times the Old Testament
records what “God says” and the New Testament quotes that text as what the human author
says. Thus, what the author says and what God says are used interchangeably, as the
following chart illustrates.

What Scripture Says, God Says |

GOD SAYS. .. SCRIPTURE SAYS. ..
Gen. 12:3 Gal 3:8

Ex. 9:16 Rom. 9:17
SCRIPTURE SAYS ... | GOD SAYS...
Gen. 2:24 Matt. 19:4-5
Ps. 2:1 Acts 4:24-25
Ps. 2:7 Heb. 1:5

Ps. 16:10 Acts 13:35

Ps. 95:7 Heb. 3:7

Ps. 97:7 Heb. 1:6

Ps. 104:4 Heb. 1:7

Isa. 55:3 Acts 13:34

It is unbreakable Another biblical claim for inspiration is that the written word is
unbreakable, or infallible. Jesus said to the Jews, to whom He had quoted from Psalm 82,
“Scripture cannot be broken” (John 10:35). Edward J. Young has put it,

The force of his argument is very clear, and it may be paraphrased as follows: “what is stated in this
verse from the psalms is true because this verse belongs to that body of writings known as Scripture,
and the Scripture possesses an authority so absolute in character that it cannot be broken.” When
Christ here employs the word Scripture, he has in mind, therefore, not a particular verse in the psalms,
but rather the entire group of writings of which this one verse is a part.*

For Jesus, then, inspiration meant a divinely authoritative and unbreakable writing.

It is irrevocable. Another claim for inspired writings is that their message is
irrevocable. The Bible states, “For truly I say to you, until heaven and earth pass away, not
the smallest letter or stroke shall pass away from the Law, until all is accomplished” (Matt.
5:18). Again, “But it is easier for heaven and earth to pass away than for one stroke of a letter
of the Law to fail” (Luke 16:17). The claim is unequivocal; the message of the written word,
including the smallest letters, must be fulfilled. In a similar claim, Jesus included the whole
Old Testament, section by section, as He said, “All the things that are written about Me in the
Law of Moses and the Prophets and the Psalms must be fulfilled” (Luke 24:44). Peter added

*4. Edward J. Young, “The Authority of the Old Testament,” in The Infallible Word, by Ned B. Stonehouse and
Paul Woolley, p. 55.




these words: “Brethren, the Scripture had to be fulfilled, which the Holy Spirit foretold”
(Acts 1:16).

It has final authority The biblical writers and Jesus Himself claim that the written
word is the final arbitrator in matters of faith and practice. Jesus quoted the Old Testament
Scriptures with finality when resisting the tempter (Matt. 4:4, 7, 10). He used the Old
Testament decisively to settle the question about the resurrection in His answer to the
Pharisees (21:42) and in vindicating His authority to cleanse the Temple (Mark 11:17). Paul
used the Scriptures as the basis for his arguments with the Jews (Acts 17:2). Peter declared
that “the untaught and unstable distort [Scriptures] . . . to their own destruction” (2 Peter
3:16). In fact, the finality that is based on the verbal inerrancy of the Old Testament as the
word of God “is demonstrated by New Testament arguments which rest on a small historical
detail (Heb 7:4-10), a word or phrase (Acts 15:13-17), or even the difference between the
singular and the plural (Gal. 3:16).”

It is plenary (full, complete, extending to every part). It is the claim of 2 Timothy 3:16
that all of Scripture (i.e., the whole Old Testament) is inspired, and not just part of it. That
inspiration extends universally to all of Scripture is borne out by the use of the inclusive
phrases “it is written,” “the Scriptures,” “the law and the prophets,” “the word of God” (cf.
Mark 7:13; see chap. 5 for a more complete elaboration of this point). Jesus referred to all
sections of the Hebrew canon as predictive of Himself (Luke 24:27, 44), and Peter considered
the Old Testament as a whole to be “prophetic writing” (2 Peter 1:20-21) given by the “Spirit
of Christ” (1 Peter 1:10-11).

In light of these numerous claims concerning the divinely authoritative nature of
Scripture, it is difficult to understand why James Barr asserts that the Bible does not teach its
own inspiration and inerrancy. Carl Henry’s “Introduction” discusses this very issue to the
contrary of Barr’s thesis, and he expounds it throughout fifteen theses in four volumes
entitled God, Revelation and Authority.°

It has complete inerrancy The Bible is wholly true and without error. Jesus said,
“Thy Word is truth” (John 17:17). To those who denied the truth of Scripture He said, “You
are mistaken, not understanding the Scriptures” (Matt. 22:29). The psalmist said, “The law of
the Lord is perfect,”and, “The sum of Thy word is truth” (Pss. 19:7; 119:60). The Bible is
God’s Word, and God cannot err (Heb 6:18; Titus 1:2). Scriptures are the utterances of the
Holy Spirit (2 Tim. 3:16), and the Spirit of Truth cannot err. “To err is human,” but the Bible
is not a mere human book. It is divinely inspired, and a divinely inspired error is a
contradiction in terms. ’

SOME CONCLUSIONS ABOUT INSPIRATION

Although it must be recognized that much of what has been claimed refers explicitly only
to the Old Testament Scriptures, nevertheless, logically and implicitly the New Testament is
included within this same claim of inspiration.

>5. John A. Witmer, “The Biblical Evidence for the Verbal-Plenary Inspiration of the Bible,” Bibliotheca Sacra2,
no. 483 (1964), p. 250.

®6. James Barr, Fundamentalism, pp. 78-84 and elsewhere. Henry, God, Revelation and Authority, see
especially pp. 7-16, where he introduces the issue of the nature of God’s objective revelation in the
authoritatively inerrant Scriptures.

’7. Stephen T. Davis holds this view. See his The Debate About the Bible: Inerrancy Versus Infallibility, pp. 118-
19.



1. The New Testament is ““Scripture.” Stated in logical or syllogistic form, this argument

is as follows:

All “Scripture” is inspired (2 Tim. 3:16).

The New Testament is also “Scripture” (1 Tim. 5:18; 2 Peter 3:16).
Therefore, the New Testament is inspired.

The use of the word Scripture has a distinct and technical sense in the New Testament, as
may be readily seen by its specialized application. The term is reserved in its definitive and
articular sense for only the authoritative and canonical books of Holy Writ. For the devout
although converted Jews who wrote the books of the New Testament to describe any other
books by this technical word amounts to claiming inspiration for them. As a matter of fact,
that is precisely what Peter does claim for Paul’s epistles when he writes, “Our beloved
brother Paul . . . wrote to you . . . as also in all his letters . . . which the untaught and unstable
distort, as they do also the rest of the Scriptures” (2 Peter 3:15-16). Here Paul’s writings are
considered Scripture in the same sense as the Old Testament writings referred to earlier in the
same passage (cf. 2 Peter 3:5, 7-8). Although this passage does not claim that all the New
Testament books are Scripture, it does include many of them. In 1 Timothy 5:18 the apostle
Paul quotes from Luke, placing it on the same level with the rest of Scripture, using the
introduction “for the Scripture says” (with reference to Luke 10:7). Certainly if Paul’s and
Luke’s writings were considered Scripture, then the epistles of the apostles of Jesus, and
particularly those of the “inner circle” (Peter and John), which traditionally make up most of
the remainder of the New Testament, cannot logically be excluded from the category of
inspired Scripture.

2. The New Testament is ““prophetic writing.”” Another logical deduction about inspiration
substantiates the foregoing. According to 2 Peter 1:20-21, no prophetic utterances (and
writings) ever come by any other means than the moving of the Holy Spirit. Because the New
Testament writings are considered to be “prophetic writings” too, it would follow that they
must be included within the group of Spirit-moved utterances. Jesus promised to give His
disciples a Spirit-directed ministry (John 14:26; 16:13), and the New Testament church
claimed that prophetic gift (Eph. 4:11; 1 Cor. 14:31-32). Like their Old Testament
counterparts, the New Testament prophets exercised their ministry both orally (Agabus, Acts
11:28) and in writing. John, the author of the book of Revelation, classified himself with his
“brethren the [Old Testament] prophets” (Rev. 22:9). By direct inference, therefore, his
writing claimed to be a prophetic writing. Indeed, that is what John himself said when he
wrote, “I testify to everyone who hears the words of the prophecy of this book: if anyone adds
to them, God shall add to him the plagues which are written in this book” (Rev. 22:18). Paul
also considered his writings to be prophetic. In Ephesians 3:3-5 he speaks of his revelation
and mystery “which in other generations was not made known to the sons of men, as it has
now [in Paul’s time] been revealed to His holy apostles and prophets® in the Spirit.” Apostles

88.In fact, the very prophets spoken of here may be New Testament prophets, upon whose teaching the
foundation of the New Testament church is built (cf. Eph. 2:20; Acts 2:42). Commenting on the “prophets” of
Eph. 2:20, Charles J. Ellicott wrote, “In spite of much ancient and valuable authority, it seems impossible to
take the ‘prophets’ of this verse to be the prophets of the Old Testament. The order of the two words and the
comparison of chaps. 3:5 and 4:11, appear to be decisive to say nothing of the emphasis on the present, in
contrast with the past, which runs through the whole chapter.” See Ellicott’'s Commentary, 7:30. The same
conclusion is stated by S.D.F. Salmond in The Expositor’s Greek Testament, ed. W. Robertson Nicoll, 3:299. He

comments, “Hence the prophetaiare to be understood as Christian prophets, of whom large mention is made

in the book of Acts and the Epistles the N.T. prophets who in this same Epistle (3:5) are designated as Christ’s
prophets and are named (4:11) among the gifts of the ascended Lord to His Church.”



and prophets are classed together, as are their revelations and writings, as Paul declared: “By
revelation there wrote before in brief. And by referring to this, when you read you can
understand my insight into the mystery of Christ.”

To summarize, then, it is suggested that:

All “prophetic writings” are inspired (2 Peter 1:20-21).
The New Testament is a “prophetic writing” (Rev. 22:18; Eph. 3:5).
Therefore, the New Testament is inspired.

3. The New Testament is the “Word of God.”” A further implication is that both the Old
and New Testaments are the Word of God. The Old Testament is called “the Word of God”
by Jesus (Matt. 15:6; John 10:35). Likewise, the New Testament writers considered it to be
“the Word of God” alongside the Old Testament (cf. 2 Cor. 4:2; Heb. 4:12; Rev. 1:2). Hence
the argument may be summarized as follows:

The Word of God is inspired (John 10:35).
The New Testament is the Word of God (Heb. 4:12).
Therefore, the New Testament is inspired.
THE CHARACTER AND CONTENT OF INSPIRATION

THE NATURE OF INSPIRATION

The inspiration of Scripture includes its inerrancy, for the Bible is the Word of God (see
chap. 5) and God cannot err (Heb. 6:18; Titus 1:12). To deny the inerrancy of Scripture is to
impugn either the integrity of God or the identity of the Bible as the Word of God. This
argument may be stated as follows:

The Bible is the Word of God.
God cannot err (Heb. 6:18; Titus 1:2).
Therefore, the Bible cannot err.

It becomes apparent that what the Bible means by what it says about itself is what is
manifest by the phenomena. That is, the claim for inspiration must be understood in light of
the phenomena of Scripture. Hence, attention must be centered on the practical
manifestations of the theological declaration of inspiration. Such an examination reveals that
whatever is meant by inspiration, it certainly does not exclude the following factors:

The use of variety of expression Because God said the same thing in different ways,
or at least from different viewpoints, at different times, inspiration cannot be meant to
exclude a diversity of expression. The four gospels relate the same story in different ways to
different groups of people and sometimes even quote Christ as saying the same thing with
different words. Compare, for example, Peter’s famous confession at Caesarea Philippi:
Matthew records it: “Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God” (16:16).

Mark records it: “Thou art the Christ” (8:29).
Luke records it: “The Christ of God” (9:20).

Even the Decalogue, “written by the finger of God” (Deut. 9:10), is stated with variations
the second time that God gave it (cf. Ex. 20:8-11 with Deut.5:12-15).° There are many

%9, For example, Exodus gives creation as the reason for rest on the Sabbath, and Deuteronomy gives
redemption as the reason.



variations between the books of Kings and Chronicles in their description of identical events,
yet there is no contradiction in the story they tell. *°

If such important utterances as Peter’s confession of Christ and the inscription on the
cross (cf. Matt. 27:37; Mark 15:26; Luke 23:38; John 19:19) and such permanent and special
laws as the one “written with the finger of God” can be stated in different ways, then there
should be no problem in extending to the rest of Scripture a diversity of expression within the
concept of a verbal inspiration.

The use of individuality and personalities Inspiration does not exclude the use of
different personalities, with their own literary styles and idiosyncrasies, in recording the
written word of God. To observe this, one need only compare the powerful style of Isaiah
with the mournful tone of Jeremiah in the Old Testament. In the New Testament, Luke
manifests a marked medical interest,'! James is distinctly practical, Paul is theological and
polemical, and John has an obvious simplicity. God has communicated through a multiplicity
of human personalities with their respective literary characteristics. The traditional biblical
authors include a lawgiver (Moses), a general (Joshua), prophets (Samuel, Isaiah, et al.),
kings (David and Solomon), a musician (Asaph), a herdsman (Amos), a prince and statesman
(Daniel), a priest (Ezra), a tax collector (Matthew), a physician (Luke), a scholar (Paul), and
fishermen (Peter and John). With such a variety of occupations represented by biblical
writers, it is only natural that their personal interests and differences should be reflected in
their writings.

The use of nonbiblical documents Undoubtedly the doctrine of inspiration does not
mean to exclude the use of human documents as a source of divine truth, because the use of
such is exactly what the Bible does claim. Luke’s gospel may have been based on the
research he had done in the written sources of his day (cf. Luke 1:1-4). The writer of Joshua
used the Book of Jasher for his famous quotation about the sun’s standing still (Joshua
10:13).%? The apostle Paul quoted unhesitatingly from a heathen poet (Acts 17:28) in his well-
known Mars Hill address. Jude cited a noncanonical saying about the prophecy of Enoch (v.
14). The use of nonbiblical sources should not be thought incongruous with inspiration
because it is to be remembered that “all truth is God’s truth.” The God “who said, ‘Light shall
shine out of darkness’” (2 Cor. 4:6) is able to speak truth through a pagan prophet (Num.
24:17), an unwitting high priest (John 11:50), and even a stubborn donkey (Num. 22:28).

The use of nonscientific language Inspiration certainly does not necessitate the use
of scholarly, technical, or scientific language. The Bible is written for the common men of
every generation, and it therefore uses their common, everyday language. The use of
observational, nonscientific language is not unscientific, it is merely prescientific. The
Scriptures were recorded in ancient times by ancient standards, and it would be anachronistic
to superimpose modern scientific standards upon them. It is no more unscientific to speak of
the sun standing still (Joshua 10:12) than it is to refer to the sun rising (Joshua 1:16)."

1910. See Gleason L. Archer, Encyclopedia of Bible Difficulties, pp. 191-92. Also see Nix, “1 Chronicles,” and “2
Chronicles,” in The Criswell Study Bible, pp. 428-519, 520-61; Payne, “The Validity of Numbers in Chronicles,”
pp. 5-58.

1191, cf. w. M. Ramsay, St. Paul the Traveller and the Roman Citizen, 3d ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1949) pp.
38-39.

1212, see Nix, “Joshua,” in The Criswell Study Bible, pp. 267-96.
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Contemporary meteorologists still speak daily of the times of “sunrise” and “sunset.” The
Scriptures say that the Queen of Sheba “came from the ends of the earth” (Matt. 12:42).
Because “the ends of the earth” was only several hundred miles away, in Arabia,** it is
apparent that this is another example of the use of phenomenal language. In like manner, on
the Day of Pentecost there were people “from every nation under heaven” (Acts 2:5). These
nations are identified in Acts 2:9-11, and they do not include all the world literally (e.g.,
North and South America are excluded).Thus, universal language is used in a geographical®
sense and is to be taken phenomenally to mean “the then-known world.”*® The Bible was
written to a nonscientific people in a prescientific age, and it is not reasonable for one to say
the Bible is scientifically incorrect; it is merely scientifically imprecise by modern standards.
But, in sacrificing scientific precision, the Bible has gained a perfection by its universality
and simplicity of style.

The Bible also uses round numbers (e.g., 1 Chron. 19:18; 21:5). It may be imprecise from
the standpoint of a contemporary technological society to speak of 3.459265. . . as three, but
it is not incorrect for an ancient nontechnological people. Three and fourteen hundredths can
be rounded off to three. That is sufficient for a “cast metal sea” (2 Chron. 4:2) in an ancient
Hebrew temple, even though it would not suffice for a computer in a rocket. But one should
not expect scientific precision in a prescientific age. The Bible speaks correctly in the
language of its day in the mode of understanding of the people of that day. The Bible must be
judged by the very nature of the divine revelation. The revelation came from God through
men speaking human language and living in a cultural context. To be meaningful it had to
come in the language of the prophets and apostles and employ the cultural background of
figures, illustrations, analogies, and everything else associated with linguistic
communication. No artificial or abstract theory of inerrancy that imposes modern scientific or
technical precision upon the Scriptures is warranted.

The use of a variety of literary devices Finally, it should not be thought that an
“inspired” book must have been written in one, and only one, literary mold. Man is not
limited in his modes of expression, and there is no reason to suppose that God can utilize only
one style or literary genre in His communication to man. The Bible reveals a number of
literary devices. Several whole books are written in poetic style (e.g., Job, Psalms, Proverbs).
The synoptic gospels are filled with parables. In Galatians 4, Paul uses an example of an
allegory. The New Testament abounds with metaphors (e.g., 2 Cor. 3:2-3; James 3:6) and
similes (cf. Matt. 20:1; James 1:6); hyperboles may also be found (e.g., Col. 1:23; John
21:25; 2 Cor. 3:2). And Jesus Himself used the device of satire (Matt. 19:24 with 23:24). In a
word, then, the claim for inspiration, as understood in the light of the character of the inspired
record itself, reveals that “inspiration” must not be viewed as a mechanical or wooden
process. It is, rather, a dynamic and personal process that results in a divinely authoritative
and inerrant product—the written Word of God.

THE EXTENT OF INSPIRATION

Some have suggested that the Bible is true as a whole but not necessarily in every part

(see chap. 2 discussion). They argue that Scripture can always be trusted on moral matters,
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but is not always correct on historical matters. They say the Bible can always be relied on in
the spiritual domain, but not always in the scientific area. They came to this conclusion
because they believe that “it is the intention of the Holy Spirit to teach us how one goes to
heaven, and not how the heavens go.”*” This position is inadequate for several reasons.

Inspiration includes everything the Bible teaches.

1. The Bible teaches only truth (John 17:17), but it contains some lies, for example,
Satan’s lie (Gen. 3:4; cf. John 8:44) and Rahab’s lie (Josh. 2:4). Inspiration covers the Bible
fully and completely in the sense that it records accurately and truthfully even the lies and
errors of sinful beings. The truth of Scripture is to be found in what the Bible reveals not in
everything it records. Unless this distinction is held, it may be incorrectly concluded that the
Bible teaches immorality because it narrates David’s sin (2 Sam. 11:4), that it promotes
polygamy because it records Solomon’s (1 Kings 11:3), or that it asserts atheism because it
quotes the fool as saying “there is no God” (Ps. 14:1). In each case the interpreter of Scripture
must seek the commitment of the writer of the particular passage in question. The important
thing for the interpreter to keep in mind is not what the writer seems to say, not what herefers
to, nor even whom he quotes, but what he really affirms in the text.

2. The scientific (factual) and spiritual truths of Scripture are often inseparable. (a) For
example, one cannot separate the spiritual truth of Christ’s resurrection from the physical fact
that His body permanently vacated the tomb (Matt. 28:6;1Cor. 15:13-19). The resurrection of
Christ is more than a physical event (Rom. 4:25)—it is also a spiritual victory (1 Cor. 15:50-
58)—nbut it is not less than a physical event. Thus, if one does not accept the truth of the
physical resurrection, then there is no basis for spiritual salvation. As Paul put it, “If Christ
has not been raised, your faith is worthless; you are still in your sins” (1 Cor. 15:17). (b)
Likewise, the virgin birth of Christ cannot be merely a spiritual truth. If Christ were not born
of an actual virgin, then He is not the sinless Son of God He claimed to be. Although the
virgin birth did not cause His deity, it was an indication of it. It was not the source of Christ’s
divinity, but it was a symbol of it (Matt. 1:23). For if He were not virgin-born then He is no
different from the rest of the human race, on whom the stigma of Adam’s sin rests (Rom.
5:12). Here again the physical and the spiritual dimensions of the truth go hand-in-hand so
that to deny the biological reality is to deny the spiritual truth. (c) The same is true of Christ’s
crucifixion. It is not merely physical blood that saves, but “without the shedding of [physical]
blood there is no forgiveness” (Heb. 9:22). Likewise, Adam’s existence and fall cannot be a
myth. If there were no literal Adam and actual fall, then the spiritual teaching about inherited
sin and eventual or physical death (Rom. 5:12) are wrong. The historical reality and the
theological doctrine stand or fall together. The inseparable relation between the physical and
the spiritual is evident in the nature of man, who is made up of soul and body. Man is made in
the image of God, but an attack upon the body (murder) is considered an attack on the image
of God and worthy of capital punishment in the Old Testament (Gen. 9:6) There, too, one
cannot negate the physical dimension of man without also rejecting the spiritual aspect.

3. Moral truths of Scripture are often based on or are inseparably connected with
scientific or factual truths. (a) The depravity of man and his consequent physical death is
based on the truth of a literal Adam (Rom. 5:12). (b) The doctrine of the incarnation is
inseparable from the historical truth about Jesus of Nazareth (John 1:1, 14). (c) Jesus’ moral
teaching about marriage was based on His teaching about God’s joining a literal Adam and
Eve together in marriage (Matt. 19:4-5). In each of those cases the moral or theological
teaching is devoid of its intended meaning apart from the historical or factual space-time
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event. If one denies that the literal space-time event occurred, then there is no basis for
believing the scriptural doctrine built upon it.

4. Jesus often made a direct comparison between important spiritual truths and Old
Testament events He presented as historically true. For instance, using a strong comparison
Jesus said, “Just as Jonah was three days and three nights in the belly of the sea monster, so
shall the Son of Man be three days and three nights in the heart of the earth” (Matt. 12:40).
Both the occasion and the manner of that comparison make it clear that Jesus was affirming
the historicity of Jonah in connection with the truth about His death and resurrection. He
certainly was not saying, “Just as you believe that mythology about Jonah, so | would like to
tell you about the historicity of My death and resurrection.” In the same way that Jesus
closely associated the literal truth about Himself with that of Jonah, He also connected the
truth of His literal second coming (cf. Acts 1:10,11 ) to the literal truth about Noah’s flood.
He said, “The coming of the Son of Man will be just like the days of Noah” (Matt.24:37).
Both the content and emphasis of these comparisons reveal that Jesus believed in the
historicity of those Old Testament events.

5. Jesus asserted that if He could not be trusted in historical matters, then He should not
be trusted in heavenly matters either. Just after speaking to Nicodemus about physical birth
and winds, Jesus said to him, “If | told you earthly things and you do not believe, how shall
you believe if | tell you heavenly things?” (John 3:2). In short, if the Bible cannot be trusted
when it speaks about temporal things that we can see, how can it be trusted when it discusses
eternal things that cannot be seen (2 Cor. 4:8)? So if the Bible does not speak truthfully about
the physical world, it cannot be trusted when it speaks about the spiritual world. The two are
intimately related.

Inspiration includes everything the Bible touches Not only does inspiration
include all the Bible explicitly teaches but it also includes everything the Bible touches. For
instance, probably nowhere is the central idea of a biblical passage to teach explicitly about
angels or demons. They are virtually always brought in incidentally. Yet everything the Bible
says about them incidentally is still absolutely true. For the incidental teachings of Scripture
are no less true than the essential teachings. Whatever the Bible declares is true, whether it be
a major point or a minor point. The Bible is God’s Word, and God cannot err in any point.
All the parts are as true as the whole that they comprise.

Some have suggested that only the main purpose of the Bible is true, but not every minor
point. They say the meaning of Scripture is to be understood in the light of its saving purpose.
And because the central purpose of Scripture is to get men saved (2 Tim. 3:16),"® then
whatever is not essential to that central purpose does not really matter.*® This position is both
inadequate and unbiblical for several reasons.

1. Purpose does not determine meaning. Meaning is what is said; purpose is why it is said.
But why something is said does not determine the meaning of what is said. The meaning of
many passages of Scripture is understood apart from knowing why they were uttered in the
first place. Consider the following: “You are not to boil a kid in the milk of its mother” (Ex.
23:19). “You shall not wear a material mixed of wool and linen together” (Deut. 22:11).
Everyone who knows the words of those sentences knows exactly what they mean, even if
they do not have the foggiest idea about the author’s intended purpose. The command not to
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boil a kid in its mother’s milk would have the same meaning if it appeared in a cookbook,
although the significance of the passage is obviously enhanced by its being in God’s Book.
Likewise, the meaning of the exhortation not to mix wool and linen would mean the same
thing in a home economics or textiles book, even though it would have no religious
significance in that setting.?

2. It is not the purposes of the biblical authors that are inspired; the propositions of
Scripture are inspired. The locus of inspiration is in the written text (2 Tim. 3:16), not in the
author’s mind behind the text. It is the words that are inspired (1 Cor. 2:13), not merely the
ideas behind them. Just as beauty is in the painting and not behind it, even so meaning is
expressed in the words of Scripture and not behind them. Hence, it is both wrong and
inappropriate to look for the purpose(s) of authors behind their words. Their purposes are
expressed in their propositions. It is incorrect to seek the intention of biblical writers beyond
their writings; their intentions can be found in their written affirmations. Their meaning is
expressed in their written message.

Is there “occasional inspiration”? First Kings 13:11-32 relates a story of an “old
prophet” who lied, claiming that God had spoken to him when He had not (v. 18). This raises
the question of whether one can be a true prophet on one occasion and a false one at another
time. That is, could there be occasional inspiration (really, revelation)? If so, then how could
one know when to trust a prophet and when not to trust him? There are two possible
responses. First, one can deny “occasional inspiration” and point out that 1 Kings 13 does not
say the old prophet was a true prophet or that he ever gave a genuine prophecy from God. In
that connection it could be noted that his prophecy was not given publicly, nor was it
confirmed by any signs as a genuine prophecy by a true prophet (see 1 Kings 13:3). The other
alternative is to argue that all prophets give revelation only on certain occasions. Whenever
there is doubt about the divine origin of a message, it is confirmed by miracles. That is
illustrated by God’s confirmation of Moses over Korah (Num. 16:1-50), and Elijah over the
prophets of Baal (1 Kings 8:15-40). True prophets are confirmed by God, and false ones are
condemned by Him. Either explanation is consistent with the orthodox view of inspiration
and canonization. The crucial question is not whether there were other occasions when
biblical writers wrote uninspired books. All that is necessary is that the ones they wrote,
which are in the Bible, be possessed of divine inspiration.*

Accommodation or adaptation? Some have asserted that in the process of
communicating their message, the biblical writers accommodated their teaching to some
erroneous beliefs of their day. Some even believe that that kind of accommodation is a
necessary part of conveying infinite truth infinite terms.?? Several things render those
conclusions false. First of all, they confuse accommodation to human error with adaptation to
human finitude. Just because God condescends to man’s level to communicate His truth to
them does not mean He has to compromise His truth in doing so. Adaptation to human
limitations does not necessitate accommodation to error. A mother may answer a four-year-
old child’s question about where babies come from by saying, “Babies come from their
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mothers’ tummies.” That is not false, but it is truth adapted to the child’s level. A few years
later, when the child asks how the baby got there, it would also be true to say, “Daddy placed
a seed there and it grew.” Neither is this the whole story, but at least it is not the stork story,

which is false. God uses anthropomorphisms when speaking to man (anthropos), but He does

not use myths (2 Peter 1:16). In short, God adapts His truth to limited human understanding,
but He never accommodates Himself to human error.

The biblical view of inspiration “does not assert that prophets and apostles were infallible,
nor that in their own learning they were exempt from limitations imposed by their cultures.
What it asserts, rather, is that the writers did not teach the doubtful views of the cultures in
which they lived.”?® In fact,there is abundant evidence in the New Testament that Jesus never
accommodated Himself to the false beliefs of His day. Some of the following examples will
serve to illustrate.

Jesus rebuked those who believed “tradition” rather than the Word of God (Matt. 15:1-3).

Jesus set His words over against the false beliefs of Jewish teachers six times by using
emphatic words: “you have heard . . . but | say to you” (Matt. 5:21, 27, 31, 33, 38, 43).

Jesus rebuked the famous teacher of the Jews, Nicodemus, saying, “Are you the teacher of
Israel, and do not understand these things?” (John 3:10).

Jesus bluntly declared to the Sadducees, “You are mistaken. . .” (Matt.22:29).

Jesus’ severe words of Matthew 23 are scarcely accommodating: “Woe to you, blind guides.
.. (v. 16); “you fools. . .” (v. 17); “you serpents, you brood of vipers. . .” (v. 33).

When Jesus took a whip and chased the animals of the money changers from the Temple,
He was not accommaodating to their false beliefs and practices (John 2:15-16).

In short, Jesus never accommodated truth to error. Instead, He rebuked error with the
truth. He said, “You shall know the truth, and the truth shall make you free” (John 8:32).
Even Jesus’ enemies acknowledged His straightforwardness saying, “Teacher, we know that
You are truthful and teach the way of God in truth, and defer to no one” (Matt. 22:16).

Limitation or misunderstanding? An important question arises from the issue of
Jesus never accommodating to human error, and it is related to His divine-human nature. The
Bible speaks of Christ’s “increasing in wisdom” (Luke 2:52), not knowing what was on the
fig tree (Matt. 21:19), and not knowing the time of His second coming (Matt. 24:36). If Jesus
were limited in His understanding as a man, was it not possible that He made some mistakes
in His teaching?

This question is built on a confusion of limitation and misunderstanding. It is one thing to
have a limited understanding and quite another to have a wrong understanding. All human
understanding is limited. It is limited because man himself is a finite creature. But it does not
follow from that that every human understanding is in error.

Further, even if Jesus were limited in what He knew as a man, it does not follow that He
was wrong in what He did know. A limited knowledge of truth is not the same as error. In
fact, whatever Jesus did know He affirmed with absolute authority, saying, “All authority has
been given to Me in heaven and on earth” (Matt. 28:18). Some twenty-five times He
introduced His teachings with the formula, “Verily, verily” or “truly, truly” (cf. John 3:3, 5,
11). Jesus placed His words on the very level with God’s words (Matt. 7:26-29). He declared,
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“Heaven and earth will pass away, but My words shall not pass away” (Matt. 24:35). Finally,
Jesus said He only taught what the Father gave Him to teach: “I speak these things as the
Father taught Me” (John 8:28). He also asserted, “I can do nothing on My own initiative . . .
because | do not seek My own will, but the will of Him who sent Me” (John 5:30).

In His great prayer toward the end of His earthly ministry Jesus said, “The words which
Thou gavest Me | have given to them” (John 17:8). Again He said, “I have given them Thy
word” (John 4). What Jesus said is what He received from the Father. Hence, to say Christ
was misinformed is to charge God the Father with misunderstanding and error. So although
Jesus may have been limited in His human understanding regarding issues about which He
did not speak, there was no limitation of His authority on the matters He did address.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The Bible claims to be the verbal, infallible, and inerrant Word of God. Because divine
authority extends to every part of Scripture, this is verbal plenary inspiration. Although the
general claims of the New Testament explicitly refer to only the Old Testament, they may be
applied to the New Testament as well, because it too is “Scripture” and “prophetic.”

The divine nature of Scripture does not rule out the fact that it is also a human book,
manifesting the variety of literary styles, figures of speech, and individual personalities of its
authors. However, like Christ, the Bible is theanthropic, having both the divine and human
elements united in one expression. As a result, God adapted His truth to finite understanding,
but He did not accommodate it to human misunderstanding. Therefore, on the authority of
Christ, the Scriptures are completely inerrant.

4
Specific Claims of Inspiration in the Old Testament

The discussion to this point has centered on a few major texts that claim inspiration for
the Bible. Now attention must be given to the specific claims of each section and book of the
Bible individually. Is the specific claim in these books the same as the claim for them by
other books? To answer that question fully, the next several chapters will discuss the claim of
inspiration in the Old Testament (chap. 4), the claim for the Old Testament in the New
Testament (chap. 5), the claim in the New Testament (chap. 6), the doctrine of inspiration for
the New Testament in the church to the Reformation (chap.8), the doctrines of inspiration
since the Reformation (chap. 9), and divergent views of revelation and inspiration in the
modern world (chap. 9). The present chapter is concerned with carefully examining what the
Old Testament claims in and for its own inspiration.

THE CLAIM FOR INSPIRATION IN EACH BOOK OF THE OLD TESTAMENT

AN EXAMINATION OF THE CLAIM FOR INSPIRATION

A brief examination of each of the books of the Old Testament will help to confirm in
detail the thesis that each of the individual sections claims to be divinely authoritative. It
should be noted that every book of the Old Testament does not have an explicit claim to
divine inspiration. Nevertheless, it can be demonstrated that most of them do have such a
distinct claim, and that the remainder have either an implicit claim or a character that serves
as an implicit claim to inspiration.

Genesis In Genesis God spoke to the patriarchs (cf. Gen. 12, 26, 46), and they made
records in a permanent “family album” of divine dealings under the title “This is the book
[records] of the generations of . . .” (5:1; 6:9; 10:1; 11:10; 25:12, 19; 36:1; 37:2).
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Exodus In Exodus the record reads, “God spoke all these words” (20:1). “And the tablets
were God’s work, and the writing was God’s writing” (32:16). Moses said to the people,
“These are the things that the Lord has commanded you to do” (35:1).

Leviticus The introduction to Leviticus says, “The Lord called to Moses and spoke to
him from the tent of meeting, saying . ..” (1:1). “The Lord said to Moses” is found repeatedly
(cf. 4:1; 5:14; 6:1, 8).

Numbers This book repeatedly records, “The Lord spoke to Moses” (1:1; see 2:1; 4:1;
5:1; 6:1; 8:1), and it closes by saying, “These are the commandments and the ordinances
which the Lord commanded to the sons of Israel” (36:13).

Deuteronomy In Deuteronomy, Moses’ speeches are regarded as God’s word, saying,
“You shall not add to the word which I am commanding you, nor take away from it” (4:2); it
even sets forth tests of truth for divine utterances: “When a prophet speaks in the name of the
Lord, if the thing does not come about or come true, that is the thing which the Lord has not
spoken” (18:22).

Joshua In this book, Joshua relates how “after the death of Moses . . . the Lord spoke to
Joshua, “This day | will begin to exalt you in the sight of all Israel, that they may know that
just as | was with Moses, | will be with you’ (1:1-3:7). “And Joshua wrote these words in
the book of the law of God” (24:26).

Judges After the death of Joshua, the book of Judges reveals that “the Lord said” (1:2),
and again, later, “God spoke to Gideon” (6:25). The angel of the Lord appeared with a
message on several occasions (Judg. 2, 5, 6, 13).

Ruth This book was probably appended to the book of Judges in its original position (see
discussion in chaps. 1, 12), and, as a result, needs no explicit reference to God speaking.
However, this book does give a record of divine activity, as it records an important link in the



messianic chain, namely, the ancestors of David the king, Boaz and Ruth (4:21; cf. Matt. 1:5-
6).

1 and 2 Samuel The books of and 2 Samuel, which were originally one book, have
many references to the voice of God. Through Samuel, the traditional author of the book,
these books record, “And the Lord said to Samuel”(1 Sam. 3:11). “Thus the word of Samuel
came to all Israel” (4:1). Then 1 Chronicles 29:29 adds, “The acts of King David, from first
to last, are written in the chronicles of Samuel the seer, in the chronicles of Nathan the
prophet, and in the chronicles of Gad the seer.” This support indicates the books are
prophetic, and hence authoritative.

1 and 2 Kings These books have no explicit claim to inspiration. Tradition ascribes
them to Jeremiah the prophet (Baba Bathra 5a), which would automatically assume them to
be prophetic. The emphasis on the divine ministry of the prophets, and the prophetic
viewpoint of the books of Kings, would confirm the traditional view that some prophet wrote
these books. Hence, they too would be divinely authoritative.

1 and 2 Chronicles These books lack an overt claim to inspiration, but they do present
an authoritative history of Israel, Judah, and the Temple from the priestly point of view. The
books assume authority rather than stating or claiming it. And because the books are
descriptive rather than didactic, there is no need for an explicit reference to their message as
being a “thus says the Lord.” There is, however, an implicit, yet clear, “thus does the Lord,”
which is even more discernible than in Kings (cf. 2 Chron. 35:20-21).

Ezra-Nehemiah Continuing the Temple-centered history of Judah, Ezra-Nehemiah
declares definitely that God was responsible for the restoration of the deported nation.
Although the book makes no explicit claim for its inspiration, there is again the clear
assumption that it is a record of God’s deeds, and such a record is no less authoritative than a
record of God’s words.

Esther The book of Esther fits into the same category as Ezra-Nehemiah. Even though
the name of God is absent from the book (except in acrostic form)," nonetheless, the presence
of God is certainly evident as He protects and preserves His people. The book implicitly
claims to be a true record of God’s providence over His people, which is what inspiration
means (see chap. 2 discussion).

Job In Job, not only does the author claim to give a view into the very council chamber
of heaven (Job 1-2), but he records the actual words of God spoken out of the whirlwind
(38:1ff.). Between chapters 2 and 38, an accurate record of what Job and his friends said is
presented.

Psalms A book addressed primarily to God, Psalms can hardly be expected to say, “God
said,” or, “Thus says the Lord.” There is, however, within the very selection and structure of
the psalms, a divine approval of the theology and truth which is reflected in the varied
spiritual experiences of the psalmists. It is apparent that God moved particular men to record
their select experiences, with His approbation, for future generations. The last five psalms
sum up the divine exhortation “Praise the Lord.” This is a book in which God declares how
men should praise Him. In fact, 2 Samuel 23:1-2 says that David, who wrote many of the
psalms, was Spirit-directed in his utterances.
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Proverbs This book is introduced as “The proverbs of Solomon” (1:1). That Solomon
claims these words of wisdom to be the Word of God is evident when he writes: “Have not |
written to you excellent things of counsels and knowledge, to make you know the certainty of
the words of truth, that you may correctly answer to him who sent you?” (22:20-21). It will
be remembered that Solomon’s wisdom was God-given for that very purpose—to help his
people (cf. 1 Kings 3:9 ff.). Proverbs 25 and following are “proverbs of Solomon which . . .
Hezekiah, king of Judah, transcribed” (25:1) but are nonetheless Solomon’s. Proverbs 30 and
31 each claim in the first verse to be an “oracle,” or “utterance” (NKJV) from God (cf. 2
Chron. 9:29).

Ecclesiastes This book has clear and authoritative exhortations (cf. 11:19; 12:1, 12)
which lead to this definite conclusion: “When all has been heard . . . fear God and keep His
commandments because this applies to every person”(2:3). That is, the teaching of this book
claims to be the word from God on the subject.

Song of Solomon Although it has no explicit claim for its divine inspiration, this book
was thought to be inspired by the Jews on the grounds that it gave a picture of the Lord’s love
for Israel. Others have suggested that it is God’s word about the sanctity of marriage.?
Whatever the interpretation, the implication is that the book is a revelation from God about
the intimacy and purity of love (whether human or divine).

The Prophets The prophetical books may be summarily treated, because the record is
replete with distinctive claims as to the divine origin of the individual messages. Isaiah 1:1-2:
“The vision of Isaiah . . . for the Lord speaks.” Jeremiah (to which Lamentations was
originally appended) 1:1-2: “The words of Jeremiah . . . to whom the word of the Lord
came.” Ezekiel 1:3: “The word of the Lord came expressly to Ezekiel.” Daniel received
visions and dreams (e.g., Dan. 7:1) as well as angelic messages from God (e.g., 9:21 ff.).
Hosea through Malachi were all one book (The Twelve) in the Hebrew Bible (see discussion
in chap.1), but each one has an explicit claim, as Amos 1:3 and the opening verse in each of
the following books indicate: Hosea, Joel,Obadiah, Jonah, Micah, Nahum, Habakkuk,
Zephaniah, Haggai, Zechariah,Malachi.

Although many of these revelations were given originally in oral delivery, they were
eventually preserved in written form. Numerous references to such written utterances from
God are provided in Scripture (cf. 2 Chron. 21:12; Isa. 30:8; Jer. 25:13; 29:1; 30:2; 36:2;
51:60; Ezek. 43:11; Dan. 7:1 Hab. 2:2).

AN EXPLANATION OF BOOKS THAT LACK EXPLICIT CLAIM FOR INSPIRATION

The vast majority of the books of the Old Testament (about twenty-six of thirty-nine)
explicitly claim that they are God’s words to men, but some do not have such clear
statements as to their origin. Several reasons may be offered in the clarification of this
important matter.

They are all part of a given section Every book is included within the organic unity
of a section (Pentateuch, Prophets, Writings) in which there is distinct and indisputable claim
for inspiration, which fact thereby speaks for every book within that section. As a result, each
individual book does not need to state its own case; the claim has already been made for it by
the claim made for the section as a whole and confirmed by the fact that later biblical books
refer to the authority of that particular section as a whole. Of course, it is to be assumed that
unless a book had an implicit claim to inspiration of its own it would never have been
included in the canon from the beginning. This, however, is a matter of canonization and is
considered more fully in chapters 12, 14, and 15.

33, Edward J. Young, An Introduction to the Old Testament, p. 355.



Another reason may be found in their nature It is only the historical and poetical
books that do not contain direct statements as to their divine origin; all of the didactic books
do have an explicit “thus says the Lord.” The obvious reason that the historical and poetical
books do not is that they present what God showed* (History) rather than what God said”
(Law and Prophets).Nonetheless, there is an implicit didactic, “thus says the Lord,” even in
the historical and poetical books. History is what God said in the concrete events of national
life. Poetry is what God said in the hearts and aspirations of individuals within the nation.
Both are what God said, just as much so as the explicit record He spoke through the law and
the other didactic writings.

Traditional writers of the books were men accredited of God with prophetic

ministries Solomon, who is credited by Jewish tradition with writing Song of Solomon,
Proverbs, and Ecclesiastes, had God-given wisdom (1 Kings 4:29). Furthermore, he fulfilled
the qualification for a prophet laid down in Numbers 12:6: one to whom God spoke in visions
or dreams (cf. 1 Kings 11:9). David is credited with writing nearly half of the psalms. And
although the psalms themselves do not lay direct claim to divine inspiration, David’s
testimony of his own ministry is recorded in 2 Samuel 23:2: “The Spirit of the Lord spoke by
me, and His word was on my tongue.” Jeremiah, the traditional author of and 2 Kings, has
well-known prophetic credentials (cf. Jer. 1:4, 17). Chronicles and Ezra-Nehemiah are
attributed to Ezra the priest, who functioned with all the authority of a prophet interpreting
the law of Moses and instituting civil and religious reforms thereupon (cf. Jer. 1:10, 13). So
then, either the books of the Old Testament testify for themselves, or the men who are
believed to have written them, almost without exception,* claim them to be the authoritative
word of God.

THE CLAIM OF INSPIRATION IN THE LAW AND PROPHETS

The earliest and most basic division of the Old Testament Scriptures was that of Law and
Prophets, that is, the five books of Moses and then all of the prophetic writings that came
after them. The New Testament refers to this twofold arrangement about a dozen times (cf.
Matt. 5:17; 7:12), and only once does it even suggest a possible threefold (Luke 24:44).
However, in the same chapter, Jesus refers to “Moses and . . . the prophets” as being “all the
Scriptures” (Luke 24:27). Within the Old Testament itself there is a basic, twofold division
between the law of Moses and all the prophets who came after him (Neh. 9:14, 26 and Dan.
9:2,11). The same twofold division is carried on in the period between the Old and New
Testaments (2 Macc. 15:9) and in the Qumran community (Manual of Discipline 1.3; 8.15;
9.11). A consideration of these two divisions of the Hebrew Old Testament will reveal what
each claimed for itself and what one claimed for the other as regards the matter of divine
inspiration.”

THE LAW

The first and most important section of the Old Testament is the Torah, or law of Moses.
The claim for inspiration in this section of the Bible is very distinct, as has already been seen
from the previous examination of the individual books of the Law.

*4. The book of Esther does not have an explicit claim to inspiration and its author is unknown. Any book of
undetermined authorship raises questions about its authority. Only those who originally recognized it as part
of the canon were in a position to know its prophetic source. See the discussion on Esther and these other Old
Testament books of questioned authority in chap. 15.

>5. See discussion in chaps. 14and 15.



The claim in the Law for inspiration The books of Exodus (32:16), Leviticus (1:1),
Numbers (1:1), and Deuteronomy (31:26) all make an explicit claim to inspiration. Genesis
alone has no such direct claim. However, Genesis too was considered to be part of the “book
of Moses” (cf. Neh. 3:1; 2 Chron. 35:12) and by virtue of that association has the same divine
authority. Whatever holds for one book holds for all of them. In other words, a claim by or
for one book in this canonical section is thereby a claim for all of them, since they were all
unified under a title such as the book of Moses or the law of Moses.

The claim for the Law Throughout the remainder of the Old Testament, in an
unbroken succession, the law of Moses was enjoined on the people as the law of God; Moses’
voice was heeded as God’s. Joshua began his ministry as Moses’ successor by saying, “This
book of the law shall not depart from your mouth . . . that you may be careful to do according
to all that is written in it” (Josh. 1:8). In Judges 3:4, God tested the people of Israel to know
whether they “would obey the commandments of the Lord, which He had commanded their
fathers through Moses.” “Then Samuel said to the people, ‘It is the Lord who appointed
Moses and Aaron and who brought your fathers up from the land of Egypt . . . But they forgot
the Lord their God’” (1 Sam. 12:6, 9). In Josiah’s day, “Hilkiah the priest found the book of
the law of the Lord given by Moses” (2 Chron. 34:14). In exile, Daniel recognized Moses’
law as God’s Word, saying, “The curse has been poured out on us, along with the oath which
is written in the law of Moses the servant of God, for we have sinned against Him. Thus He
has confirmed His words which He had spoken against us” (Dan. 9:11-12). Even in postexilic
times, the revival under Nehemiah came as a result of obedience to Moses’ law (cf. Ezra
6:18, Neh. 13:1).

THE PROPHETS

The next section of the Hebrew Scripture was known as “The Prophets.” This section

literally abounds with claims of its divine inspiration.

The claim in the Prophets The characteristic “thus says the Lord” and similar
expressions are found here and in other parts of the Old Testament thousands of times.® A
sample survey finds Isaiah proclaiming, “Listen, O heavens, and hear, O earth; for the Lord
speaks” (Isa. 1:2). Jeremiah wrote, “And the word of the Lord came to me, saying . ..” (Jer.
1:11). “The word of the Lord came expressly to Ezekiel” (Ezek. 1:3). Similar statements are
found throughout the twelve “minor” prophets (cf. Hos. 1:1-2; Joel 1:1).

The claim for the Prophets Some references in the later prophets reveal a high regard
for the utterances of earlier prophets. God spoke to Daniel through the writings of Jeremiah
(cf. Dan. 9:2 with Jer. 25:11). Ezra likewise recognized the divine authority in Jeremiah’s
writings (Ezra 1:1), as well as in those of Haggai and Zechariah (Ezra 5:1). One of the
strongest passages is found in one of the last of the Old Testament prophets, Zechariah. He
speaks of “the law and the words which the Lord of hosts had sent by His Spirit through the
former prophets” (Zech. 7:12). In a similar passage in the last historical book of the Old
Testament, Nehemiah writes, “Thou [God] didst bear with them for many years, and
admonished them by Thy Spirit through Thy prophets” (Neh. 9:30). These examples confirm
the high regard that the latter prophets had for the writings of their predecessors; they
considered them to be the Word of God, given by the Spirit of God for the good of Israel.

The books of the prophets later sectioned off as “Writings™’ are automatically included in
the overall claim for the prophets of which they were a part. Even the book of Psalms (part of
the “Writings”), which Jesus singled out for its messianic importance (Luke 24:44), was part

®6. William Eva ns, The Greatest Doctrines of the Bible, p. 203, cites some 3,808 instances.

77. See R. Laird Harris, Inspiration and Canonicity of the Bible, pp. 169ff.



of the Law and the Prophets that Jesus said constituted “all the Scriptures” (Luke 24:27).
Josephus placed Daniel (which was later in the “Writings™) in the “Prophets” section of his
day (Against Apion 1.8). So whatever alternate (or later) manner of arranging the Old
Testament books into three sections may have existed, it is clear that the usual arrangement
was a twofold division of Law and Prophets (which included the books later to be known as
“Writings”) from late Old Testament times through the “intertestamental” period and on into
the New Testament era.

THE CLAIM FOR INSPIRATION IN THE OLD TESTAMENT AS A WHOLE

Throughout the foregoing discussion runs the concept that a writing was considered the
Word of God if it was written by a prophet of God. In order, therefore, to see that the Old
Testament as a whole claims to be the Word of God, it must be determined what is meant by
a prophet and a prophetic utterance.

THE FUNCTION OF A PROPHET

A prophetic utterance, of course, is that which comes from a prophet in the exercise of his
prophetic ministry. Hence, the nature of the prophetic gift becomes crucial in the
understanding of the authoritative character of the Old Testament Scriptures which were
written as a result of this prophetic gift.

Names given to a prophet First, a brief examination of the names given to a prophet
will help to reveal the character and origin of his ministry. He is called:

a man of God (1 Kings 12:22), meaning that he was chosen by God

a servant of the Lord (1 Kings 14:18), indicating that he was to be faithful to God
a messenger of the Lord (Isa. 42:19), showing that he was sent by God

a seer (Ro>eh), or beholder (Hozeh) (Isa. 30:9-10), revealing that his insight was from God

a man of the Spirit (Hos. 9:7; cf. Mic. 3:8), telling that he spoke by the Spirit of God
a watchman (Ezek. 3:7), relating his alertness for God
a prophet (which he is most commonly called), marking him as a spokesman for God

In summary, all of the prophetic titles refer essentially to the same function, that of a man
receiving a revelation from God and relating it to others.

Nature of his office The same conclusion is substantiated by an examination of the
nature of the prophetic office. The etymology of the word “prophet” (nabhi) is obscure,® but

the nature of the prophetic office is clearly defined throughout the Old Testament. The
prophet was one who felt as Amos, “The Lord God has spoken! Who can but prophesy?”
(Amos 3:8) or even as the prophet Balaam, who said, “I could not do anything, either small or
great, contrary to the command of the Lord my God” (Num. 22:18).

Not only was a prophet one who felt the constraint to relate faithfully the command of the
Lord, but he was indeed the very mouthpiece of God to men. The Lord said to Moses, “See, |
make you as God to Pharaoh, and your brother Aaron shall be your prophet” (Ex. 7:1). In
accordance with that, Aaron spoke “all the words which the Lord had spoken to Moses”
(4:30). In Deuteronomy 18:18 God describes a prophet in these words: “I will put My words
in his mouth, and he shall speak to them all that I command him.” Moses was told, “You

88. Itis variously derived from root words meaning (1) to bubble forth, (2) to speak, (3) to announce, (4)
ecstatic behavior, (5) a speaker, (6) a called one. See Edward J. Young, My Servants the Prophets, pp. 56-57.



shall not add to the word which I am commanding you, nor take away from it” (Deut. 4:2).
Micaiah the prophet confirmed the same: “As the Lord lives, what the Lord says to me, that |
will speak” (1 Kings 22:14). The nature of the prophetic ministry, then, was to be the voice of
God to men. And that voice had to be heeded; the prophets demanded that the nation give
obedience to their message as to God Himself (cf. Isa. 8:5; Jer. 3:6; Ezek. 21:1; Amos 3:1).
Thus, the Old Testament concept of a prophet was one who served as a mouthpiece of
God. Aaron was to be a “prophet” for Moses, and Moses was told, “He shall be as a mouth
for you, and you shall be as God to him” (Ex. 4:16). Edward J. Young summarizes well the
nature of the Old Testament prophet when he writes, “We conclude, then, that upon the basis

of the Old testament usage, the nabhi was a speaker who declared the word that God had

given him.”
THE WHOLE OLD TESTAMENT IS A “PROPHETIC UTTERANCE”

The prophets were the voice of God not only in what they said but in what they wrote as
well. Moses was commanded, “Write down these words” (Ex. 34:27). The Lord ordered
Jeremiah to “take again another scroll and write on it all the former words that were on the
first scroll” (Jer. 36:28). Isaiah testified that the Lord said to him: “Take for yourself a large
tablet and write on it” (Isa. 8:). And again God told him: “Go, write it on a tablet before them
and inscribe it on a scroll, that it may serve in the time to come as a witness forever” (lIsa.
30:8). A similar command was given to Habakkuk: “Record the vision and inscribe it on
tablets, that the one who reads it may run” (Hab. 2:2). There can be little doubt, then, that the
prophets did write, and what they wrote was the Word of God just as much as what they
spoke was the Word of God. That being the case, it remains only to discover whether the Old
Testament was the work of the prophets in order to establish it, in its entirety, as the Word of
God.

Besides the fact that the New Testament repeatedly refers to all of the Old Testament as
Law and Prophets (cf. Luke 16:31; 24:27), there are several lines of evidence within the Old
Testament that all of the books were written by prophets (whether recognized as such by their
office or only by their spiritual gift).

. Moses was a prophet (Deut. 34:10). Moreover, he was a mediator and lawgiver with whom
God spoke “face to face” (Ex. 33:11) and “mouth to mouth” (Num. 12:8). Hence, his books
are prophetic beyond question.

All of the second division of the Old Testament known as Prophets, and divided into
“former” and “latter” prophets in the Hebrew Bible, is considered to be written by prophets,
as the name of the section suggests (cf. Zech. 7:7, 12; Neh. 9:30).

Even if it be argued that the Hebrew canon was originally arranged into three sections—the
Law, Prophets, and Writings—the books classed as Writings were prophetic utterances
written by men who did not hold the prophetic office but who possessed a prophetic gift." In
fact, Daniel, whose book is found in the Writings, is called by Jesus “Daniel the prophet”
(Matt. 24:15). Solomon, whose books appear among the Writings, was a prophet by
definition, because he had visions from the Lord (Num. 12:6; cf. 1 Kings 11:9). David, who
wrote many of the psalms, is called a prophet in Acts 2:30. David’s testimony of himself was:
“The Spirit of the Lord spoke by me” (2 Sam. 23:2; cf. 1 Chron. 28:19). If there is a

%9. Ibid., p. 60.

1910. Edward J. Young and Merrill F. Unger follow William H. Green, A General Introduction to the Old
Testament: The Canon, p. 85, in making this distinction as the basis for classification of the third section of the
Old Testament, namely, the Writings.



distinction between the prophetic office and the prophetic gift, it in no way affects the
prophetic function, which was possessed by all of the Old Testament writers.

THE WHOLE OLD TESTAMENT IS THE WORD OF GOD

To summarize the foregoing discussion, it may be contended that:
All “prophetic utterances” are the Word of God.
All the Old Testament Scriptures are “prophetic utterances.”
Therefore, all the Old Testament is the Word of God.
In other words, if the whole Old Testament is a prophetic writing, as it claims to be and the
New Testament says it is (cf. 2 Peter 1:20), and if all “prophetic writing” comes from God,
then it follows that the whole Old Testament is the Word of God.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

An examination of each book of the Old Testament reveals either a direct or an indirect
claim to be the Word of God. The claims in the historical and poetical books are usually
indirect because they are not primarily a record of what God said to Israel but what He did in
Israel’s national life (History) and in their individual lives (Poetry). Further, the Old
Testament was originally divided into two sections: the Law and the Prophets. Each of those
sections was considered a unit; hence, the claim that holds for the section as a whole holds for
every book in that section. On that basis, all of the books, Law and Prophets, are seen to
claim divine authority. Finally, the Old Testament as a whole claims to be a “prophetic
utterance,” even the books that were sometimes classified as “Writings.” Because a
“prophetic utterance” means an utterance of the Word of God, it follows that the Old
Testament as a whole lays claim to be the divinely inspired Word of God, since the whole
claims to be a prophetic utterance.

5

Supporting Claims for the Inspiration of the Old Testament

Not only does the Old Testament claim inspiration for itself, but that claim is
overwhelmingly supported by the New Testament use of the Old Testament. A careful
examination of the New Testament writings reveals that the whole Old Testament is
substantiated in its claim to authenticity and authority by New Testament references to
sections and books of the Old Testament.

NEW TESTAMENT REFERENCES TO THE OLD TESTAMENT AS A WHOLE

The New Testament has varied descriptions of the Old Testament as a whole. Each
declares in its own way the divine origin of the entire canon of Hebrew Scriptures.
“SCRIPTURE”

The New Testament uses the term Scripture in a technical sense. It occurs some fifty
times, and in most cases it refers unmistakably to the Old Testament as a whole. To first-
century Christians, the word Scripture meant primarily the canon of the Old Testament,*
which is called “sacred” (2 Tim. 3:15) or “holy” (Rom. 1:2). These they acknowledged to be
“inspired” of God (2 Tim. 3:16) and the rule for faith and practice (2 Tim. 3:17; cf. Rom.
15:4). Several New Testament passages may be cited (italics added) to illustrate this point.

1. Even in the first century, however, Christians applied the term Scriptureto the books of the New Testament
as well, the beginning of which may be seen in 2 Peter 3:16 and 1 Tim. 5:18. See J. D. Douglas, ed., The New
Bible Dictionary, s.v. “Scripture.”



10.

11.

In Matthew 21:42 Jesus charges the Pharisees saying, “Did you never read in the
Scriptures?” The question implied that they were ignorant of their own sacred authority, the
Old Testament.

In Matthew 22:29 Jesus answers the Sadducees in like manner, saying, “You are mistaken,
not understanding the Scriptures or the power of God.”

On the eve of His betrayal, in Matthew 26:54, 56 Jesus refers to the Old Testament

Scriptures as He says, “But all this has taken place that the Scriptures of the prophets may be
fulfilled.”

Luke 24 is a crucial passage in the present discussion, for Jesus not only opened to the
disciples “the Scriptures” (v.32), but the Scriptures are described as everything written about
Christ “in the Law of Moses and the Prophets and the Psalms” (v.44). Earlier in this same
chapter, while relating Christ’s exposition of the Old Testament law and prophets, Luke
called these “all the Scriptures” (v.27).

John 2:22 states that after Jesus was raised from the dead, the disciples “believed the
Scripture, and the word which Jesus had spoken.”

In John 5:39 Jesus says of the Jews: “You search the Scriptures . . . it is these that bear
witness to Me.”

Several times in the gospel of John the word Scripture (singular) is used without citing a
specific passage from the Old Testament, for example, “As the Scripture said” (John 7:38; cf.
7:42; 19:36; 20:9). That statement is somewhat akin to the current expression “The Bible
says.”

In John 10:35, another crucial passage, Jesus asserts that “Scripture cannot be broken,”
showing that He considered the sacred Scriptures to be infallible.

In Acts, the words Scripture and Scriptures are used in the same manner as they were by
Jesus. The apostle Paul “reasoned with them [the Jews] from the Scriptures” (Acts 17:2). The
Bereans “examined the Scriptures daily” (Acts 17:11). Apollos, who was called “an elegant
man . . . mighty in the Scriptures,” ministered to the Jews, “demonstrating by the Scriptures
that Jesus was the Christ” (Acts 18:24, 28).

Paul repeatedly used the word Scripture(s) to refer to the entire authoritative canon of the
Old Testament. In Romans he wrote that God had promised the gospel “through His prophets
in the holy Scriptures” (Rom. 1:2). The expression “What does the Scripture say?” occurs
several times in that same epistle (e.g., 4:3; 9:17; 10:11; 11:12). In Romans 15:4 Paul says
that whatever was written in former days in the Scriptures was for the believer’s admonition.
He also spoke of “the Scriptures of the prophets” (16:26). In his other epistles the apostle
Paul said that Christ had died and arisen “according to the Scriptures” (1 Cor. 15:3-4); that
the “Scripture” foresaw that God would justify the Gentiles (Gal. 3:8); that “the Scripture has
shut up all men under sin” (Gal. 3:22). He also asked, “What does the Scripture say?” (Gal.
4:30); made the statement, “The Scripture says” (1 Tim. 5:18); and declared that “all
Scripture is inspired by God” (2 Tim. 3:16).

The apostle Peter added to the picture, as he wrote that “Scripture” did not come “by an act
of human will, but men moved by the Holy Spirit spoke from God” (2 Peter 1:20-21; see
3:16).
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In a number of New Testament passages the word Scripture (singular) refers to a particular
section or quotation from the Old Testament: Luke 4:21; John 13:18; 17:12; 19:24, 28, 37,
Acts 1:16; 8:32, 35; James 2:8, 23; 4:5; 1 Peter 2:6.

In summary, Jesus and the New Testament writers referred to the complete Hebrew canon
of their day, including the Law and Prophets (or, the Law, Prophets, and Psalms), as inspired,
unbreakable, authoritative in disputes, prophetic of Christ, given by the Holy Spirit through
the prophets, and, in effect, the very Word of God.

“IT IS WRITTEN”

Other captions closely allied to the word for Scriptures (graphé) are forms of the verb “to

write” (grapho) and “it is written” (gegraptai). These expressions occur about ninety-two

times in the New Testament in direct reference to the Old Testament.? Although the vast
majority of the references are to specific passages in the Old Testament, in terms of
quotations or paraphrases, some of them are more general in scope, for example, “How is it
written of the Son of Man that He should suffer many things and be treated with contempt?”
(Mark 9:12). Other examples of this usage would include, “For the Son of Man is to go, as it
is written of Him” (Mark 14:21); “All things which are written through the prophets about
the Son of Man will be acomplished” (Luke 18:31); and other statements such as those in
Luke 21:22; 24:44; John 1:45. Furthermore, all of these passages—whatever specific
quotations or general references—imply an authoritative collection of writings. The
expression “it is written” either directly implies or specifically refers to the authoritative
writings—sacred Scripture—of the Jewish Old Testament. These references actually mean “It
is written in the writings [Scriptures].”

“THAT IT MIGHT BE FULFILLED”

Another expression that either implies or applies to the whole Old Testament is “That it
might be fulfilled.” This statement is found thirty-three times in the New Testament.? Like
the clause “It is written,” this statement usually refers to a given passage in the Old
Testament, but it is sometimes used in a general sense to apply to the entire Hebrew canon.
For example, in Matthew 5:17 Jesus says, “I did not come to abolish [the Law and the
Prophets], but to fulfill.” So it is in Luke 24:44, where Jesus says that the Law, Prophets and
Psalms “must be fulfilled,” and in Luke 21:22 He foretells the time “all things which are
written may be fulfilled.” In specific instances this introduction applies to Old Testament
predictions that must come to pass. For example, “Today this Scripture has been fulfilled in
your hearing” (Luke 4:21). However, there are times when the expression refers to the
preparatory nature of the whole Old Testament, which awaited completion in Christ (see
Matt. 5:17).% In the latter cases, there is a direct acknowledgement of the inspiration of the
entire Old Testament, whereas in the former cases there is implicit recognition. In either case,
the formula “that it might be fulfilled,” as used in reference to the Old Testament, implies a
direct acknowledgment of the prophetic nature of those writings; prophetic writings were
considered to have been divine and authoritative (cf. 2 Peter 1:20-21).°

22. Englishman’s Greek Concordance, pp. 127-28.
%3, Ibid., p. 630.

4. See ). Barton Payne, Encyclopedia of Biblical Prophecy, p. 477. Also see Robert D. Culver, “The Old
Testament as Messianic Prophecy,” Bulletin of the Evangelical Theological Society, 7:91-97.

>5. See also chap. 4.



“THE LAW”

Although the term Law was often reserved for the first five books of the Hebrew canon as
a shortened form of the expression “the law of Moses,” it was sometimes used to refer to the
Old Testament as a whole. In fact, the use of the word for other than the Mosaic writings
demonstrates that they too were considered to have equal authority with the great lawgiver’s
writings. Matthew 5:18 uses “Law” in parallel reference to “Law or the Prophets” (v.7). In
John 10:34 Jesus says to the Jews, “Has it not been written in your Law?” just prior to
quoting Psalm 82:6. Similarly, John 12:34 uses “the Law”; John 15:25, “their Law”; “your
Law” appears in John 18:31; and Acts 25:8 refers to* the Law of the Jews.” Paul’s epistles
make broad usage of the term, as he applies it to the Gentiles, who “do not have the Law”
(Rom. 2:14), speaks of the “works of the Law” (3:20), the “righteousness which is based on
the Law” (10:5), and cites Isaiah 28:11-12, after the introduction “In the Law it is written” (1
Cor. 14:21). Hebrews 10:28 refers to “the Law of Moses.” Thus, by extension, the term Law,
which originally denoted the God-given books of Moses, came to be applied to the remainder
of the Old Testament by both the Jews and the New Testament writers. Hence, the whole Old
Testament was variously called by the authoritative titles “the Law,” “the Law of the Jews,”
and even “the Law of God” (cf. Rom. 7:22).

“THE LAW AND THE PROPHETS”

Other than the word Scriptures, the most common designation of the Old Testament is
“the Law and the Prophets.” This is what Jesus called the Old Testament on two occasions
during His Sermon on the Mount (Matt. 5:17; 7:12). Sometimes the parallel “Moses and the
Prophets” was used (cf. Luke 16:29, 31; 24:27; Acts 26:22). The canonical breadth of the title
is revealed in Luke 6:6, which states, “The Law and the Prophets were proclaimed until
John.” In other words, the Law and Prophets included all God’s written revelation to the time
of John the Baptist. Further, it was “the Law and the Prophets” that were read in the
synagogues (Acts 13:15). Paul, in his defense before Felix, asserted that he worshiped “the
God of our fathers, believing everything that is in accordance with the Law, and that is
written in the Prophets” (24:14). The apostle’s point was that he believed and practiced the
whole of God’s revelation to Israel up to the time of Christ, and the phrase “the Law and the
Prophets” describes the totality of that revelation.

“THE WORD OF GOD”

Another expression that reflects the totality and authority of the Old Testament Scriptures
is “the word of God.” It is used several times in the New Testament. In Mark 7:13 Jesus
charged that the Pharisees made void “the word of God” through their tradition. John 10:35
uses “the word of God” as a parallel to the “Scripture,” which “cannot be broken.” Referring
to the Old Testament, Paul says, “It is not as though the word of God has failed” (Rom. 9:6).
There are numerous other New Testament references “to the word of God,” most of which
are not positively identifiable with the Old Testament. However, many references may be
applied to the present discussion. In 2 Corinthians 4:2 Paul records the Christians’ refraining
from “adulterating the word of God”; the writer of Hebrews states that “the word of God is
living and active” (4:12); and Revelation 1:2 tells of John “who bore witness to the word of
God and to the testimony of Jesus.”

“THE ORACLES OF Gop”

Closely allied with the foregoing descriptions of the Old Testament is the expression the
oracles of God. Romans 3:2 indicates that the Jews were “entrusted with the oracles of God.”
Hebrews 5:12 refers to the Old Testament by this introduction, as it states the need for
“someone to teach you the elementary principles of the oracles of God” before the readers
could go on into perfection in Christ. In these references the Old Testament as a whole is
viewed as the voice of God, a divine oration.

“FROM ABEL TO ZECHARIAH”



On one occasion Jesus used still another phrase that includes the totality of the Old
Testament, when He accused the Jews of the guilt of “all the righteous blood shed on earth,
from the blood of righteous Abel to the blood of Zechariah” (Matt. 23:35; cf. Gen. 4:8; 2
Chron. 24:20-22). Because Abel’s death was at the beginning of Old Testament history and
Zechariah’s at the end, the phrase “from Abel to Zechariah” is somewhat akin to the
expression “from Genesis to Revelation.”®

Previous discussion (chap. 1) has indicated that the Hebrew canon contained twenty-two
(or twenty-four) books in New Testament times. Jesus and the apostles referred to that
collection of books by various titles, all of which are reducible to the simple formula “the
inspired Word of God.” The terms they used to identify the Old Testament as the
authoritative God-given guide for mankind shows that the entire Hebrew canon was held to
be for them the very Word of God.

NEW TESTAMENT REFERENCES TO SECTIONS OF THE OLD TESTAMENT

As has been previously stated, the Hebrew Old Testament had two sections. A brief
survey of the New Testament references to those sections further confirms the authoritative
nature of the Old Testament.

REFERENCES TO BOTH SECTIONS

The whole Old Testament was divided into two basic sections: the Law and the Prophets.
The phrase combining them, namely, “the Law and the Prophets” or “Moses and the
Prophets,” occurs twelve times in the New Testament (see Matt. 5:17; 7:12; 11:13; 22:40;
Luke 16:16, 29, 31; 24:27; Acts 13:15; 24:14; 26:22; Rom. 3:21). That these two sections
encompass the whole Old Testament is obvious from several passages. In Luke 24:27 Jesus
referred to them as “all the Scriptures.” In Luke 16:16 Jesus said, “The Law and the Prophets
were proclaimed until John” (cf. Matt. 11:13), which engulfs the entire time span of God’s
revelation through Old Testament prophets up to New Testament times. Further, the other
passages reveal that it was the foundation of moral and religious belief—that final authority
to which appeal is made in all such matters. In brief, the two sections were the whole written
Word of God for Jesus and the Jews of His day.

REFERENCES TO INDIVIDUAL SECTIONS

There are also numerous separate references to the Law and to the Prophets in the New
Testament.

The Law This section of the Old Testament is variously referred to as “the Law” (Matt.
12:5; 22:40); “the Law of Moses” (Acts 13:39; Heb. 10:28); “Moses” (2 Cor. 3:15); “the
book of Moses” (Mark 12:26); and “the book of the law” (Gal. 3:10). Each reference is a
direct appeal to the divine authority of Moses’ writings. That the New Testament considered
the law of Moses in its entirety to be the inspired Word of God is beyond question.

The Prophets This section is usually called “the Prophets” (Luke 18:31; John 1:45), but
it is also labeled “the Scriptures of the prophets” (Matt. 26:56) and “the book of the prophets”
(Acts 7:42). In each case the reference is clearly to the books or writings of the prophets, and
the appeal to them is to a group or collection of books that serve as a divine authority in
matters moral and theological.

The most common description of the Old Testament is “the Law and the Prophets.”
Sometimes the New Testament refers to one or the other of these two sections. In any case,
whether as a whole or individually, the Old Testament canon, with both of its sections and all

®6. For additional discussion of this point see Roger Beckwith, The Old Testament Canon of the New Testament
Church and Its Background in Early Judaism, pp. 220-22



of its books known and used by Jesus and the first century church, was considered to be the
inspired Word of God.
NEW TESTAMENT REFERENCES TO THE INDIVIDUAL OLD TESTAMENT BOOKS

There are many references to the authority of the Old Testament as a whole, but the
particular references to the individual books and events of the Old Testament are even more
illuminating in their bearing on both authority and authenticity, because of their specific and
definitive nature. As a result, the following discussion will be treated under those two heads.
NEW TESTAMENT REFERENCES TO THE AUTHORITY OF OLD TESTAMENT BOOKS

Not only does the New Testament lend support to the claim of inspiration of the Old
Testament as a whole, and for each of its two sections, but it provides a direct confirmation
for the authority of most of the individual books of the Old Testament, as may be seen in the
following sample survey.

Genesis The book of Genesis is authoritatively quoted by Jesus in Matthew 19:4-5 (cf.
Gen. 1:27; 2:24) as He says, “Have you not read, that He who created them from the
beginning made them male and female, and said, ‘For this cause a man shall leave his father
and mother, and shall cleave to his wife; and the two shall became one flesh’?”” Here the
assertion is made that God said what is written in Genesis. Romans 4:3 refers to Genesis 15:6
saying, “For what does the Scripture say?”

Exodus Jesus quotes Exodus 16:4, 5 in John 6:13: “As it is written, ‘He gave them bread
out of heaven to eat.”” “Honor your father and mother” is from Exodus 20:12 and is cited in
Ephesians 6:2 as authority.

Leviticus This book was referred to by Jesus when He commanded the cleansed leper,
“Go, show yourself to the priest, and present the offering that Moses commanded” (Matt. 8:4;
cf. Lev. 14:2). Leviticus 20:9 is cited in Mark 7:10: “He who speaks evil of father or mother,
let him be put to death” (the passage is also found in Ex. 21:17).

Numbers Although not a direct citation, Numbers 12:7 is alluded to authoritatively in
Hebrews 3:5: “Now Moses was faithful in all [God’s] house.” Although this is not a direct
quote, it is a clear reference to the teaching of Numbers. Paul in 1 Corinthians 10:5-11 refers
to the events of Numbers as things written for the admonition of New Testament believers
(seev. 11).

Deuteronomy This is one of the most often quoted Old Testament books. For example,
the three quotations used by Jesus when He resisted the tempter in Matthew 4:4, 7, 10: “Man
shall not live on bread alone” (cf. Deut. 8:3); “You shall not put the Lord your God to the
test” (cf. Deut. 6:16); “You shall worship the Lord your God, and serve Him only” (cf. Deut.
6:13).

Joshua Joshua 1:5 is quoted as God’s word of promise in Hebrews 13:5: “I will never
desert you, nor will | ever forsake you.”

Judges Although this book is not directly cited in the New Testament, several of its
personages are authenticated (see Heb. 11:32).

Ruth Ruth is not directly cited in the New Testament, but it is obviously the authoritative
source for the Messianic genealogies in Matthew and Luke (Ruth 4:18-22; cf. Matt. 1:3-6;
Luke 3:32-33).

1 and 2 Samuel These books are referred to in Matthew 12:3-4 when Jesus said to the
Pharisees, “Have you not read what David did when he became hungry, he and his
companions; how he entered the house of God, and they ate the consecrated bread?” (1 Sam.
21:1-6).



1 and 2 Kings These are quoted in Romans 11:4: “I have kept for Myself seven
thousand men who have not bowed the knee to Baal” (cf. 1 Kings 19:18, where God replies
to Elijah).

1 and 2 Chronicles Although these books are not quoted in the New Testament, events
from them are authenticated. Among those events are the slaying of Zechariah (2 Chron.
24:20-22; cf. Matt. 23:35) and Solomon’s building the Temple (Acts 7:47-48; cf. 2 Chron.
6:1-3; 1 Kings 8:17-27).

Ezra-Nehemiah There is one quotation in the New Testament, in John 6:31, from
Nehemiah 9:15: “He gave them bread out of heaven to eat” (however, there are similar
passages from which that quotation may have been adopted; cf. Ps. 78:24; 105:40).

Esther This book is not clearly quoted in the New Testament. There is a possible literary
dependence on Esther 5:3 in Mark 6:23 in the phrase “up to half of my kingdom.” Revelation
11:10 refers to those who “make merry” and “send gifts,” as was done in Esther 9:22 during
the Feast of Purim. John 5:1, “a feast of the Jews,” may have been this same Feast of Purim
mentioned in Esther.

Job Job 5:12 is distinctly quoted in 1 Corinthians 3:19: “For it is written, ‘He is the one
who catches the wise in their craftiness’” (cf. also James 5:11).

Psalms This is another book frequently quoted by the New Testament writers. It was one
of Jesus’ favorite books. Compare Matthew 21:42: “Did you never read in the Scriptures,
‘The stone which the builders rejected’?” (Ps. 118:22-23) and Hebrews 1:6: “Let all the
angels of God worship Him” (Ps. 97:7).

Proverbs Proverbs 3:34 is clearly cited in James 4:6: “God is opposed to the proud, but
gives grace to the humble” (cf. Proverbs 25:6; Lk. 14:8).

Ecclesiastes This book is not directly quoted in the New Testament, although there are
a number of passages that have a close doctrinal dependence on its teachings. The following
references illustrate this fact:

What we sow we reap. Eccles. 11:1, cf. Gal 6:7 ff.
Avoid lusts of youth. Eccles. 11:10, cf. 2 Tim. 2:22
Death is divinely appointed. | Eccles. 3:2,cf. Heb 9:27
Love of money is evil. Eccles. 5:10, cf 1 Tim. 6:10
Do not be wordy in prayer. | Eccles. 5:2, cf. Matt 6:7

If these New Testament passages are doctrinally dependent on the teaching of Ecclesiastes,
then the New Testament confirms the inspiration, or authority, of the book.

Song of Solomon This book is not referred to directly by the New Testament. There is
at least one possible example of borrowing a descriptive phrase from this book. In John 4:10
the reference to “living water” indicates possible literary dependence on Song of Solomon
4:15. However, literary dependence alone is not a sufficient argument for the authority of this
book, but its Solomonic authorship would be (1:1).

Isaiah This book has numerous New Testament quotations. John the Baptist introduced
Jesus by citing Isaiah 40:3: “Make ready the way of the Lord” (Matt. 3:3). Paul prefaced his
quote of Isaiah 6:9-10 with the words “The Holy Spirit rightly spoke” (Acts 28:25). Jesus
read from Isaiah 61:1-2 in His hometown synagogue, saying, “The Spirit of the Lord is upon
me” (Luke 4:18-19).

Jeremiah Jeremiah 31:15 is quoted in Matthew 2:17-18, and the new covenant of
Jeremiah 31:31-34 is quoted twice in Hebrews (cf. 8:8-12 and 10:15-17).

Lamentations Lamentations 3:30 is alluded to in Matthew 27:30: “And they spat upon
Him, and took the reed and began to beat Him on the head.”




Ezekiel This book is not clearly cited by the New Testament, but Jesus’ question to
Nicodemus in John 3:10 implies that Nicodemus should have known about the new birth on
the basis of Ezekiel 36:25 ff. Further, Paul felt morally bound by Ezekiel’s warning (33:8)
not to be guilty of the blood of the wicked (Acts 20:26). In addition, there are these possible
allusions: John 7:38, “As the Scripture said, ‘From his innermost being shall flow rivers of
living water,”” is very similar to Ezekiel 47:1, although it may refer to Isaiah 58:11. Ezekiel
18:20, “The person who sins will die,” may be reflected in Romans 6:23, “The wages of sin is
death.” Revelation 4:7 is undoubtedly taken from Ezekiel 1:10.

Daniel This book is clearly quoted in Matthew 24:15 (cf. Dan. 9:27; 11:31; 12:11): “So
when you see the abomination of desolation which was spoken of through Daniel the
prophet.” Further, Matthew 24:21 and 30 are taken directly from Daniel 12:1 and 7:13
respectively.

The Twelve Books from the Minor Prophets, or The Twelve, are quoted several times in
the New Testament. Habakkuk 2:4, “The righteous will live by his faith” is quoted three
times in the New Testament (Rom. 1:17; Gal. 3:11; Heb. 10:38). Hebrews 12:26 is a clear
quotation of Haggai 2:6, “I am going to shake the heavens and the earth.” Zechariah 13:7 is
quoted in Matthew 26:31 as follows, “For it is written, ‘I will strike down the shepherd, and
the sheep of the flock shall be scattered.””

In summary, of the twenty-two books of the Hebrew Old Testament, as many as eighteen
of them (all but Judges, Chronicles, Esther, and Song of Solomon) are quoted or referred to
as authoritative.” There are New Testament teachings that are directly dependent upon the
teachings of those Old Testament books. It should be pointed out that the absence of
reference to a specific Old Testament book does not mean that particular book lacks
authority; instead, it indicates that the New Testament writers had no occasion to refer to it.
This is not difficult to understand when a person is asked to recall the last time he quoted
from Esther or Judges. Some books, by their didactic or devotional nature, lend more readily
to quotation and, hence, they are quoted more often; those that lack a didactic nature are not
often used in that manner.

NEW TESTAMENT REFERENCES TO THE AUTHENTICITY OF OLD TESTAMENT BOOKS

Some of the Old Testament books that have no distinct reference to their authority do,
however, have clear commitments to their authenticity. The accompanying chart indicates
some of the more important people and events of the Old Testament that are verified in the
New Testament (which thereby verifies the authenticity of the books that record them).

1. Creation of the Universe (Gen 1) | John 1:3; Col 1:16
2. Creation of Adam and Eve 1 Tim 2:13-14
(Gen. 1-2) 1 Tim 2:13

3. Marriage of Adam and Eve 1Tim 2:14

(Gen. 3) Rom. 5:12;

4. Temptation of the woman (Gen. |1 Cor 15:22

3) Heb. 11:4

5. Disobedience and sin of Adam |1 John 3:12

(Gen. 3) Luke 3:38

6. Sacrifices of Abel and Cain Heb. 11:5

’7. Roger Nicole has classified this as 231 quotations, 19 paraphrases, and 45 additional items that have no
direct formula (e.g., “It is written” ), for a total of 295 citations, about 4.4 percent of the New Testament
(approximately one verse of every 22.5). Allusions range from 613 to 4,105, depending on the criteria used. Cf.
Carl F. H. Henry, ed., Revelation and the Bible, p. 137.




(Gen. 4) Luke 17:27
7. Murder of Abel by Cain (Gen. 4) | Matt. 24:39
8. Birth of Seth (Gen. 4) 2 Peter 2:5
9. Translation of Enoch (Gen. 5) Luke 3:35-36
10. Marriage before the flood Luke 3:34
(Gen. 6) Heb. 11:8
11. The flood and destruction of Heb. 7:1-3
man (Gen. 7) Rom. 4:3

12. Preservation of Noah and his Gal. 4:21-24
Family (Gen. 8-9) Heb. 11:18
13. Genealogy of Shem (Gen. 10) | Luke 17:29
14. Birth of Abraham (Gen. 11) Acts 7:9-10
15. Call of Abraham (Gen. 12-13) | Heb. 11:17
16. Tithes to Melchizedek (Gen. Luke 20:32
14) 1 Cor. 10:1-2
17. Justification of Abraham (Gen. |1 Cor. 10:3-5
15) John 3:14
18. Ishmael (Gen. 16) Heb. 11:30
19. Promise of Isaac (Gen. 17) James 5:17
20. Lot and Sodom (Gen. 18-19) Matt. 12:40
21. Birth of Isaac (Gen. 21) Heb. 11:34
22. Offering of Isaac (Gen. 22) Heb. 11:33
23. The burning bush (Ex. 3:6) Matt. 23:35

24. Exodus through the Red Sea
(Ex. 14:22)

25. Provision of water and manna
(Ex. 16:4; 17:6)

26. Lifting up serpent in wilderness
(Num. 21:9)

27. Fall of Jericho (Joshua 6:22-
25)

28. Miracles of Elijah (1 Kings
17:1; 18:1)

29. Jonah in the great fish (Jonah
2)

30. Three Hebrew youths in
furnace (Dan. 3)

31. Daniel in lion’s den (Dan. 6)
32. Slaying of Zechariah (2 Chron.
24:20-22)

In this sample survey, several things should be noted. (1) Most of the controversial
passages of the Old Testament are referred to, for example, the creation, Fall, Flood, miracles
of Moses and Elijah, and Jonah in the great fish. Those are not just alluded to, they are
authenticated as historical events by the New Testament.? If these major miraculous events
were considered authentic, there is no difficulty in seeing that the New Testament accepted
the rest of the events of the Old Testament. (2) Virtually every one of the first twenty-two

88. The New Testament writers were not accommodating themselves to accepted “myths” of their day (see 1
Tim. 1:4; 4:7; Titus 1:4; 2 Peter 1:16). Cf. chap. 3for objections to this accommodation theory.




chapters of Genesis, and each of those prior to Abraham (i.e., chaps. 1-11), has either a
person or an event that is confirmed by an authoritative New Testament quotation or
reference. If these people and events are authentic, then it may be argued a fortiori that the
rest of the Old Testament is authentic. (3) Whereas there are direct quotations or references
confirming the authority of eighteen of the twenty-two books of the Hebrew Old Testament,
events from two of the remaining books have their authenticity confirmed by the New
Testament. Several of the Judges are referred to in Hebrews 11:32, as are numerous events
from Chronicles (cf. Matt. 23:35). Thus, only Esther and Song of Solomon are without any
direct confirmation as to their authority or authenticity. Here one must rely on the original
and subsequent Jewish community, who knew their prophetic source and that they were a
part of the canonical books of the “Prophets” (see discussion in chaps. 13 and 14).
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The claim for inspiration by the Old Testament is supported in three ways in the New
Testament. First, there are many terms in the New Testament, such as Scripture, Word of
God, Law, and Prophets, which are used to refer authoritatively to the Old Testament as a
whole. Second, both of the sections of the Hebrew canon (Law and Prophets) are viewed as
authoritative units by the New Testament. Finally, of the twenty-two books in the Hebrew
canon, eighteen are quoted or referred to by the New Testament, thus confirming their
authority. Two others have their authenticity confirmed, which brings the total to twenty of
the twenty-two books having their authority and/or authenticity directly affirmed by the New
Testament. As a result, at least twenty of the twenty-two books of the Hebrew canon have
their claim for inspiration confirmed individually by the New Testament writers, who regard
the record of events or teachings therein as authentic and/or divine in origin. The other two
books were recognized by the earliest Jewish community as having a divine source and were
placed among the “Prophets.”

6

Specific Claims for the Inspiration of the New Testament

Now that the claim in and for the inspiration of the Old Testament has been examined, a
similar examination of the New Testament claim is needed in order to complete the
proposition that the Bible as a whole, and the whole Bible, claims to be the authoritative
Word of God. The testimony of the New Testament to its own inspiration begins with the
words of Christ, the central figure of the New Testament.

THE NEW TESTAMENT WRITERS WERE SPIRIT-DIRECTED

In a real sense, Christ is the key to the inspiration and canonization of the Scriptures. It
was He who confirmed the inspiration of the Hebrew canon of the Old Testament; and it was
He who promised that the Holy Spirit would direct the apostles into “all truth,” the fulfillment
resulting in the New Testament.

JESUS PROMISED THAT THE NEW TESTAMENT WRITERS WOULD BE SPIRIT-DIRECTED

Jesus Himself did not commit His teaching to writing, but on several occasions during
His earthly ministry He promised that the apostles would be directed by the Holy Spirit in the
utterance and propagation of His teaching. This promise was fulfilled during the life of Christ
and extended as well into the postresurrection and post-Pentecostal ministries of the apostles.

Guidance in preaching First, Jesus promised the guidance of the Holy Spirit in what
the apostles would speak about Him.

When the twelve were first commissioned to preach “the kingdom of heaven” (Matt. 10:7),
Jesus promised them, saying, “When they deliver you up, do not become anxious about how



or what you will speak; for it shall be given you in that hour what you are to speak. For it is
not you who speak, but it is the Spirit of your Father who speaks in you” (Matt. 10:19-20; cf.
Luke 12:11-12).

The same promise was also given to the seventy when Jesus authorized them to preach “the
kingdom of God” (Luke 10:9), with this added confirmation: “The one who listens to you
listens to Me, and the one who rejects you rejects Me; and he who rejects Me rejects the One
who sent me” (Luke 10:16).

In the Olivet discourse Jesus reiterated the same promise of Spirit-directed utterances for
those called on to give an account for their faith in the hour of trial, saying, “And when they
arrest you and deliver you up, do not be anxious beforehand about what you are to say, but
say whatever is given you in that hour; for it is not you who speak, but it is the Holy Spirit”
(Mark 13:11).

Later, after the Last Supper, Jesus further elaborated this promise to the eleven, saying, “But
the Helper, the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send in My name, He will teach you all
things, and bring to your remembrance all that I said to you” (John 14:26). At that same time
He also told them, “When He, the Spirit of truth, comes, He will guide you into all the truth”
(John 16:13).

The Great Commission of Christ provides the same promise, as it states “that repentance for
forgiveness of sins should be proclaimed in His name to all the nations, beginning from
Jerusalem. You are witnesses of these things” (Luke 24:47-48). The disciples were further
told, “And behold, I am sending forth the promise of My Father upon you; but you are to stay
in the city until you are clothed with power from on high” (Luke 24:49). This very
commission was recorded by Matthew in the following words, “And lo, I am with you
always, even to the end of the age” (Matt. 28:20). Thus, the apostles were again promised the
presence of God in and through their preaching and teaching.

Just prior to His Ascension, Jesus answered the disciples’ inquiry about the future with the
promise: “But you shall receive power when the Holy Spirit has come upon you; and you
shall be My witnesses both in Jerusalem, and in all Judea and Samaria, and even to the
remotest part of the earth” (Acts 1:8). That the Holy Spirit would empower them in their
witness about Christ was their assurance.

Guidance in teaching Not only were the apostles promised the guidance of the Spirit
in their preaching about Jesus, but they were also promised that they were to be guided by the
Spirit in their teaching.

According to Matthew’s account of the Great Commission, the guidance of the Holy Spirit
was to extend to what the disciples taught about Christ, as it stated, “Go therefore and make
disciples of all the nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and the Son and the Holy
Spirit, teaching them to observe all that | commanded you; and lo, I am with you always, to
the end of the age” (Matt. 28:9-20).

. The promise that the Holy Spirit would bring “all things” to their remembrance and lead
them into “all the truth” (John 14:26; 6:13) obviously applies to the fullness of apostolic
teaching as well as preaching.

Further confirmation of this fact is directly implied in the book of Acts, which was the
record of what Jesus “began to do and teach” (Acts 1:1-2). Properly speaking, then, Acts is
the book of the acts of the Holy Spirit through the works and words of the apostles.



4.

A very practical manifestation of the teaching ministry of the Holy Spirit through the
apostles is that the first church continued in “the apostles’ teaching” (Acts 2:42). Apostolic
preaching (chaps. 2, 4, 10) and teaching (2:42; 6:4) were the foundation stones of the early
church. It is in that sense that the church was “built upon the foundation of the apostles and
prophets, Christ Jesus Himself being the corner stone” (Eph. 2:20). That is, the church is built
upon their teaching, which, as Jesus repeatedly promised, was the result of the ministry of the
Holy Spirit through them.

Briefly, Jesus promised that the Spirit of truth (John 5:26) would guide the apostles in the
teaching of “all things,” or “all the truth” (obviously meaning all truth necessary for faith and
practice; cf. John 20:31; 21:25). There is no more reason to believe that the guidance of the
Holy Spirit was limited to their verbal teaching than there is to believe that the Old Testament
prophets were Spirit-directed only in what they spoke (see chaps. 4-5). In fact, in direct
continuity with the promise of Christ, virtually every New Testament writer claims that his
writing was divinely authoritative. Furthermore, when knowledge of the apostolic teaching is
traced to its original documentary record, the pursuit ends in one, and only one, definite
document, that is, the New Testament. Thus, the New Testament is the only primary source
for study of the Spirit-directed teaching of the apostles, which teaching was promised by
Christ in the gospels. Formally stated, this argument takes the following form:

Whatever the apostles taught was Spirit-directed.

The New Testament is what the apostles taught.

Therefore, the New Testament is Spirit-directed teaching.

THE NEw TESTAMENT WRITERS CLAIM THAT THEY WERE SPIRIT-DIRECTED

In full consciousness and fulfillment of Jesus’ oft-repeated promise to guide them unto
“all the truth,” the apostles claimed divine authority for what they taught orally and in their
writings.

New Testament writers compared their message to Old Testament prophets
Remembering how highly esteemed the Old Testament prophets were and how divinely
authoritative their writings were considered,* the comparison of the New Testament message
to the Old Testament Scriptures amounts to a claim for the same authority and inspiration.
Such is the case in Hebrews 1:1-2, which declares that God, after He spoke long ago to the
fathers in the prophets . . . in these last days has spoken to us in His Son,” and adds that after
the message was at the first spoken through the Lord, it was confirmed to us by those who
heard” (2:3). In other words, the message of Christ as given by His disciples is God’s voice
today just as much as the message of the prophets was in time past.

New Testament writers claimed their message was the foundation of the

church According to Ephesians 2:20 the church is “built upon the foundation of the apostles
and prophets.” The word apostle should not be limited to only the twelve apostles. Paul was
an apostle (Gal. 1; 2 Cor. 12), as was Barnabas (Acts 14:14). James wrote with divine
authority (James 1:1), and there were others with prophetic gifts (cf. Agabus in Acts 11:28).
The gift of either an apostle or a prophet would qualify one to receive a revelation (cf. Eph.
2:20), and several New Testament writers fit into the “prophet” category (e.g., Mark, Luke,
James, Jude). In Acts 2:42 the first church “were continually devoting themselves to the
apostles’ teaching and to fellowship.” The authority of apostolic teaching, then, is seen not
only by its equality with the prophets but by its fundamentality to the church. The reasoning
can be summarized as follows:

The New Testament is what the apostles taught.

1. See chaps. 4-5for a more detailed comparison.



What the apostles taught is the authoritative foundation of the church.
Therefore, the New Testament is the authoritative foundation of the
church.

New Testament writers claimed their message was authoritative for the

church Throughout Acts the pronouncements of the apostles were final (Acts 21:11). By
their voice the church was born (Acts 2); miracles were performed (Acts 3); rulers were
restricted (Acts 4); the disobedient were judged (Acts 5); the Holy Spirit was given to the
Samaritans (Acts 8) and the Gentiles (Acts 10). Thus, in accordance with the promise of
Jesus that His disciples would be Spirit-directed in what they spoke and taught, the New
Testament writers considered their pronouncements and teachings to be equally authoritative
with the Old Testament prophets, as well as fundamental to and authoritative for the New
Testament church.

THE NEW TESTAMENT WRITINGS ARE SPIRIT-DIRECTED

The assumption that there is a valid connection between apostolic teaching and the New
Testament writings is substantiated abundantly by both general and specific reference in the
New Testament.

GENERAL CLAIM THAT THE WHOLE NEW TESTAMENT IS SPIRIT-DIRECTED

Outstanding passages There are two outstanding passages that bear on this point and
several others that lend their support. In 2 Peter 1:20-21 it is made clear that all prophetic
Scripture” comes as men are “moved by the Holy Spirit.” The reference here is to the Old
Testament writings, which have already been seen to be the unbreakable oracles of God (cf.
Heb. 5:12). However, because New Testament writers also claimed to be giving prophetic
utterances and writings, it follows that they considered their writings to be just as Spirit-
directed as the Old Testament writings. Some New Testament writers make a direct claim
that their writings are prophetic. In Revelation 22 John is classed with the Old Testament
prophets (v. 9) and he concludes his own message by saying, “I testify to everyone who hears
the words of the prophecy of this book” (v. 18). The apostle Paul identifies his revelation of
the mystery of Christ as even superior to that of the Old Testament (cf. Eph. 3:5). The writer
of Hebrews also identifies his book in line with the revelation through the Old Testament
prophets, saying, “God . . . spoke long ago to the fathers in the prophets . . . in these last days
[He] has spoken to us in His Son” (1:1), to whose message one must take heed because “it
was at the first spoken through the Lord, it was confirmed to us by those who heard [namely,
the apostles], God also bearing witness . . . by gifts of the Holy Spirit” (2:3-4). Hence, the
ministry and writings of the New Testament writers are no less prophetic than those of their
Old Testament counterparts.

New Testament books considered to be Scripture * Peter refers to Paul’s writings
as “Scripture” (2 Peter 3:16), and 1 Timothy 5:18 quotes from Luke 10:7 and Deuteronomy
25:4 under the one phrase “for the Scripture says.” If the writings of Luke, who was not an
apostle, are quoted as Scripture and Peter, who incidentally was rebuked by Paul (Gal. 2:11),
considered Paul’s books to be Scripture, then it is not difficult to conceive how the New
Testament as a whole would be considered to be Scripture. And, because 2 Timothy 3:6
declares that “all Scripture is inspired by God,” it follows that the New Testament as a whole
is inspired by God.

22.See chap. 3, where this point is elaborated.

33, See chap. 3for discussion.



Specific claims There are specific claims of apostolic authority in the New Testament
that admit of a wide application. Paul told his sons in the faith to “prescribe” his teachings (1
Tim. 4:11) “with all authority” (Titus 2:15) and hinged his authority and even the veracity of
the gospel itself on his apostleship (Gal. 1:1, 12). On another occasion Paul wrote, “If anyone
does not obey our instruction in this letter, take special note of that man and do not associate
with him” (2 Thess. 3:14). Likewise, Peter reminded the believers of apostolic authority,
saying, “Remember . . . the commandment of the Lord and Savior spoken by your apostles”
(2 Peter 3:2). In effect, the authority of an apostle was the authority of Christ, and the only
credential necessary to commend the authority of any particular writing was its apostolicity.”

Books were to be circulated One final consideration that manifests the high regard
for New Testament writings by the first-century church is the fact that the books were
commanded to be circulated, read in the churches, and collected. It is obvious that Peter had
a collection of Paul’s books (2 Peter 3:15-16), and Paul distinctly enjoined the Colossians to
read and circulate their epistle (Col. 4:16). The Thessalonians, too, were charged to read their
epistle (1 Thess. 5:27). Such regard shows that the books had for them not only a spiritual
value but a divine origin (cf. the Jews who read and preserved God’s Word, Deut. 31:26).

In general, then, the New Testament writings as a whole claim to be “Scripture,”
“prophetic writings,” authoritative and divine. This is the same as saying they are inspired of
God.

SPECIFIC CLAIMS THAT NEW TESTAMENT BOOKS ARE INSPIRED

Not only did Jesus promise divine guidance, and the New Testament as a whole claim to
be the product of that guidance, but each individual New Testament book contains a claim to
substantiate that position. A brief survey will suffice to support this point.

Matthew This gospel begins, “The book of the genealogy of Jesus Christ,” which, by
linking Christ’s lineage to the record of the Old Testament, is a tacit acknowledgment that
this book is a continuation of Messianic truth. In fact, there is implied in the repeated
assertion that Christ is the fulfillment of Old Testament prophecy (cf. 5:17-18, 21) that this
book is an authoritative account of that fulfillment in Christ. The author closes his book with
the command of Christ to teach the truth of Christ to all nations (28:8-20), which by
implication is precisely what the book of Matthew is professing to do (cf. 10:7).

Mark Mark is entitled “The beginning of the gospel of Jesus Christ, the Son of God. As
it is written in Isaiah the prophet.” Like Matthew, there is no explicit claim to authority; it is
merely assumed throughout (cf. 13:11). Because Mark was associated with Peter (1 Pet.
5:13), many take Mark to be Peter’s gospel.

Luke This book has a statement about its own character. In his writing Luke claims that it
is an authentic “account of the things accomplished [by God through Christ]” that Theophilus
“might know the exact truth about the things you have been taught” (1:1, 4). Because Luke
was closely associated with Paul, it has an apostolic connection as well.

John John is likewise clear about the nature of his gospel, saying that it is written “that
you may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God; and that believing you may have life
in His name” (20:3). He further adds, “This is the disciple who bears witness of these things,
and wrote these things; and we know that his witness is true” (2:24; cf. 14:26, 16:13).

Acts As a continuation of Luke and of what Jesus “began to do and teach” (1:1), Acts
claims to be an authentic record of the teaching (and working) of Christ through the apostles.

*4. See chap. 16.



Romans The author of this book claims it to be the work of an apostle of Jesus Christ
(1:1). In 9:1 Paul says, “I am telling the truth in Christ, I am not lying, my conscience bearing
me witness in the Holy Spirit.” The final appeal of the epistle is not to accept any other
doctrine than that which they have been taught, which would include, of course, the great
teachings of this doctrinal book (16:17).

1 Corinthians This book contains what “God revealed . . . through the Spirit” (2:10; cf.
also 7:40). Besides making authoritative pronouncements on morals (5:1-3) and doctrine
(15:15). In it, Paul asserts, “The things which | write to you are the Lord’s commandment”
(14:37).

2 Corinthians This book is introduced by an apostle of God (1:1), who strongly
contests for his own authority (10:8; 2:2) and declares his lofty revelations from God (12:1-
4),

Galatians Galatians states the case for its author’s divine authority as strongly as any
book in the New Testament: “Paul, an apostle (not sent from men, nor through the agency of
man, but through Jesus Christ, and God the Father)” (1:1). “For | neither received it from
man, nor was | taught it, but I received it through a revelation of Jesus Christ” (1:2), and
“even though we, or an angel from heaven, should preach to you a gospel contrary to that
which we have preached to you, let him be accursed” (1:8).

Ephesians This book, along with the claim to be written by an apostle (1:1), declares
itself to be a revelation of the mystery of God, showing “that by revelation there was made
known to me [Paul] the mystery” (3:3). Those who read it can gain “insight into the mystery
of Christ” (3:4).

Philippians Philippians not only comes as from an apostle and with the standard
greetings “from God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ” (1:2), but it further enjoins the
readers to follow the moral example and spiritual teaching of its author, saying, “Brethren,
join in following my example” (3:7). Again it says, “The things you have learned and
received and heard and seen in me, practice these things” (4:9).

Colossians Colossians also comes from “an apostle of Jesus Christ” (1:1), with
greetings “from God our Father” (1:2), as an authoritative refutation of heresy (2:4, 8), with a
command to be circulated and read in the churches (4:16).

1 Thessalonians In 5:27, the author charges the church “to have this letter read to all
the brethren” and in 4:15 says, “For we say to you by the word of the Lord.”

2 Thessalonians This book adds to its God-given pronouncements a warning about a
false letter “as if from” Paul (2:2). It closes by saying, “If anyone does not obey our
instruction in this letter, take special note of that man and do not associate with him” (3:4).

1 Timothy Written by “Paul, an apostle of Christ Jesus according to the commandment
of God” (1 Tim 1:1), this epistle speaks with authority, saying, “Prescribe and teach these
things” (4:11).

2 Timothy The author instructed his son in the faith to “retain the standard of sound
words which you have heard from me” (1:13), and he charged Timothy “in the presence of
God and of Christ Jesus™ to “preach the word” (4:1-2).

Titus Titus also claims to come from Paul “an apostle of Jesus Christ” (1:1), with the
injunction to “let these things speak and exhort and reprove with all authority” (2:15). He
then adds, “Concerning these things | want you to speak confidently” (3:8).

Philemon This brief book claims authority from the apostle Paul (v. 1), brings salutation
“from God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ” (v. 3), and asserts apostolic authority (v. 8).



Hebrews The author of Hebrews introduces his message as the voice of God through
Christ “in these last days” (1:2) and concludes his epistle with authoritative exhortations
(13:22).

James James writes as a “servant of God” (1:1) and speaks with authority about doctrine
(cf. chap. 2) and practice (chap. 3).

1 Peter This book is from “an apostle of Jesus Christ” (1:1) and claims to be an
exhortation on “the true grace of God” (5:12).

2 Peter Written by “a bond-servant and apostle of Jesus Christ” (1:1), this epistle gives
commandments from the Lord (3:2). The author claims to “have the prophetic word made
more sure” (1:19) and gives a prophetic pronouncement about the future (3:10-13).

1 John This book comes from an eyewitness (1:1) who is proclaiming Christ so that
believers’ “joy may be made complete” (1:4) and that the reader may be assured of eternal
life (5:12).

2 John In this book John purports to be writing a “commandment” (v.5), warns against
deceivers (v.7), and claims to possess “the teaching of Christ” (v.9).

3 John This is written by one with apostolic authority (v. 9) who claims to have “the
truth itself” (v. 12).

Jude Jude claims to be a record of “our common salvation” and “the faith which was
once for all delivered to the saints” (v. 3).

Revelation The Apocalypse, as its name appears in Greek, begins: “The revelation of
Jesus Christ, which God gave” (1:1) through John, who considered himself to be one with the
“prophets” (22:9). The book ends with the most severe warning in the Bible for anyone who
“adds to” or “takes away from the words of the book of this prophecy” (22:18-19).

So virtually every book in the New Testament contains a claim for its own authority in
one manner or another. The cumulative effect of this self-testimony is an overwhelming
confirmation that the New Testament writers claimed inspiration.

Sometimes 1 Corinthians 7:10-12 is used to deny this position. In that passage Paul
writes, “To the married | give instructions, not I, but the Lord. . .. To the rest | say, not the
Lord.” It is argued that Paul is here giving his own opinion and not an authoritative
pronouncement. However, it should be observed that Paul probably meant merely to say that
Jesus said nothing explicitly about the subject at hand during His earthly ministry. Hence,

Paul had to say, “I have no command [epitagen] of the Lord, but I give an opinion” (7:25).

His opinion, however, was inspired. Paul said, “I also have the Spirit of God” (7:40). Jesus
said to His disciples before His death, “I have many more things to say to you, but you cannot
bear them now. But when He, the Spirit of truth, comes, He will guide you into all the truth”
(John 16:12-13). The inspired advice of Paul in 1 Corinthians 7 is apparently an example of
the fulfillment of that promise. In fact, Paul later said in the same epistle, “The things which |
write to you are the Lord’s commandment” (1 Cor. 14:37). These things are within the
province of the process (2 Pet. 1:20-21) and product (2 Tim. 3:16-17) of inspiration.
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The claim for inspiration in the New Testament is derived from the fact that Jesus
promised His disciples that He would guide them into “all the truth” by the Holy Spirit. The
New Testament writers claimed the fulfillment of that promise for their oral message and for
their writings. They claimed that their oral message was: (1) on the same level as the Old
Testament messages of the prophets; (2) the foundation of the New Testament church; (3)

>5. See discussion in chap. 3.



authoritative for the church. They also claimed to be directed by the Holy Spirit in their
writings, which they held to be: (1) prophetic; (2) sacred Scripture; (3) divinely authoritative;
and (4) commanded to be read and circulated in the churches (see Col. 4:16; 1 Thess. 5:27).

Furthermore, when a survey is made of all of the books of the New Testament, a claim is
found in each individual book for its own divine origin and authority, either directly or
indirectly. So, then, both in all of its parts and as a whole the New Testament claims to be the
inspired Word of God.

7

The Continuation of the Doctrine of Inspiration to the
Reformation

Just as the Old Testament claim for inspiration finds support in the New Testament, so the
New Testament claim for inspiration finds support in the testimony of early Christian writers,
the church Fathers. Although the testimony of the Fathers is not authoritative or inspired, it
does reveal the orthodox doctrine of inspiration that prevailed throughout the history of the
church. Their testimony, with hardly a dissenting voice, reflects the traditional view of the
origin and nature of Scripture from apostolic times to the rise of Deism and Rationalism in
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.

THE EARLY CHURCH (C. A.D.70-C.350)

Even as the New Testament writers assumed the inspiration of the Old, the church Fathers
assumed the inspiration of the New. This fact is observable in the two major periods of the
development of the old Catholic church prior to about A.D. 350.

THE APOSTOLIC AND SUBAPOSTOLIC FATHERS (C. A.D.70-C.150)

These writers indicate an early and widespread acceptance of the New Testament claim
for inspiration. Several examples should suffice to bear witness to that conclusion.

The Epistle of Pseudo-Barnabas (c. 70-130). So designated because it was falsely
ascribed to Paul’s first associate, this writing cites the gospel of Matthew (26:3) after stating
that it is what “God saith” (5:12). The same writer refers to the gospel of Matthew (22:14) by
the New Testament title “Scripture” in 4:14.

Clement of Rome Clement, a contemporary of the apostles, wrote his epistle
Corinthians (c. 95-97) after the pattern of the apostle Paul. In it he quotes the synoptic
gospels (Matt. 9:13; Mark 2:17; Luke 5:32) after calling them “Scripture” (chap. 2). He urges
his readers to “act according to that which is written (for the Holy Spirit saith, “Let not the
wise man glory in his wisdom’)” (chap. 1, quoting Jer. 9:23). He further appeals to “the Holy
Scriptures, which are true, given by the Holy Spirit” (chap. 45). The New Testament is
included as Scripture by the formula “It is written” (chap. 36) and as being written by the
apostle Paul “with true inspiration” (chap. 47).

Ignatius of Antioch Ignatius (d. c. 110) wrote his seven epistles en route to martyrdom
in Rome. Although he did not give references to particular citations from the Scriptures, he
did make many loose quotations and allusions to them.

Polycarp The disciple of John, Polycarp referred to the New Testament several times in
his Epistle to the Philippians (c. 110-135). He introduces Galatians 4:26 as “the word of
truth” (chap. 3) and citations of Philippians 2:16 and 2 Timothy 4:10 as “the word of
righteousness” (chap. 9). In chapter 12, Polycarp cites numerous Old and New Testament
passages as “the Scriptures.”

Hermas The so-called (c. 115-140) follows the pattern of the Apocalypse, although no
direct quotations of the New Testament appear in its text.



Didache Such is the case of the Didache or Teaching of the Twelve (c. 100-120), as it
too makes loose quotations and allusions to the New Testament.

Papias In about A.D. 130-140 Papias wrote five books entitled Exposition of the Oracles
of the Lord, which included the New Testament.* That is precisely the title ascribed to the
Old Testament by the apostle Paul in Romans 3:2.

Epistle to Diognetus Finally, the so-called Epistle to Diognetus (c. 150) makes loose
quotations and allusions to the New Testament; however, no direct title is given to them.

The above material illustrates the early (by c. 150) and widespread (West and East)
acceptance of the New Testament claim for inspiration. The Fathers looked upon those books
with the same regard as the New Testament writers did the Old Testament Scriptures. Where
no direct reference is given nor title presented, the loose quotations and allusions lend support
to the esteem extended the New Testament writings. That is especially true considering the
scarcity of available copies during this early period.

THE ANTE-NICENE AND NICENE FATHERS (C. A.D. 150-C. 350)
These add further support to the New Testament claims for inspiration.

Justin Martyr (d. 165). In his first Apology (c.150-155), Justin Martyr regarded the
gospels as the “Voice of God” (chap. 65). He further stated of the Scriptures, “We must not
suppose that the language proceeds from men who were inspired, but from the Divine Word
which moves them” (Apology 1.36). Elsewhere, he went on to say that Moses wrote the
Hebrew character by divine inspiration* and that the Holy Spirit of prophecy taught us this,
telling us by Moses that God spoke thus.”?

Tatian (c.110-180). The disciple of Justin, Tatian called John 1:5 “Scripture” in his
Apology (chap. 13). In this work he made a passionate defense of Christianity and regarded it
as so pure that it was incompatible with Greek civilization. He is also noted for his pioneer
effort in writing a harmony of the gospels, Diatessaron (c. 150-160).

Irenaeus (c. 130-202). As a boy, before he moved to Rome for studies prior to his
ordination as a presbyter (elder) and later bishop of Lyons (France), Irenaeus is reported to
have actually heard Polycarp. Iranaeus himself was a seminal figure in the development of
Christian doctrine in the West, and his role makes him a key individual in understanding the
doctrine of Scripture in the early church. In his treatise Against Heresies (3.1.1), Irenaeus
referred to the authority of the New Testament when he stated,

For the Lord of all gave the power of the Gospel to his apostles, through whom we have come to
know the truth, that is, the teaching of the Son of God . . . . This Gospel they first preached.
Afterwards, by the will of God, they handed it down to us in the Scriptures, to be “the pillar and
ground” of our faith.?

In fact, he entitled the third book of this treatise “The Faith in Scripture and Tradition,” in
which he acknowledged the apostles to be “above all falsehood” (3.5.1). He called the Bible
“Scriptures of truth,” and he was “most properly assured that the Scriptures are indeed
perfect, since they are spoken by the Word of God and His Spirit.”

1. Eusebius Ecclesiastical History, 3.39. Loeb ed., 1.291.

22, Justin Martyr Justin’s Hortatory Oration to the Greeks, 8, 12, and 44, as cited in Norman L. Geisler, Decide
for Yourself: How History Views the Bible, pp. 24-25.

?3. Irenaeus Against Heresies,in The Library of Christian Classics, 3:67.

4. 1bid., 2:28.2; 2.35.4.



Clement of Alexandria (c. 150-215). Clement of Alexandria appeared on the scene
about a century later than Clement of Rome. He became head of the Cathechetical School at
Alexandria in 190 but was compelled to flee in the face of persecution in 202. Clement held
to a rigid doctrine of inspiration but allowed that the Greek poets were inspired by the same
God in a lesser sense. In his Stromata Clement notes:

There is no discord between the Law and the Gospel, but harmony, for they both proceed from the
same Author, . . . differing in name and time to suit the age and culture of their hearers . . . by a wise
economy, but potentially one, . . . since faith in Christ and the knowledge . . . of the Gospel is the
explanation . . . and the fulfillment of the Law.’

He does call the gospel “Scripture” in the same sense as the Law and the Prophets, as he
writes of “the Scriptures . . . in the Law, in the Prophets, and besides by the blessed Gospel . .
. [which] are valid from their omnipotent authority.”® Clement of Alexandria went so far as to
condemn those who rejected Scripture because “they are not pleased with the divine
commands, that is, with the Holy Spirit.””

Tertullian (c. 160-220). Tertullian, “The Father of Latin Theology,” never wavered in
his support of the doctrine of inspiration of both the Old and the New Testaments, neither as a
Catholic nor as a Montanist. In fact, he maintained that the four gospels “are reared on the
certain basis of Apostolic authority, and so are inspired in a far different sense from the
writings of the spiritual Christian; all the faithful, it is true, have the Spirit of God, but all are
not Apostles.””® For Tertullian,
apostles have the Holy Spirit properly, who have Him fully, in the operations of prophecy, and the
efficacy of [healing] virtues, and the evidences of tongues; not particularly, as all others have. Thus he
attached the Holy Spirit’s authority to that form [of advice] to which he willed us rather to attend; and
forthwith it became not an advice of the Holy Spirit, but, in consideration of His majesty, a precept.’

Hippolytus (c. 170-236). A disciple of Irenaeus, Hippolytus exhibited the same deep
sense of the spiritual meaning of Scripture as has already been traced in his immediate
teacher and in earlier writers. He writes of the inspiration of the Old Testament,

The Law and the Prophets were from God, who in giving them compelled his messenger to speak by
the Holy Spirit, that receiving the inspiration of the Father’s power they may announce the Father’s
counsel and will. In these men therefore the Word found a fitting abode and spoke of Himself; for
even then He came as His own herald, shewing the Word who was about to appear in the world."’

Of the New Testament writers, he confidently affirms:
These blessed men . . . having been perfected by the Spirit of Prophecy, and worthily honoured by the
Word Himself, were brought to an inner harmony like instruments, and having the Word within them,
as it were to strike the notes, by Him they were moved, and announced that which God wished. For
they did not speak of their own power (be well assured), nor proclaim that which they wished

> 5. Brooke Foss Westcott, An Introduction to the Study of the Gospels, p. 439. It should be observed, however,
that Clement regarded the Shepherdas inspired (cf. Stromata .15, 128).

®6. Clement of Alexandria Stromatain The Ante-Nicene Fathers, 2:408-9.

7. Ibid., 7.21; also see Stromata, 2.4 and 7.6, which is cited in Geisler, pp. 31-32.
8g. Westcott, Introduction, p. 434.
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themselves, but first they were rightly endowed with wisdom by the Word, and afterwards well
foretaught of the future by visions, and then, when thus assured, they spake that which was [revealed]
to them alone by God."

Novatian (d. c. 251). Novatian, the individual after whom the heretical sect was named,
claimed the Old and New Testaments as authoritative Scripture in widespread references in
his writings. His “monarchian” views are known largely through the writings of his critics
and the schismatic activities of his followers.

Origen (c.185-c.254). Origen was successor of Clement at the Catechetical School in
Alexandria. Although he deviated from orthodox theology as a result of his allegorical
method of interpretation, Origen appears to have held that both the writer and the writing
were inspired. He believed that God “gave the law, and the prophets, and the Gospels, being
also the God of the apostles and of the Old and New Testaments.” He wrote, “This Spirit
inspired each one of the saints, whether prophets or apostles; and there was not one Spirit in
the men of the old dispensation, and another in those who were inspired at the advent of
Christ.”*? His view of the authority of the Scriptures is “that the Scriptures were written by
the Spirit of God, and have a meaning . . . not known to all, but to those only on whom the
grace of the Holy Spirit is bestowed in the words of wisdom and knowledge.”** He went on
to assert that there is a supernatural element of thought “throughout all of Scripture even
where it is not apparent to the uninstructed.”*

Cyprian (c. 200-258). Cyprian was bishop of one of the largest cities in the West during
the persecution under Decius (A.D. 249-51). In his treatise The Unity of the Catholic Church,
he appeals to the gospels as authoritative, referring to them as the “commandments of
Christ.” He also adds the Corinthian letters of Paul to his list of authorities and appeals to
Paul’s Ephesian letter (4:4-6).

In the same passage, Cyprian reaffirms the inspiration of the New Testament, as he
writes, “When the Holy Spirit says, in the person of the Lord.” Again, he adds, “The Holy
Spirit warns us through the Apostle”®® as he cites 1 Corinthians 11:19.* These and several
other examples in his writings lead to the conclusion that Cyprian held that both the Old and
New Testaments are “Divine Scriptures.”*’

Eusebius of Caesarea (c. 263 or 265-340). As a church historian, Eusebius spent

much time espousing the Old and New Testaments as inspired writings that were commented
upon by the successors of the apostles. He also wrote much about the canon of the New

1. Hippolytus De AntiChristoas cited by Westcott, Introduction, p. 432.

1212, Origen De Principiisin The Ante-Nicene Fathers, 4:240.

313. Ibid., p. 241.
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Testament in his Ecclesiastical History. It was Eusebius of Caesarea who was commissioned
to make fifty copies of the Scriptures following the Council of Nicea (325)."

Athanasius of Alexandria (c. 295-373). Known by the epithet “Father of Orthodoxy”
because of his contributions against Arius at Nicea (325), Athanasius was the first to use the
term “canon” in reference to the New Testament books, which he called “the fountains of
salvation.”*

Cyril of Jerusalem (c. 35-86). Cyril adds interesting light to round out the early church
period. In his Catecheses, he informs his catechumen that he is offering a summary of “the
whole doctrine of the Faith” which “has been built up strongly out of all the Scriptures.”
Then he proceeds to warn others not to change or contradict his teachings because of the
Scripture’s injunction as found in Galatians 1:8-9.%° In his treatise Of the Divine Scriptures,
he speaks of “the divinely-inspired Scriptures of both the Old and the New Testament.”** He
then proceeds to list all of the books of the Hebrew Old Testament (twenty-two) and all of the
books of the Christian New Testament except Revelation (twenty-six), saying, “Learn also
diligently, and from the Church, what are the books of the Old Testament, and what are those
of the New. And, pray, read none of the apocryphal writings.” For Cyril the matter was drawn
clearly when he wrote, “With regard to the divine and saving mysteries of faith no doctrine,
however trivial, may be taught without the backing of the divine Scriptures. . . . For our
saving faith derives its force, not from capricious reasonings, but from what may be proved
out of the Bible.”?

Such evidence, coupled with the other writings of that era of church history, has lead
many to conclude that virtually every church Father enthusiastically adhered to the doctrine
of the inspiration of the Old and New Testaments alike. J. N. D. Kelly affirms that position as
he writes,

There is little need to dwell on the absolute authority accorded to the Scripture as a doctrinal norm. It
was the Bible, declared Clement of Alexandria about A.D. 200, which as interpreted by the Church,
was the source of Christian teaching. His greater disciple Origen was a thorough-going Biblicist who
appealed again and again to Scripture as the decisive criterion of dogma . . . “The holy inspired
Scriptures,” wrote Athanasius a century later, are fully sufficient for the proclamation of the truth.”
Later in the same century John Chrysostom bade his congregation seek no other teacher than the
oracles of God. . . . In the West Augustine . . . [and] a little while later Vincent of Lerins (c. 450) took
it as an axiom [that] the Scriptural canon was sufficient, and more sufficient, for all purposes.””

In short, the Fathers of the early church believed that both the Old and New Testaments were
the inspired writings of the Holy Spirit through the instrumentality of the prophets and
apostles. They also believed these Scriptures to be wholly true and without error because they
were the very Word of God given for the faith and practice of all believers.

THE ESTABLISHED CHURCH (FROM C. A.D. 350)

818. See chaps. 16and 24 for discussions about the role of Eusebius in the collection, use, and preservation of
the Bible text following the period of empire-wide persecution of the church.
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The established church period covers a much larger span of time and space, and, as a
result, will necessitate an even more cursory treatment of the subject matter. This period
extends to the rise of Rationalism, including the medieval church, the Reformation church,
and the early modern church in its scope.

THE MEDIEVAL CHURCH (C. 350-C. 1350)

The medieval church may be represented by several outstanding men who had
widespread influence. These individuals represent large and varied segments of Christianity
and their collective voices reflect what is known as the traditional teaching on the doctrine of
the inspiration and authority of Scripture.

Ambrose of Milan (340-397). Ambrose had the distinctive honor of guiding Augustine
in his early Christian experience. The Bishop of Milan also did much work with the Christian
Scriptures. His Letters gives a clear insight into his view of the New Testament. In his letter
to the Emperor Valentinian 11, Ambrose cites Matthew 22:21 by using the familiar
introductory statement “It is written” (20.19) as he proceeds to quote loosely John 6:15 and 2
Corinthians 12:10 (20.23).2* He also appeals to “The Divine Scriptures” (10.7) in his letter to
the Emperor Gratian, where he presents his disputation with the Arians.?

Jerome (c. 340-420). According to H. F. D. Sparks, “Jerome was, next to Origen, the
greatest biblical scholar of the early Church.”?® Since he and his work will be discussed at
length elsewhere, Jerome needs only to be mentioned in passing. His writings include many
references to the “Holy Scriptures” and to their authority.?” Much of his life work centered
around translating the Bible and disputing with others over the canon of the Old Testament.
In addition, he assumed the inspiration, canonicity and authority of the New Testament as it
has come down to the modern world. According to B. F. Westcott, The testimony of Jerome
may be considered as the testimony of the Roman Church; for not only was he educated at
Rome, but his labours on the text of Scripture were undertaken at the request of Damascus
bishop of Rome; and later popes republished the canon which he recognised.”® In a letter to
Nepotian in A.D. 394, Jerome set forth a systematic treatise on the duties of the clergy and the
rule of life they ought to adopt. In it he writes, “Read the divine scriptures constantly; never
indeed, let the sacred volume out of your hand.”* In the same year he wrote to Paulinus to
make diligent study of the Scriptures, and he enumerates the books of the New Testament as
he writes, “I beg you, my dear brother, to live among these books, to meditate upon them, to
know nothing else, to seek nothing else. Does not such a life seem to you a foretaste of
heaven here on earth? Let not the simplicity of the scripture offend you; for these are due

2424, Ambrose Letters, no. 20, as cited in Library of Christian Classics, 5:209-17.
2375, Ibid., no. 10, pp. 84-89.

2676. H.F. D. Sparks, “Jerome as Biblical Scholar,” in P. R. Ackroyd and C. F. Evans, eds., The Cambridge History
of the Bible, vol. 1, From the Beginnings to Jerome, p. 510.

2727. Jerome Letters, no. 107, as cited in Library of Christian Classics, 5:332-34, will suffice to support this
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878, Westcott, A General Survey of the History of the Canon of the New Testament, p.453.

2929, Jerome Letter 52.7, in Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, vol. 6, St. Jerome: Letters and Selected Works, p.
92.



either to faults of translators or else to deliberate purpose: for in this way it is better fitted for
instruction.”*

In his discussion of the difference between righteous ignorance and instructed
righteousness, Jerome answers the question, “Why is the apostle Paul called a chosen
vessel?” His response is, “Assuredly because he is a repertory of the Law and of the holy
scriptures”®*

The Syrian School at Antioch John Chrysostom (c. 347-407) and Theodore of
Mopsuestia (c. 350-428) are representative exegetes and theologians of the Syrian School at
Antioch, where the disciples were first called Christians (Acts 11:26). During the early
centuries of the Christain church, Antioch was the chief rival to Alexandria in the struggle for
theological leadership in the East. As in the general Antiochene conception of redemption,
Theodore and his contemporaries held that the primary author of all Scripture was the Holy
Spirit. He viewed the Holy Spirit as providing the content of revelation and the prophet (in
cooperation with the Holy Spirit) as giving it the appropriate expression and form.*? Such a
notion formed the basis for their literal approach to hermeneutics.

Augustine (354-430). Augustine, the “Medieval Monolith,” wholly endorsed the claims
of the New Testament for its inspiration. An example of this view may be seen in his
Confessions (8.29), where the reading of Romans 13:13-14 was sufficient for him to be
converted. His monumental work The City of God contains much Scripture, and he indicates
the authority of Scripture therein in contrast to all other writings (see 11.3; 18.41). All
through his letters and other treatises, Augustine asserted the truth, authority, and divine
origin of Scripture. In The City of God he used such expressions as “Sacred Scripture” (9.5),
“the words of God,” (10.1), “Infallible Scripture” (11.6), “divine revelation” (13.2), and
“Holy Scripture” (15.8). Elsewhere he referred to the Bible as the “oracles of God,” “God’s
word,” “divine oracles,” and “divine Scripture.”** With his widespread influence throughout
the centuries, such a testimony stood as an outstanding witness to the high regard given to the
Scriptures in the church. Speaking of the gospel writers, Augustine said,

When they write that He has taught and said, it should not be asserted that he did not write it, since the
members only put down what they had come to know at the dictation [dictis] of the Head. Therefore,
whatever He wanted us to read concerning His words and deeds, He commanded His disciples, His
hands, to write. Hence, one cannot but receive what he reads in the Gospels, though written by the
disciples, as though it were written by the very hand of the Lord Himself.*

Consequently, he added, “I have learned to yield this respect and honour only to the
canonical books of Scripture: of these alone do | most firmly believe that the authors were
completely free from error.”

930. Ibid., Letters53.10, p. 102.
*131. Ibid., Letters, no. 53. 3, pp. 97-98.
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Gregory | (540-604). Gregory I, “the Great,” wrote his Commentary on Job in which he
refers to Hebrews 12:6 as “Scripture.”*® He, being the first medieval pope, set the tone for the
succeeding centuries just as he epitomized the preceding ones. Louis Gaussen summarized
the situation very well when he wrote,

... that with the single exception of Theodore of Mopsuestia, (c.A.D. 400), that philosophical divine
whose numerous writings were condemned for their Nestorianism in the fifth ecumenical council,. . .
it has been found impossible to produce, in the long course of the eight first centuries of Christianity,
a single doctor who has disowned the plenary inspiration of the Scriptures, unless it be in the bosom
of the most violent heresies that have tormented the Christian Church; that is to say, among the
Gnostics, the Manicheans, the Anomeans, and the Mahometans.*’

Anselm of Canterbury (1033-1109). In his famous Cur Deus Homo? (chap. 22),
Anselm continued to state the orthodox view of inspiration when he wrote, “And the God-
man himself originates the New Testament and approves the Old. And, as we must
acknowledge him to be true, so no one can dissent from anything contained in these books.
As Archbishop of Canterbury, Anselm addressed the question of authority in another treatise,
where he said, “Leaving aside what is said in Scripture, which | believe without doubting, of
course.”®

The Victorines Outstanding men of the Abbey of St. Victor in Paris in the twelfth
century followed the historical and literal approach to biblical interpretation in the tradition of
the Syrian School at Antioch. Its representatives included Hugh (d. 1142), Richard (d. 1173),
and Andrew (d. 1175). They insisted that liberal arts, history, and geography are basic to
literal exegesis, which gives rise to doctrine, and that doctrine forms the natural background
for allegorization of Scripture. Such literal interpretation they held to be basic to the proper
study of the Bible, which they assumed to be the very word of God.*

Thomas Aquinas (c. 1225-1274). The foundations for medieval theology were laid by
such outstanding scholars as the categorizer Peter Lombard (c.1100-c. 1160) and the
encyclopedist Albert the Great (c. 1193 or 1206-1280). With them the age of medieval
Scholasticism emerged. But the chief spokesman of Scholasticism was Thomas Aquinas, the
great systematic theologian. Thomas Aquinas clearly held to the orthodox doctrine of
inspiration. In his Summa Theologiae Aquinas, the great Roman Catholic theologian, states
that “the Author of Holy Scripture is God.”*! Although he asks the question of “senses” of
Scripture, he assumes the “inspiration” of both the Old and New Testaments. He concurred
with the traditional view that the Scriptures are “divine revelation” (Summa 1.1.1,8; 2) and
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“without error” (Summa 2.1.6.1); In Job 13.1). After the time of Aquinas and his critic John
Duns Scotus (c. 1265-1308), Scholastic philosophy moved into its period of decline. That
culminated in the nominalistic skepticism of William of Ockham (c. 1300-1349), and it set
the stage for the removal of theology from the untrained during the period between the death
of Ockham and the Reformation. Nevertheless, the great scholars, theologians, and doctors of
the established church believed, as did the early Fathers, that the whole Bible is the inspired,
infallible, and inerrant Word of God written. They accepted it as the divinely authoritative
standard for the Christian church without hesitation and without reservation.

THE PRE-REFORMATION CHURCH (C€.1350-c. 1500)

In the meantime other movements were making their appearance in Europe and the
church. Long before the Reformation era (c. 1500-c. 1650) there was a strong desire among
the common people to return to the Scriptures. This desire was evidenced in such movements
as the Waldensians, the Lollards, and the Hussites.

Valdes (fl. 1173-1205/28). Valdes, also known incorrectly as “Peter Waldo,” was a rich
merchant of Lyons. His followers, “the poor men of Lyons,” came to be known as the
Waldensians. At the Third Lateran Council (1179) Valdes and his followers sought
ecclesiastical recognition and produced vernacular translations of the Bible. They were
forbidden to preach except by invitation of the clergy, but they were soon placed under the
ban of excommunication (1184). They began to organize themselves increasingly apart from
the church, ignore its decrees and sanctions, and appoint their own ministers. Their
movement was based on the traditional doctrine of the inspiration and authority of the
Scriptures. They tended to doubt the validity of the sacraments administered by unworthy
ministers, and they appealed to the Scriptures for support of their opposition to various
practices within the church as well as of their right and duty to preach. They soon spread to
Southern France and Spain, and then to Germany, Piedmont, and Lombardy. Their numbers
were decimated after the time of Innocent 11, the Fourth Lateran Council (1215), and the
Inquisition. Although they developed no central leadership or organization, they quickly
contacted the Reformers in the sixteenth century.

John Wycliffe (c. 1320-84). Wycliffe marks a turning point in the transmission of the
Scriptures, but not in the history of the doctrine of the inspiration of the Scriptures. From the
time of his death onward his name has been associated with the movement for the translation
of the Bible into English. The pioneer work of the English reformer and theologian was
directed toward the translation and distribution of the Scriptures, which he and his followers,
the Lollards, believed to be the very Word of God. Wycliffe felt that the Bible alone in the
hands of the people would be sufficient for the Holy Spirit to use among them. So confident
of that was he that he advocated the Scriptures as the only law of the church, and he devoted
his life and energies to their dissemination. Although Wycliffe and his immediate followers
worked within the pale of the church, there was opposition to translations based on several
grounds. According to Henry Hargreaves,

In England, the question of the legality of biblical translations and their use did not come to the fore
until the last quarter of the fourteenth century. Old English versions of biblical books seem to have
aroused no antagonism, and to judge by the number of manuscripts extant, Rolle’s Psalter must have
had a fair popularity, and possibly therefore official countenance. But the aim of the Wycliffite
translators was undoubtedly to set up a new and all-sufficient authority in opposition to the Church.
By now the Church sanctioned much that was un-biblical and did not satisfy Wycliffe’s criterion for
ecclesiastical institutions: that they should conform to the practice of Christ and his followers as
recorded in the Scriptures. The Wycliffites therefore appealed to Goddis lawe’ and Christis lawe’—
their regular names for the Bible and the New Testament. Moreover, they asserted that these laws
were open to the direct understanding of all men on the points most essential to salvation. For such



understanding it was necessary that all men should be able to study the Gospels in the tongue in which
they might best understand their meaning.”

Wycliffe’s use of allegory in interpretation was based on his predisposition that the Words of
Scripture were utterly reliable.** His view of the plenary inspiration of Scripture was the basis
for Wycliffe’s efforts in Bible translation and theology, which made such an impact on John

Hus, Martin Luther, and others that he is known as “The Morning Star of the Reformation.”*

John Hus (c. 1372-1415). Born of a peasant family at Husinec in Bohemia, John Hus
earned his Master’s degree at the university in Prague (1396) before being ordained (1400).
He became a well-known preacher at Bethlehem Chapel in Prague just as Wycliffe’s writings
became widespread in Bohemia, and he became a champion of Wycliffe’s views. In 1411 a
new pope, John XXI11,* excommunicated Hus and placed his followers under interdict.
Disputations led Hus to publish his chief work, De Ecclesia (1413), the first ten chapters of
which were taken directly from Wycliffe, and in 1414 Hus left Bohemia for the Council at
Constance. He was later arrested and executed at the stake in July 1415. His view of the
Scripture was the same as Wycliffe’s. In fact, when Martin Luther began his own work of
reformation and made his appeal to the Scriptures rather than to the established authorities of
the Church, he was frequently chided for following the “error of Hus.” The common ground
of the Bohemian Hussites (sometimes referred to as Waldenses) and Martin Luther was their
appeal to the authority of Scripture.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

When Martin Luther appeared on the scene, he was not entirely original on his point that
the Scriptures are the ultimate source of authority for Christians and that the pope is not their
sole interpreter. Just as the Old Testament claims for inspiration found support in the New, so
the New Testament claims for inspiration found support in the writings of the church Fathers.
In the early church the evidence is early and widespread for the acceptance of the New
Testament claims for inspiration. In the established church the evidence is consonant with the
former period. Throughout the Middle Ages and into the period of the Reformation, church
Fathers, scholars, reformers, and others followed the traditional doctrine of the inspiration of
Scriptures even when they differed over their interpretation. Roland H. Bainton attested that
the Reformers were in this very stream of continuity concerning the inspiration and authority
of Scripture. He noted,

William of Occam had already said that to be saved a Christian is not called upon to believe that
which is not contained in Scripture or to be derived from Scripture by manifest and inescapable logic.
... The counciliarists appealed to the Bible against the pope and in their Leipzig disputation in 59,
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John Eck told Luther that his teaching betrayed the Bohemian virus, in his reliance more on sacred
Scripture than on the supreme pontiffs, councils, doctors and universities. . . . Luther replied that he
did not disdain the opinions of the most illustrious Fathers, but that clear Scripture is to be preferred.
The authority of Scripture is beyond all human capacity.*

8

Doctrines of Inspiration Since the Reformation
INTRODUCTION

The four centuries between the Reformation and the New Reformation have been
characterized as the time of “the making of the modern mind” by John Herman Randall and
others.! During the period between Martin Luther’s Ninety-Five Theses (1517) and Karl
Barth’s Commentary on Romans (1919), a growing divergence between the intellectual and
theological worlds set a climate of opinion that would enable the emerging scientific method
to be used to challenge the authority of the Word of God within the church itself.? Critics and
supporters alike have come to apply the so-called dialectical method to develop their own
doctrines of inspiration and authority of Scripture. However, a correct understanding of the
inspiration and authority of Scripture is not properly derived by a dialectical process. The
deviations and departures from the historic teaching of the Christian church concerning the
nature of Scripture were challenges that caused Christian apologists to respond in defense of
the traditional doctrine of Scripture.®

The first major deviations from the orthodox doctrine of the inspiration and authority of
Scripture emerged after the Reformation of the sixteenth century. As one writer puts it,
Christians early had inherited from the Jews the belief that the biblical writers were somehow
possessed by God, who was thus reckoned as the Bible’s proper author. Since God could not
conceivably be the agent of falsehood, the Bible must be guaranteed free from error. For centuries the
doctrine lay dormant, as doctrine: accepted by all, pondered by few. Not until the sixteenth century
did inspiration and its corollary, inerrancy, come up for sustained review.*

Even then, however, the mainstream of Christian thought continued to adhere to the doctrine
of the inspiration and authority of Scripture. Roland H. Bainton suggests that the Reformers
dethroned the pope and enthroned the Bible as their ultimate authority; the principle of sola

“®46. Roland H. Bainton, “The Bible in the Reformation,” in S. L. Greenslade, ed., The Cambridge History of the
Bible, vol. 3, The West from the Reformation to the Present Day, pp. 2-4.
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scriptura was basic to all Protestants during the Reformation era. At Worms (1521) Martin
Luther (1483-1546) affirmed that nothing as to the faith can be asserted that contradicts or
goes beyond Scripture or evident reason. Ulrich Zwingli (1494-1551) took his stand on the
same ground at the first Zurich disputation before the city council in 1523. John Calvin
(1509-64) wrestled with the identical issue; the Anabaptists were the most scriptural of all
parties of the Reformation; and the Thirty-nine Articles of the Church of England include one
article “Of the sufficiency of the Holy Scriptures for salvation.” Such a widespread and
uniform attitude reflects the general sentiment of the Reformation era that the Bible alone is
the complete and sufficient guide in matters of religious faith and practice. Nevertheless, the
Reformation period of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries was an era of creeds and
confessions in which each denominational group or sect sought to articulate and to perpetuate
its own doctrinal tradition. Although some of those numerous creed-forms tended to become
ends in and of themselves, they were generally based on and drawn from Scripture. These
more or less formal statements of faith will be reviewed as they emerged in history.

THE ANABAPTIST AND BAPTIST TRADITION (C.1524-C.1918)

The earliest of these traditions is associated with the Anabaptist and Baptist groups. These
noncreedal and nonsacramental bodies tended to use confessions and declarations of faith as
descriptions of their doctrinal views rather than as prescriptive formulas to which one gave
allegiance through creeds and catechisms. In general they trace their origins to one of three
basic traditions: (1) Baptist successionism, (2) Anabaptist-Baptist spiritual kinship, and (3)
English separatist dissent. The first two traditions find their teachings reflected in the writings
of such individuals and groups as John Wycliffe (c.1320-1384), John Hus (c.1372-1415),
Balthasar Hubmaier (c.1480-1528), The Shleitheim Confession (1527) of the Swiss
Anabaptists, Martin Bucer (c.1494-55), and Menno Simons (1496-1561). Hubmaier opposed
Roman Catholicism, the Zwinglians, and the Lutherans in many teachings (especially infant
baptism) because they lacked scriptural support. Within his own movement, “An appeal to
the Word of God was the method which Hubmaier used to deal with difficulties which
threatened the Anabaptist fellowship.”® It was Hubmaier who “set forth the Reformation
principle of obedience to the Bible as his personal conviction.”” His influence and that
principle are clearly seen in one of the earliest doctrinal statements of the Reformation era in
which the Anabaptists defined their beliefs, The Schletheim Confession.? In the introduction
to his Treatise Against the Anabaptists, whom he distinguished from the Libertines and the
Spirituals, John Calvin accused them of “many perverse and pernicious errors” but
acknowledged that “at least this sect receives the Holy Scripture, as do we.””
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The influence of Martin Bucer and Menno Simons was directed in other ways during the
Reformation era. Bucer’s “interpretation of Scripture and the position derived from it was
accepted as the official view of the city of Strassburg,”*° where it exerted influence on John
Calvin during the time the Genevan Reformer was in Strassburg. His extensive influence on
the leaders and Bible translators of the Reformation era attest to Bucer’s view of the
inspiration and authority of the Bible."

Menno Simons became the leader of the peaceful Anabaptists in the Netherlands.*? His
view of Scripture is clearly set forth in The Foundation of Christian Doctrine (1539/40),
which took as its text 1 Corinthians 3:11. In it he was concerned with the issues of
Christology and the ban, which were common with the views expressed in The Schleitheim
Confession.™

The third tradition is consonant with the stance of the Church of England and the so-
called “Magisterial Reformation” because it asserts that it arose out of the English spiritual
dissent movement.** Throughout their history, and well into the twentieth century, Baptists
have sought to avoid prescriptive or creedal statements in favor of descriptive or sermonic
expressions of their confessional statements, which they enunciate in their particular
historical, sociological, and theological setting.™

The typical Baptist confessional statement rests firmly on the text and teaching of
Scripture, and particularly the New Testament, which are cited profusely at each point in the
statements they present. In addition, Baptists have tended to build their confessional
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statements on earlier models within their particular tradition. Examples of Baptist statements
are the Confession of Faith (1644) of the seven Baptist churches in London (hence The
London Confession), published three years prior to the Westminster Confession of Faith
(1647) of the Church of England. The London Confession of 1644 was reprinted on numerous
occasions before the so-called Second London Confession was published (1677). It became
the most generally accepted confession of the Regular or Calvinistic Baptists in England, and
it was reissued in 1688 and 1689 as A Confession put forth by the Elders and Brethren of
many Congregations of Christians (Baptized upon Profession of Their Faith) in London and
the Country. That statement was a slight modification of the Westminster Confession of the
Church of England and the Savoy Declaration (1658) of the Congregational churches in order
to suit the distinctives of Baptist polity and baptism. The Second London Confession was
“adopted by the Baptist Association met at Philadelphia, Sept. 25, 1742 and called The
Philadelphia Confession. It followed the model of the Westminster Confession by placing the
doctrine of Scripture in Article I (paragraphs 1-10), where it states,

(1) The Holy Scripture is the only sufficient, certain and infallible rule of all-saving knowledge, faith,
and obedience. . . . (4) The authority of the Holy Scriptures, for which it ought to be believed,
dependeth not upon the testimony of any man or church, but wholly upon God (Who is truth itself),
the author thereof; therefore it is to be received, because it is the Word of God.™

In the area of North Carolina, Separate Baptists joined their efforts with the Sandy Creek
Church. In 1758 the Sandy Creek Association was formed, with the Sandy Creek Church as
its nucleus. Separate Baptists from Virginia and the Carolinas cooperated in their outreach for
more than a dozen years. Article Il of its brief doctrinal statement says, “That the Scriptures
of the Old and New Testaments are the word of God, and only rule of faith and practice.”’

During the nineteenth century, Baptists in both the northern and southern United States
came to use the shorter and moderately Calvinistic statement, The New Hampshire
Declaration of Faith (1833). Basically a consensus statement written well after the
Calvinistic-Freewill controversies among New England Baptists had ceased following the
Great Awakening, it was reprinted in several widely-used Baptist church manuals as the most
popular statement of faith for nearly a century throughout the United States. It became the
focal point of the theological controversy that occurred in the Northern Baptist Convention
after that denomination was organized in 1907. The same statement was adopted, with some
additions, deletions, and other changes, as A Statement of the Baptist Faith and Message of
the Southern Baptist Convention in 1925. The New Hampshire Declaration asserts,

We believe that the Holy Bible was written by men divinely inspired, and is a perfect treasure of
heavenly instruction;* that it has God as its author, salvation for its end,* and truth without any
mixture of error for its matter;* that it reveals the principles by which God will judge us;* and

'°16. The Philadelphia Confession of Faith, 6th ed., as printed by Benjamin Franklin. See The London
Confession of 1644,“ pp. 3-8. The Second London Confession” (1677) is reprinted in William L. Lumpkin, The
Baptist Confessions of Faith, pp. 241-59; Article |, “Of the Holy Scriptures,” is on pp. 248-52. Also see J.E.
Carter, “American Baptist Confessions of Faith: A Review of Confessions of Faith Adopted by Major Baptist
Bodies in the United States,” in William R. Estep, ed., The Lord’s Free People in a Free land: Essays in Baptist
History in Honor of Robert A. Baker. Chapter 5 of this collection presents an overview of the backgrounds,
characteristics, etc., of such statements.

717. Lumpkin, Baptist Confessions, p. 358.



therefore is, and shall remain to the end of the world, the true center of Christian union,* and the
supreme standard by which all human conduct, creeds, and opinions shall be tried.**®

The article was adopted verbatim in the Baptist Faith and Message (1925), but the
Northern Baptists were unable to come to any agreement about a doctrinal statement for their
entire constituency because of the impact of the doctrines of modernism and the
fundamentalist controversy that ensued. As the Northern Baptist Convention went through
the throes of the so-called liberal-fundamentalist controversy, groups that moved out of its
ranks, as well as independent Baptists and others, adopted The New Hampshire Declaration
as their own doctrinal expression of faith. In the meantime the Southern Baptist Convention
reaffirmed and even strengthened this particular article in its adoption of The Baptist Faith
and Message (1963).

THE LUTHERAN TRADITION (C. 1530-C. 1918)

Martin Luther has often been attacked for not holding to the inspiration of Scripture
because of his criticism of certain books of the Bible. James Orr clears the air of this
accusation when he writes of Luther’s view of the Scriptures, “Luther’s views, as his ordinary
teaching and use of Scripture show, were scarcely less high; but, applying a subjective
standard, his judgments on certain books, as the Epistle of James, Revelation, Esther, even
the Epistle to the Hebrews, were rash and arbitrary. These judgments affected canonicity
rather than inspiration.”™ In his monumental study Luther and the Scriptures, M. Reu traces
the development of Luther’s attitude toward the inspiration and authority of Scripture. Early
in his career, the Reformer had submitted himself to the church and the Fathers. Even before
the Diet of Worms in early 1521, Luther began to divorce himself more and more from these
authorities and to advance the notion of sola scriptura, the sole authority of the Scriptures.”’

Luther himself regarded the Bible to be “so much like himself [God], that the Godhead is
wholly in it, and he who has the word has the whole Godhead.”?* As for the words of the
Bible, Luther writes, “And the Scriptures, although they too are written by men, are neither of

'#18. Article “I. Of the Scriptures,” The New Hampshire Declaration of Faith, as published in the Oklahoma
Baptist Messenger58, no. 32 (April 1969), pp. 9-12. There are numerous Scripture citations at each asterisked
point in the text of this article, albeit not all issues of the Declaration contain the Scripture references as so
indicated. This article was adopted verbatim in the Baptist Faith and Message (1925), but the Northern
Baptists were unable to come to any agreement about a doctrinal statement for their entire constituency
because of the impact of the doctrines of modernism and the fundamentalist controversy that ensued. As the
Northern Baptist Convention went through the throes of the so-called liberal-fundamentalist controversy,
groups that moved out of its ranks, as well as independent Baptists and others, adopted The New Hampshire
Declaration as their own doctrinal expression of faith. In the meantime the Southern Baptist Convention
reaffirmed and even strengthened this particular article in its adoption of The Baptist Faith and Message
(1963).

1919. James Orr, Revelation and Inspiration, p. 208.

2970. Reu’s work was reissued with correction to notes in The Springfielder(Springfield, Ill.: Concordia
Theological Seminary, August 1960). Also see John Warwick Montgomery, “Lessons from Luther on the
Inerrancy of Holy Writ,” in John Warwick Montgomery, ed., God’s Inerrant Word: An International Symposium
on the Trustworthiness of Scripture, pp. 63-94.

2121, Martin Luther, in Luther’s Works, J. Pelikan and H. T. Lehman, eds., 55 vols., 52:46, as cited by Geisler,
Decide for Yourself, p. 39.



men nor from men but from God.”?? Elsewhere he says, “Nothing but God’s Word alone
should be preached in Christendom.”?

During the centuries following Luther’s Ninety-five Theses, the Lutheran churches have
espoused nine creeds and confessions of their faith. Those nine statements make up the Book
of Concord, which was first published in 1580, although the first authentic Latin edition was
not published until 1584.2* In the “Epitome of the Articles [of Concord],” the first item
presented is “Of the Compendious Rule and Norm” touching theological controversies. In
three articles concerning the various symbols of the faith, “Lutherans believe, confess, and
teach that the only rule and norm, according to which all doctrines ought to be esteemed and
judged, is not other than the prophetic and apostolic writings both of the Old and of the New
Testament.”? Although the Book of Concord made its appearance in the beginnings of the
period of so-called “Protestant Scholasticism,” the conclusion of M. Reu is appropriate as it
relates the Lutheran position about the Scriptures in the late sixteenth century:

And, indeed, as long as the divine authority of the Bible is maintained, and as long as it is conceded
that it is the product of a unique cooperation of the Holy Spirit and the human writers and, therefore,
as a whole and in all its details the Word of God without contradiction and error, so long the question
after the mode of inspiration is of an entirely secondary nature, and so long one is in harmony with the
best Lutheran theologians from Luther up to the year 1570.%°

From the time of Martin Luther until well into the twentieth century, Lutherans, and
especially those in the United States, in general have held to the position of their founder with
regard to the inspiration and authority of Scripture in both their confessions and their
catechisms. That may be seen especially in such groups as the American Lutheran Church,
the Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod, and the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod.?’

THE EVANGELICAL REFORMED TRADITION (C.1536-C.1918)

The reform movements begun under the leadership of Ulrich Zwingli (1484-1531) and
John Calvin (1509-1564) laid strong claim to the inspiration and authority of Scripture.
Zwingli made constant reference to Scripture during his tenure in Zurich, where he used the
Bible in its original languages for his pulpit ministry. From his disputations with Luther and

2272 Ibid., 55:153; Geisler, p. 41.
2373, Ibid., 30:167; Geisler, p. 42.

2424. The Ecumenical Creeds consist of the Apostles’, Nicene, and Athanasian creeds. The six Confessions set
forth are the Augsburg Confession(1530), Apology of the Augsburg Confession (1530-31), Smalcald Articles
(1537), Luther’s Small Catechism (1529), Luther’s Large Catechism (1529), and Formula of Concord (1576). See
A Short Explanation of Dr. Martin Luther’s Small Catechism: A Handbook of Christian Doctrine, p. 210. See also
Philip Schaff, The Creeds of Christendom.

2575, Schaff, The Creeds of Christendom, vol. 3: The Evangelical Protestant Creeds, with Translations, pp. 93-94.
See also “Articles V-VI,” which are concerned with the relationship “of the Law and the Gospel” and “of the
Third Use of the Law,” pp. 126-35.

% 26. Reu, Luther and the Scriptures, p. 70.

2727, Harold Lindsell, The Bible in the Balancepp. 44-274, discusses the Lutherans in general before probing
into the subject of the Scriptures within the Luthern Church-Missouri Synod. For a discussion of this and
related subjects among other denominational groups and institutional settings see Harold Lindsell, The Battle
for the Bible.



Philip Melanchthon at Marburg (1529) it is apparent that Zwingli differed from the other
Reformers on some points concerning the interpretation of the Scripture, but there was
unanimity among them on the inspiration and authority of Scripture. Even before the
Anabaptists were compelled to leave Zurich over differences of scriptural interpretation,
Zwingli affirmed his own view of Scripture in the Sixty-seven Articles (1523) by writing,
The articles and opinions below I, Ulrich Zwingli, confess to having preached in the worthy city of
Zurich as based upon the Scriptures which are called inspired by God, and | offer to protect and
conqguer with the said articles, and where I have not now correctly understood said Scriptures | shall
allow myself to be taught better, but only from said Scripture.”®

John Calvin was actually a second-generation Reformer. Having been influenced by
Bucer and others, Calvin’s impact has been felt by all his successors. As James Orr states,
“There is a singular breadth and modernness in Calvin’s exegesis; but his faith in the entire
inspiration of the Scriptures is profound and uncompromising. The ultimate guarantee of
inspiration, as already seen, is found by him in the internal witness of the Holy Spirit. The
creeds of the Reformed Church embodied the same conceptions.”?® This observation places
Calvin in the historical church tradition on the doctrine of the inspiration and authority of
Scripture. Throughout his Institutes and his Commentaries, Calvin asserted his belief that the
Bible is the authoritative, infallible, and unerring norm for the Christian faith. His teaching is
treated extensively in the Institutes (1.6.1-4; 1.7.1-5, 13; 1.9.1-3). In addition to that doctrinal
development, Calvin’s Commentaries affirm that the Scriptures are “the certain and unerring
rule” (Ps. 5:11), and that some of the alleged errors must be attributed to scribal mistakes.*
Recent treatments confirming Calvin’s view of Scripture have been made by John Murray,
Kenneth Kantzer, J.1. Packer, and others.*

The groups associated with Zwingli and Calvin, or those that arose under their influence,
were scattered throughout Europe during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. One
example of such influence came with John Knox (c. 1513-1572), who arrived to study in
Geneva during a period of exile. He took the teachings of Calvin with him when he returned
to Scotland. There he established Calvinism as the official religion, including its teaching on
the inspiration and authority of Scripture. His disciples in turn trained James VI, later James |
(1603-1625) of England, who shared their high regard for Scripture.

In the meantime, Reformed doctrinal expression was preserved and propagated in
Switzerland through The Sixty-seven Articles or Conclusions of Uldrich Zwingli (1523),% The

%828, Ulrich Zwingli, Sixty-seven Articles, Preface, in Clyde L. Manschreck, ed., A History of Christianity, vol. 2,
Readings in the History of the Church from the Reformation to the Present, pp. 67-70.

2999, Orr, Revelation and Inspiration, p. 207, where the author makes reference to Calvin’s Institutes of the
Christian Religion, 1.7.4-5.

%930. John Calvin, Commentary on the Harmony of the Evangelists(Calvin Translation Society), p. 272.

3131, John Murray, Calvin on Scripture and Divine Sovereignty, 1960, pp. 11-31, reprint articles from Torch and
Trumpet; Kenneth S. Kantzer, Calvin and the Holy Scriptures,” in John F. Walvoord, ed., Inspiration and
Interpretation, pp. 115-55; J.1. Packer, Calvin’s View of Scripture,” in Montgomery, ed., God’s Inerrant Word,
pp. 95-114. See also, for example, John H. Gerstner, The View of the Bible Held by the Church: Calvin and the
Westminster Divines,"in Norman L. Geisler, ed., Inerrancy, pp. 383-410, 482-85.

3237, Schaff, The Creeds of Christendom, 3:197-207, for the German and Latin texts of these articles first
published and defended at Zurich on January 29, 1523.



Ten Conclusions of Berne (1528),% The First Helvetic Confession (1536),%* and The Second
Helvetic Confession (1566).% It was in this tradition that Franz Turretini, or Francis Turretin
(1623-1687), and his son Johann Alfons (1671-1737) both taught at Geneva. In France the
work of Calvin was perpetuated in the The Gallican Confession (1559), which asserts, “We
believe that the Word contained in these [canonical] books has proceeded from God, and
receives its authority from him alone, and not from men.”*® This Confession was published in
a somewhat modified and abridged form and used by the Waldenses as A Brief Confession of
Faith of the Reformed Churches of the Piedmont (1655).%

In the Low Countries the great confessions of the Reformed tradition were set forth in
three basic treatises: The Belgic Confession (1561),% The Heidelberg (Palatinate) Catechism
(1563),* and The Canons of Dort (1618-1619).“° The Belgic Confession was the basic
confessional statement of the Netherlands during the period when Jacob Arminius (1560-
1609), a Dutch theologian, promulgated the doctrines now known as Arminianism. His
immediate followers were called “the Remonstrants,” after their anti-Calvinistic
Remonstrance, or “Five Articles,” published in 1610. Arminius devoted six of his seventy-
nine private disputations to the nature, authority, and adequacy of Scripture. In them he
asserted that in the transmission of His Word, God “first employed oral enunciation in its
delivery, and afterwards, writing, as a more certain means against corruption and oblivion . . .
so that we now have the infallible word of God in no other place than in the Scriptures . . . the
instrument of religion.” He continued his argument by stating that the “authority of the word
of God, which is comprised of the Old and New Testament, lies both in the veracity of the

B33, Ibid., 3:208-10, for the German and Latin texts of these, prepared for a large religious conference held in
Berne on January 7-26, 1528.

3434, Ibid., 3:211-31, for the German and Latin texts of this expression of the faith drawn up for use by all the
Reformed cantons of Switzerland in 1536; the earlier confessions were statements with merely local authority.

%35, This Confession is a theological treatise rather than a confessional statement as such. See ibid., 3:233-
306, for extracts from its contents as well as references concerning translations of the Latin, German, and
French editions of Johann Heinrich Bullinger (1504-75) and first published at Zurich in 1566.

%36, Prepared by Calvin and his pupil De Chandieu in 1559, this Confession was used among the French
Calvinists. It was originally published in French before being translated into German (1562) and Latin (1566).
See Confessio Fidei Gallicana, in Schaff, The Creeds of Christendom, 3:356-82, where Articles II-V, pp. 360-62,
concern the Scriptures.

3737, published in French, English, and Latin editions, this confession is still in use among the Waldenses in
Italy. Ibid., 3:757-70.

833, Composed in French by Guy de Bres (d. 1567) for the churches in Flanders and the Netherlands in 1561,
this confession was adopted by a Reformed synod at Emden (1571) and by the national synod at Dort (1619),
following careful revision by comparing French, Latin, and Dutch copies. Ibid., 3:383-436.

¥ 30, Ibid., 3:307-55, contains the German text of the third edition along with a new English translation. This
catechism was used in the churches and schools of the Electoral Palatinate following its publication in 1563.

%9 40. Ibid., 3:545-97, contains The Canons of the Synod of Dort, which are also called the Five Articles Against
the Remonstrantsin Response to The Five Arminian Articles (1610), ibid., 3:545-49. Also see Doctrinal
Standards of the Christian Reformed Church.



whole narration, and of all the declarations, whether they be those about things past, about
things present, or about those which are to come, and in the power of the commands and
prohibitions, which are contained in the divine word.”** Representatives at the National
Synod at Dort (1618-19) carefully revised The Belgic Confession by comparing texts of its
French, Dutch, and Latin copies. This confession contains five articles devoted to the
Scriptures, including the statement from Article V:

that this Word of God was not sent nor delivered by the will of man, but that holy men of God spake
as they were moved by the Holy Ghost, as the apostle Peter saith. And that afterwards God, from a
special care which he has for us and for our salvation, commanded his servants, the Prophets and
Apostles, to commit his revealed Word to writing; and he himself wrote with his own finger the two
tables of the law. Therefore we call such writings holy and divine Scriptures.*’

Following its presentation of the canonical books and their sufficiency, The Belgic
Confession ends its statement on Scripture by concluding, “Therefore we reject with all our
hearts whatsoever doth not agree with this infallible rule, which the apostles have taught us,
saying, Try the spirits whether they are of God. Likewise, If there come any unto you, and
bring not this doctrine, receive him not into your house.”*® The Belgic Confession was adopt
ed as the official doctrinal standard for the Reformed churches following its revision at the
Synod at Dort. The Reformed church settled on the Calvinistic position as it pertained to the
doctrine of the inspiration and authority of Scripture and held to that position into the
twentieth century.

THE WESTMINSTER TRADITION (C. 1538-C. 1918)

Unlike the Continental Reformation, which was first religious and then political, the
English Reformation was first political and then religious.** Prior to its separation from Rome
the church in England had followed in the train of Wycliffe in its desire to translate the
Scriptures into English. William Tyndale (c.1494-1536), for example, expressed his view that
Scripture is inspired through his Bible translation efforts. Showing the influence of Luther
and other Reformers on his thought, he appealed to Scripture as his final authority. That in
turn led him to oppose papal claims to authority and helped to set the stage for the separation
of the Church of England from Rome under Henry VIII (reigned 1509-1547). Once that
separation was realized in 1534, the Church of England moved dramatically and sometimes
violently from one theological position to another. As a result of the extremes of Edward VI
(reigned 1547-1553) and Mary (reigned 1553-1558), Elizabeth I (reigned 1558-1603) sought
an outward conformity in matters of religion when she ascended to the throne of her father,
Henry VIII. Finally, after numerous previous efforts, The Thirty-Nine Articles of Religion of
the Church of England became the legal formularies of the Church of England (1571) and

*141. Jacobus Arminius, Disputations 5-10, in The Writings of James Arminius, 2:14-17.

242, Confessio Belgica, Article Ill, in Schaff, The Creeds of Christendom, 3:384-85; also Doctrinal Standards, p.
3.

343, Confessio Belgica, Article VI, in Schaff, The Creeds of Christendom, 3:388-89. See also Doctrinal
Standards, p. 5.

* 44, W. H. Griffith-Thomas, The Principles of Theology: Introduction to the Thirty-Nine Articles, p. xxxiv.



Ireland (1615).% The Thirty-Nine Articles combined features both of the Swiss (or Reformed)
and Lutheran confessions. These articles were first published in an Editio Latina Princeps in
1561, then in English (1571), and subsequently revised for the Protestant Episcopal church in
the United States of America (1801).* The Article “Of the Sufficiency of the Holy Scriptures
for Salvation” affirms that “Holy Scripture containeth all things necessary to salvation: so
that whatsoever is not read therein, nor may be proved thereby, is not to be required of any
man, that should be believed as an article of the Faith, or be thought requisite or necessary for
salvation.”"’

Puritanism arose in England about the time The Thirty-Nine Articles were published. It
was a movement committed to a “radical purification and reconstruction of Church and State
on the sole basis of the Word of God, without regard to the traditions of men. It was a second
reformation, as bold and earnest as the first.”*® The Puritans were not a separate organization
or sect but an advanced wing within the national church. During the seventeenth century they
vied with Anabaptists, Baptists, Congregationalists, Episcopalians, Presbyterians as well as
other Conformist and Nonconformist elements in the struggles for control of the Church of
England. Those struggles had a practical and conservative character that operated within the
bounds of The Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity by Richard Hooker (c.1554-1600). By
“representing the Church as a legislative body which had power to make and unmake
institutions and rites not affecting the doctrines of salvation laid down in the Scriptures and
ecumenical creeds,”*® Hooker set the tone for subsequent efforts to steer a course betwen
Romanism on the one hand and Lutheranism and Calvinism on the other. Within her ranks
Calvinistic Puritans, Arminian Methodists, liberal Latitudinarians, and Romanizing
Tractarians and Ritualists were able to operate by conforming to the official formulas of the
Church of England.

The Westminster Assembly of Divines was called in 1642 to legislate for Christian
doctrine, worship, and discipline in the state church. Its work stands at the forefront of
Protestant councils. The Assembly produced A Confession of Faith (647) and two
“Catechisms” that were written in English and used throughout Anglo-Presbyterian churches
into the twentieth century.® The first article of The Westminster Confessions of Faith is

5 45. bid, pp. xxix-xlix, lists among the Ten Articles(1536), Thirteen Articles (1538), Six Articles (1539), Forty-
Two Articles (1553), and Thirty-Eight Articles (1562), as well as other treatises.

% 46. Schaff, The Creeds of Christendom, 3:486-516, places all three texts in parallel columns.
*747. Article IV, ibid., 3:489. The American Revision (1801) is here cited.

*848. Ibid., 1:703. In a note Schaff indicates that the name Puritans(from “pure” ), or Precisians occurs first in
1564 or 1566. This matter may be pursued by referring to H. W. Clark, History of English Nonconformity, and
more recent attempts at synthesis by M. M. Knappen, Tudor Puritanism: A Chapter in the History of Idealism,
and William Haller, The Rise of Puritanism.
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at Westminster, Concerning a Confession of Faith: With Questions and Texts of Scripture Annexed. Commonly
known as The Westminster Confession, it was accompanied by A Larger Catechism (1647) and A Shorter



devoted to the subject “Of the Holy Scripture.” Because of the insufficiency of mankind’s
knowledge of God, His will, and His salvation,

it pleased the Lord, at sundry times, and in diverse manners, to reveal himself, and to declare that his
will unto his Church; and afterwards for the better preserving and propagating of the truth, and for the
more sure establishment and comfort of the church against corruption of the flesh, and the malice of
Satan and of the world, to commit the same wholly unto writing; which maketh the holy Scripture to
be most necessary; those former ways of God’s revealing his will unto his people being now ceased.™

At a later point the Confession adds that
the authority of Scripture, for which it ought to be believed and obeyed, dependeth not upon the
testimony of any man or church, but wholly upon God (who is truth itself), the Author thereof; and
therefore it is to be received, because it is the word of God. . . . yet notwithstanding, our full
persuasion and assurance of the infallible truth, and divine authority thereof, is from the inward work
of the Holy Spirit, bearing witness by and with the Word in our hearts. . . .

V1. The whole counsel of God, concerning all things necessary for his own glory, man’s salvation,
faith, and life, is either expressly set down in Scripture, or by good and necessary consequence may
be deduced from Scripture: unto which nothing at any time is to be added, whether by new revelations
of the Spirit, or traditions of men. . . .

IX. The infallible rule and interpretation of Scripture is the Scripture itself. . . .

X. The Supreme Judge, by which all controversies of religion are to be determined, and all decrees of
councils, opinions of ancient writers, doctrines of men, and private spirits, are to be examined, and in
whose sentence we are to rest, can be no other but the Holy Spirit speaking in the Scripture.*

While the Church of England (and the Protestant Episcopal church in the United States)
as well as the Anglo-Presbyterian churches followed these formulas, the Congregationalists
modified the Westminster Confession to suit their own church polity in The Savoy
Declaration (1658). One of the key leaders at the Savoy Assembly was the onetime vice-
chancellor of Oxford University, Puritan theologian par excellence and leading independent
Congregationalist minister John Owen (1616-1683). He has been regarded erroneously by
some to be a transitional figure between the “Reformation stance of the Westminster Divines
and the Protestant scholasticism of his continental contemporaries.” Throughout the volumes
that he wrote, Owen “was convinced that in the theological debates with Enthusiasts, Roman
Catholics, Rationalists, Socinians, and Arminians the primary issue to be addressed was the
question of authority.” The year following the Savoy Assembly, he wrote “two especially
significant works: The Divine Original of the Scriptures and A Vindication of the Greek and
Hebrew Text. The former presents his distinctive view of authority, and both of them taken
together involved him in a controversy regarding the integrity of the available Greek and
Hebrew manuscripts.”*® As Congregationalists met in various national councils during the

Catechism, (1647). See Schaff, The Creeds of Christendom, 3:598-673; facsimile of title pages of A Larger
Catechism, 3:674-75; the text of A Shorter Catechism, 3:676-704. For the text of The Westminster Confession,
also see John H. Leith, ed., Creeds of the Churches, pp. 292-308.

151, Chapter 1, “Of Holy Scripture, 1,” in Schaff, The Creeds of Christendom, 3:600-601.
°252. Ibid., 3:603-6.

353, Stanley N. Gundry, “John Owen on Authority and Scripture,” in John D. Hannah, ed., Inerrancy and the
Church, pp. 189-221, gives an excellent analysis of Owen’s position and the serious misrepresentation of it that
has been espoused by Jack Rogers and Donald McKim.



nineteenth century, they continued to address the issue of authority of Scripture. One such
expression of their position is seen in The Oberlin Declaration of the National
Congregational Council (1871) of the United States. In that brief statement the assembled
messengers state that they “agree in the belief that the Holy Scriptures are the sufficient and
only infallible rule of religious faith and practice; their interpretation thereof being in
substantial accordance with the great doctrines of the Christian faith, commonly called
Evangelical, held in our churches from the early times, and sufficiently set forth by former
General Councils.”™*

Although John Wesley (1701-1791) desired to remain within the Church of England, his
followers in America formed the first Methodist society in New York (1766) among Irish
immigrants. After the American Revolution Wesley drew up The Twenty-Five Articles of
Religion, which were adopted by the American Methodists in 1784. These Articles were a
liberal and judicious abridgment of The Thirty-Nine Articles, with Calvinistic and other
features omitted. Nevertheless, in Article I, “The Sufficiency of the Holy Scriptures for
Salvation,” Wesley set forth that
the Holy Scriptures contain all things necessary to salvation; so that whatsoever is not read therein,
nor may be proved thereby, is not to be required of any man that it should be believed as an article of
faith, or be thought requisite or necessary to salvation. In the name of the Holy Scripture we do
understand those canonical books of the Old and New Testament of whose authority was never any
doubt in the Church.”

He frequently affirmed his belief in the inspiration and authority of Scripture as “the oracles
of God,” written by “men divinely inspired.” He attested to their truthfulness by saying, “’All
Scripture is given by inspiration of God,” consequently, all Scripture is infallibly true,” and
“If there be any mistakes in the Bible, there may as well be a thousand. If there be one
falsehood in that book, it did not come from the God of truth.”*®

The early followers of Wesley unanimously continued in the same high view of the
inspiration and authority of Scripture. In fact, as Wilber T. Dayton states, “The absolute
authority and total reliability of the Bible was taken for granted in early Wesleyanism as
emphatically as motherhood has been assumed to be the principle for the survival of the
human race. Nothing would have been more repugnant to original Methodism than to cast
doubt on the Word of God, the very source of life.”>” The Irish Wesleyan Adam Clarke
(c.1762-1832) frequently affirmed his belief in the plenary inspiration and infallibility of
Scripture as “the only complete directory of the faith and practice of man.”® The first
systematic theologian of the Wesleyan movement was Richard Watson (1781-1833), who
wrote a two-volume Theological Institutes (1823). Watson’s understanding of inspiration was
that “the sacred writers composed their works under so plenary and immediate an influence
of the Holy Spirit, that God may be said to speak by them to man, and not merely that they

>454. Schaff, The Creeds of Christendom, 3:737. Also see The Declaration of the Congregational Union of
England and Wales(1833) and The Declaration of the Boston National Council (1865), which speak of the
Scriptures as the testimony of God." 3:730-36.
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spoke to men in the name of God, and by his authority.”* It was not until the opening years
of the twentieth century that Methodism moved from its moorings in this high view of
Scripture. Even then, the move was based on tendencies other than the objective and
historical record of Scripture. That shift came instead as a result of the impact of
subjectivism, secularism, and when the methodology of modern science as the basis of
authority in social matters was transferred to theology.

THE ROMAN CATHOLIC TRADITION (C. 1545-C. 1918)

The traditional teaching on the doctrine of the inspiration and authority of Scripture had
been well established throughout the mainstream of the Christian church long before Luther
posted the Ninety-five Theses in 1517. The great struggle of the early Reformers was over the
issue of the interpretation of the Scriptures. Roland Bainton attests that this “was the main
reason why authority had come to be ascribed to the pope in faith and morals. Catholics
argued that if there were no infallible interpreter, there could be no infallible revelation.
Luther and other Reformers roundly denied that and other claims to such authority. Thus, the
great disputations during the sixteenth century revolved around the issue of who would
interpret the Scriptures, which were received as God’s Word. As a result of those and other
controversies the Council of Trent, which held sessions from 1545 to 1563, set down the
Roman Catholic position in The Canons and Dogmatic Decrees of the Council of Trent
(1563). The conservative nature of Roman Catholicism reflected itself during that council,
and subsequent events have demonstrated that Catholicism has had less flexibility in the
expression of its doctrine of religious authority than have the various communions of the non-
Roman traditions.

The church of Rome has continued to perpetuate the view that Scripture and tradition
were the dual basis of religious authority, and it set forth that position in the twelve articles of
the Profession of the Tridentine Faith (1564). In Article 111 the Council asserted that the
faithful must agree to certain admissions, including, “I also admit the Holy Scriptures,
according to that sense which our holy mother Church has held and also does hold, to which
it belongs to judge of the true sense and interpretation of Scriptures; neither will | ever take
and interpret them otherwise than according to the unanimous consent of the Fathers.”"
During the nineteenth century, Pope Pius 1X issued The Papal Syllabus of Errors (1864) in
which he attacked the positions of “Pantheism, Naturalism, and Absolute Rationalism” by
listing among their errors the views that “Divine revelation is imperfect, and therefore,
subject to continual and definite progress of human reason. . . . The prophecies and miracles
set forth and narrated in the Sacred Scriptures are fictions of poets . . . mythical inventions,
and Jesus Christ is himself a mythical fiction.”®* The position of the papacy had not altered
concerning the doctrine of the inspiration and authority of Scripture.

The same tradition soon reflected itself again in The Dogmatic Decrees of the Vatican
Council concerning the Catholic Faith and the Church of Christ (1870) which addressed the
question of Scripture as “divine revelation” that can “be known by every one with facility,
with firm assurance, and with no mixture of error. . . . Further, this supernatural revelation,
according to the universal belief of the Church, declared by the sacred Synod of Trent, is
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contained in the written books and unwritten traditions which have come down to us.”® As
James T. Burtchaell has suggested, “The Catholic Church has displayed little spontaneous
desire to refine, revise, and improve her doctrinal formulations. Only when she is goaded and
provoked from without does she bestir herself to this apparently disagreeable task.”®* Justo L.
Gonzalez speaks similarly in referring to the papal response to the development of higher
criticism during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. He writes, “When modern
forms of critical research were developed, Rome condemned those who tried to relate them to
religious questions. . . . [Which] provides some justification for the commonly held view
among Igsrotestants that the Catholic Church was one of the most reactionary forces in the
world.”

Carl F. H. Henry treats the recent changes in the Roman Catholic position in his
discussion of the doctrine of inerrancy among the Reformers. He writes,
Throughout its long medieval influence, the Roman church therefore promoted the doctrine of
scriptural inerrancy and opposed notions of a limited inerrancy restricted to faith and morals. The
effort by Henry Holden (1596-1662) in Divinae Fidei Analysis to promote limited inerrancy garnered
no enthusiasm.

But in the late-nineteenth and early-twentieth century, Roman and Protestant clergy alike shared in the
flight from inerrancy. The New Catholic Encyclopedia indicates the Roman church’s traditional
support for inerrancy but then goes on to indicate the contemporary mood: “It is nonetheless obvious
that many biblical statements are simply not true when judged according to modern knowledge of
science and history. . . .”

The Vatican Il declaration that Scripture teaches “without error that truth which God wanted put into
the Sacred Writings for the sake of our salvation” is interpreted descriptively by some priests. . . .
Others intepret it restrictively.®®

That indicates that the scope of theology in the twentieth century has broadened
confessionally to the point that it is no longer possible to consider a Roman Catholic theology
in the twentieth century apart from its counterparts in Lutheranism, the Reformed tradition,
and so on.

The dialogue across denominational lines has become too active and significant for that kind of easy
division. Theologians are reading the works of their colleagues in other traditions, not simply as a
matter of curiosity or even to refute them, but in order to learn from them and enter into dialogue with
them. This was already largely true of Protestantism in the nineteenth century, but the twentieth
century has made it true also of Roman Catholics and Eastern Orthodox.®’

THE EASTERN ORTHODOX TRADITION (C. 1643-C. 1918)

Although the Eastern church had developed its own separate tradition from the West, its
position on Scripture was quite similar to that of Roman Catholicism in maintaining the dual
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authority of Scripture and tradition. As recently as 1839, for example, The Longer Catechism
of the Orthodox Catholic Eastern Church contains a lengthy presentation in its “Introduction
to the Orthodox Catechism”® for use of The Orthodox Confession of the Eastern Church
(1643).% In that introduction the discussion “On Divine Revelation” asks, “Why are not all
men capable of receiving a revelation immediately from God?” and answers that it is “owing
to their sinful impurity, and weakness both in soul and body.” After naming the prophets, our
Lord Jesus Christ, and the apostles as the heralds of divine revelation, the Introduction
addresses the question, “Can not man, then, have any knowledge of God without a special
revelation from him?” and answers by stating that “this knowledge is imperfect and
insufficient, and can serve only as a preparation for faith, or as a help towards the knowledge
of God from his revelation.” In its section “On Holy Tradition and Holy Scripture” the
Introduction asks, “How is divine revelation spread among men and preserved in the true
Church?” The answer: “By two channels-holy tradition and holy Scripture.” The Introduction
also says that “the most ancient and original instrument for spreading divine revelation is
holy tradition” but that Holy Scripture was given “to this end, that divine revelation might be
preserved more exactly and unchangeably.” Question 23 raises the issue of the relationship of
the two: “Must we follow holy tradition even when we possess holy Scripture? We must
follow that tradition which agrees with the divine revelation and with holy Scripture, as is
taught us by holy Scripture itself. . . . 2 Thess. ii.15.”"

During the later seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries Russian theology, like that in
the Greek world, became subject to a heavy Western influence. During that period the
instruction given in Russian seminaries was in Latin rather than either Slavonic or Greek.
Both “Latinizers” and “Protestantizers” (mainly Lutheran) extended their influence. It was
not until the period 1850-1900 that Russian theology began to come fully into its own. The
revolution of 1917 dealt the movement a severe blow within Russia, although the traditions
of Russian theology were continued among writers who emigrated.” On balance, the history
of Eastern Christendom is marked by a deep sense of continuity with the past, and that
continuity is apparent in all branches of Byzantine civilization: in literature and philosophy,
in political thought and law, and not least in theology. As Kallistos Ware says,

The “Age of the Fathers” in eastern Christendom does not come to a close with the Council of
Chalcedon in the fifth century, nor yet with the last meeting of the last Ecumenical Council in the
eighth, but it extends uninterrupted until 1453; and even today—despite heavy borrowings from the
Roman Catholic and Protestant west during the seventeenth and following centuries—Eastern
Orthodoxy remains basically Patristic in outlook.”

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

During and after the Reformation era, Christianity entered into an age of creed-forms and
confessions as individual groups, denominations, and sects sought to articulate, defend, and
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perpetuate their own doctrinal traditions. Those more or less official and formal expressions
proliferated with the spread of Christianity throughout the world in the various movements.
As they are surveyed, they reflect a basic commitment to the doctrines of historic Christianity
in general and to the traditional doctrine of the inspiration and authority of Scripture in
particular. “The Reformers and Counter-Reformers were disputing whether all revealed truth
was in the Scripture alone, and whether it could be interpreted by private or by official
scrutiny. Despite a radical disagreement on these issues both groups persevered in receiving
the Bible as a compendium of inerrant oracles dictated by the Holy spirit.””® The Eastern
Orthodox maintained the same traditional doctrine. When placed into a larger context this
limited view may be challenged by some, but the various official statements, creed-forms,
and confessions of the mainstream of Christianity during the period from the Reformation to
the close of World War I indicate the continued traditional commitment to the orthodox
doctrine of the inspiration and authority of Scripture. That is reflected in the nonsectarianism
of Anabaptists as well as the official statements of the more creedalistic communions.
Throughout its broad and diverse ranks, Christians of all major persuasions prior to World
War | officially adhered to the belief that the Scriptures are the divinely inspired,
authoritative, infallible, and inerrant Word of God.

9

Divergent Views of Revelation and Inspiration in the
Modern World

INTRODUCTION

A survey of the more-or-less official and formal expressions of the teachings on the
inspiration and authority of Scripture from each of the traditional major Christian traditions
as they entered the twentieth century shows the orthodox Christian position on the doctrine of
the inspiration and authority of Scripture prevailed.® Nevertheless, various challenges to that
traditional teaching ultimately led to the bold confrontation of religious authority by
proponents of modern science and scientific method. Before 1860 the concern was with
specific problems of special revelation; after that time it centered on the serious question of
whether there was any revelation at all. The two primary influences that brought these
periods into such confrontation were Darwin’s On the Origin of Species (1859) and the
introduction of the so-called historical method.

With that frame of reference, the following discussion will look into the changing
climates of opinion as attitudes and methods were developed that affected modern views of
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revelation, inspiration, and authority of Scripture. Then it will address orthodox responses to
those attitudes as well as the development of the methodologies of historical criticism.
CHANGING CLIMATES OF OPINION

It was not until the post-Reformation period that the first major deviations from the
traditional doctrine of inspiration of the Scriptures made their appearance. Those deviations
were not abrupt challenges to the traditional doctrine of Scripture, but represented a gradual
moving away from it.* They arose when the authority of the Roman Catholic church had been
challenged successfully and dissidents were protected as new ideas and methods of
investigation were developed. Early in the period efforts by such men as Nicholas Copernicus
(1473-1543), Andreas Vesalius (1514-1564), Tycho Brahe (1546-1601), Francis Bacon
(1561-1626), Johannes Kepler (1571-1630), Galileo Galilei (1546-1642), and others forged
the modern scientific attitude in the Western world. Their views were often opposed by
established religious authorities.”

Similar trends occurred in the theological world. Frederick of Saxony protected Martin
Luther at Wartburg Castle in 1521-22, and there Luther published a tract on monastic vows
and translated the New Testament into German. Elsewhere, the Italian Socinians, Lelio
Francesco Maria Sozini (1525-1562) and his nephew Fausto Paolo Sozzini (1539-1604), were
able to deny the divinity of Christ as they moved to Poland and joined an active group of
Unitarians located there. The Racovian Catechism was published there in 1605,° before the
group was driven from Poland altogether toward the middle of the seventeenth century. In the
1650s John Biddle (1615-62) published the Unitarian tracts that resulted in his being
reckoned “the father of Unitarianism.” In addition to those episodes, the Christian world
experienced other significant changes in the climates of opinion during the seventeenth,
eighteenth, and nineteenth centuries.

PIETISM (C. 1650-C. 1725)

Pietism arose in Germany under the leadership of Philipp Jakob Spener (1635-1705) and
his close friend August Hermann Francke (1633-1727). Spener had published the influential
Pia Desideria’ (1675) while serving as a pastor in Frankfurt. Later he became a court
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preacher at Dresden where Francke joined him, but orthodox Lutherans soon reacted against
them, and their movement became involved in controversy. By 1694 they were settled at
Halle, where they established charitable centers and founded a university. Pietists held to the
doctrine of the inspiration of Scripture in the same manner as did the Roman Catholic,
Orthodox, Anabaptist, Lutheran, Evangelical Reformed, and Westminster traditions, but the
Pietists had a different emphasis. They stressed subjective, personal experience rather than
biblical doctrines or catechism. As Francke put it, “We may safely assure those who read the
word with devotion and simplicity, that they will derive more light and profit from such a
practice, and from connecting meditation with it . . . than can ever be acquired from drudging
through an infinite variety of unimportant minutiae.”®

Although Pietists adhered to the inspiration of the Bible, they advocated the individual
feeling as being of primary importance. That may have been an adequate method for avoiding
the cold orthodoxy of so-called Protestant Scholasticism, but it opened the door for the
equally dangerous enemy of subjective experientialism. First-generation pietists could recall
and reflect on their grounding in Scripture while validly advocating the need for individual
experience. The second generation would stress the need for individual experience, but often
without a proper biblical or catechetical basis. That would leave the third generation to
question individual experience without having a biblical or doctrinal standard to serve as an
objective criterion. In turn, unanswered questions would demand an authority of some kind.
When the Scriptures were neglected, human reason or subjective experience would fill the
need as the required standard. Thus, although not causing other movements directly, Pietism
gave impetus to Deism, Skepticism, and Rationalism. Those movements were not limited to
any particular country prior to the revolutions in America and France, but Deism was most
dominant in England and America, Skepticism in France, and Rationalism in Germany.®

DEIsM (C. 1625-c. 1800)

Deists of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries adopted what is known as a two-level
approach to apologetics and theology. Such an approach utilized philosophy to lay the
foundation and then presented the Christian faith on the strength of the philosophical
arguments. Lord Herbert of Cherbury (1583-1648) is usually identified as the father of
Deism. His idea was that certain common notions were imprinted upon the human mind by
the hand of God independent of particular creeds and revelations, and as such they form the
basis of all true religion. Those ideas of natural theology were comparable to those of Rene
Descartes (1596-1650) and Benedict de Spinoza (1632-1677)° except that Lord Herbert
attempted to relate them to the Christian experience of revelation. His ideas were also similar
to those of a group of influential Platonists who flourished at Cambridge around 1633-88,
where Sir Isaac Newton (1642-1727) became the most eminent scientist of his time. Deists
had a distaste for both fanaticism and Calvinism, as they extolled the virtues of reason. Their
view of God and the universe was quite different from the modern, popular notion that asserts
that Deism viewed God as an “absentee landlord” who is too remote to be involved in the

88. See Hermann Francke, A Guide to the Reading and Study of the Holy Scriptures, p. 83.

%9, Colin Brown, Philosophy and the Christian Faith: A Historical Sketch from the Middle Ages to the Present
Day, pp. 37-106. Also see Bruce Demarest, “The Bible in the Enlightenment Era,” in Gordon R. Lewis and Bruce
Demarest, eds., Challenges to Inerrancy: A Theological Response, pp. 11-47.

1910. Discourse on Method (1637) and Meditations on First Philosophy (1641) represent Des cartes’s two chief
philosophical works. They and other works have been published together with Benedict de Spinoza’s Ethics
(1677) as vol. 31 of Great Books of the Western World, Robert Maynard Hutchins, ed.



day-to-day events of His creation. Nevertheless, their approach to theology did open the door
for divergent views about the inspiration and authority of Scripture.
MATERIALISM (C. 1650-PRESENT)

While he was not a materialist, Francis Bacon (1561-1626) did set the stage for modern
biblical criticism when he systematically expounded the notion that man’s power to control
nature rests in his own hands and can be achieved if he applies correct methods. In his Novum
Organum (1620) Bacon claimed that all truth is discovered by induction and known
pragmatically."* He argued that by making inductions from the simplest facts of experience
man could reach forward to discover the fundamental principles, which would issue forth in
beneficial practical results—thus making truth and utility the very same things in the world of
science. In addition, Bacon completely separated the realm of reason and science from the
realm of faith and religion.

Although Bacon made significant contributions, the most prominent materialist
philosopher of the post-Reformation period was Thomas Hobbes (1588-1672), who wrote,
whatsoever we imagine is finite. Therefore there is no idea or conception of anything we call infinite.
No man can have in his mind an image of infinite magnitude, infinite time, or infinite force, or infinite
power. When we say anything is infinite, we signify only that we are not able to conceive the ends
and bounds of the thing named, having no conception of the thing, but our own inability. And
therefore the name God is used . . . that we may honour Him."

In view of that, Hobbes concluded:

The world (I mean not the earth only, that denominates the lovers of it “worldly men,” but the
universe, that is, the whole mass of all things that are) is corporeal, that is to say, body; and hath the
dimensions of magnitude, namely, length, breadth, and depth: also every part of the body is likewise
body, and hath the like dimensions; and consequently every part of the universe is body, and that
which is not body is no part of the universe: and because the universe is all, that which is no part of it
is nothing, and consequently nowhere.*

In addition to his materialistic philosophy, Hobbes was one of the first modern writers to
engage in explicit higher criticism of Scripture. He states that “the Scriptures by the Spirit of
God in man, mean a man’s spirit, inclined to Godliness.” Hobbes viewed the healing of the
demoniac by Jesus as a “parable” when he announced, “I see nothing at all in the Scripture,
that requireth a belief, that Demoniacs were any other thing but Mad-men.” He understood
the miracles of the gospels as parabolical or spiritual but not historical because “Scripture
was written to shew unto men the kingdom of God, and to prepare their minds to become his
obedient subjects; leaving the world, and the philosophy thereof, to the disputations of men,
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for the exercising of their natural reason.”** Hobbes’s complete separation of divine
revelation (for spiritual truth) from human reason (for cognitive truth) not only anticipates
Soren Kierkegaard and Karl Barth, it goes beyond them.

NATURALISM (C. 1650-PRESENT)

While some Deists had used natural theology to support Christianity, others used it as a
rational alternative to what they considered irrational, revealed religion. Benedict de Spinoza,
whose philosophical speculation was more explicitly naturalistic than Hobbes, was a
rationalist, although “Spinoza has been variously described as a hideous atheist and as God-
intoxicated. In fact, he was a pantheist.”* His rationalistic pantheism was soberly worked out
from premises akin to those of Descartes.

Spinoza espoused two presuppositions: mathematical deduction and blatant
antisupernaturalism. In the former he assumed that all truth could be deduced from self-
evident axioms (although that assumption itself is far from self-evident). That argumentation
led Spinoza to the notion that there is but one substance in the universe, and that that
substance can be identified as either God or Nature.'® His antisupernaturalism caused him to
define miracles out of existence because they are based on violations of the inviolable laws of
nature. Thus, over two centuries before Emil Brunner would make a similar assertion,
Spinoza argued that the Bible does not contain propositional revelation. He said, “I will show
wherein the law of God consists, and how it cannot be contained in a certain number of
books.” For those who might object that “though the law of God is written in the heart, the
Bible is nonetheless the Word of God,” Spinoza replies, “I fear that such objectors are too
dangerous to be pious, and they are in danger of turning religion into superstition, and
worshiping paper and ink in place of God’s Word.”*’

Like Bacon and Hobbes before him, Spinoza relegated the authority of Scripture to purely
religious matters. Even though he was steeped in rabbinical tradition, Spinoza concluded that
the Bible is fallible. It is clear from his writings, which were so controversial that they were
published either anonymously or posthumously, that over a century before Johann Salomo
Semler (1725-91) and two centures prior to Julius Wellhausen (1844-1918) Spinoza was
engaged in systematic antisupernatural criticism of the Bible. Indeed, virtually all the central
emphases in higher critical thought are found in Spinoza.'®

Similar themes appear in the writings of such Deists as John Toland(1610-1722) and
Matthew Tindal (1655-1733), while Anthony Collins (1676-1725) and Thomas Woolston
(1670-1733) were among the pioneers of radical biblical criticism.'® Other prominent
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transitional figures include the statesman-philosopher John Locke (1632-1707),% George
Berkeley (c. 1685-1753), and the American naturalist Thomas Jefferson (1743-1826), who
composed his own rendition of the Christian Scriptures.?! They were part of a movement that
held to a naturalistic approach to the world and free thought, which came to deny the
inspiration of Scripture, teach that God is merely “providentially” involved with the world,
and stress such things as the laws of nature and natural rights. In effect they replaced a
biblical perspective for a naturalistic one in their reaction against subjectivism and revealed
religion. Critics of such naturalism include Thomas Sherlock (1678-1761), Joseph Butler
(1692-1752), and William Paley (1743-1805), who attacked it from a rationalistic approach,
as well as John Wesley (1703-1791) and his colaborers in the Great Awakening, George
Whitefield (1714-1770) and Jonathan Edwards (1703-1758).

SKEPTICISM (C. 1725-PRESENT)

Skepticism was an essential ingredient in the attitude of the Enlightenment, as described
by Hayden V. White:
The Enlightenment attitude of mind was complex and internally varied, but it can be characterized
roughly as a dedication of human reason, science, and education as the best means of building a stable
society for free men on earth. This meant that the Enlightenment was inherently suspicious of
religion, hostile to tradition, and resentful of any authority based on custom or faith alone. Ultimately
the Enlightenment was nothing if not secular in its orientation; it offered the first program in the
history of mankind for the construction of a human community out of natural materials alone.”

This outlook was spurred by the revival of Greek skepticism in Western thought following
the rediscovery and publication of the writings of Sextus Empiricus (flourished c. late 2d and
early 3d centuries A.D.) in 1562.% His writings fit into the three major strains of philosophy
in the seventeenth century as they became the intellectual orthodoxy of the eighteenth-
century Enlightenment, the distinct turning point in the rise of modern secular thought.
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The skepticism of the French Enlightenment moved in a wave that affected the
philosophical, theological, and political world of England, America, and Germany.
Nevertheless, David Hume (1711-1776) of Scotland was probably the philosopher between
Spinoza and Kant to have the greatest adverse effect on views of biblical authority.
Antisupernaturalism and an extreme emphasis on empiricism were the two most basic
elements of Hume’s attempt to undermine the traditional doctrine of Scripture. He rejected
the claim that Scripture is inspired or that the Bible is an authoritative revelation of God to
humanity. He also denied the deity of Christ and rejected miracles as he sought to make
theology the subject of empirical testing.?* In his essay An Enquiry Concerning Human
Understanding (1748), Hume argued against the credibility of miracles rather than against
their possibility (as did Spinoza).?> Nevertheless, Hume’s rejection of miracles is emphatic
when he says, “A miracle is a violation of the laws of nature; and as a firm and unalterable
experience has established these laws, the proof against a miracle, from the very nature of the
fact, is as entire as any argument from experience can possibly be imagined.”?

In Germany, Gotthold Ephraim Lessing (1729-1781), the son of a pastor in Saxony
serving as librarian to the Duke of Brunswick after 1770, published a series of Fragments of
an Unknown Writer, popularly known as the Wolfenbuttel Fragments (1774-1778). This
document was actually a defense and restatement of skeptical Deism by Hermann Samuel
Reimarus (1694-1768), which included a fragment entitled The Goal of Jesus and His
Disciples. Left unpublished during his own lifetime, this Reimarus fragment claimed to
expose the gospel accounts of Jesus as a piece of fraud because of their alleged unfulfilled
eschatological predictions. It unreservedly rejected miracles and revelation and cast
accusations of conscious fraud, innumerable contradictions, and fanaticism upon the biblical
writers. Such a perspective raised a storm of controversy when it was published by Lessing,
and it revolutionized the image of Jesus in modern theology. Indeed, it was the point of
departure for Albert Schweitzer (1875-1965) in his The Quest for the Historical Jesus (1906).
Lessing himself wrote an essay in gospel criticism entitled New Hypothesis on the
Evangelists considered as merely human historical Writers (1788), which posited a single
Hebrew or Aramaic source behind the gospel narratives and portrayed Jesus as a merely
human messiah.

AGNOSTICISM (C. 1750-PRESENT)

Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) has been considered by many to be the crossroad thinker of
modern philosophy. He fully subscribed to the progressive ideals of the French
Enlightenment but saw little hope for those ideals to be realized under the cynical rule of
Frederick 1, the Great (1712-1786), where he lived in East Prussia. Part of Kant’s greatness
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lay in his ability to synthesize the two dominant but conflicting modes of thought of the
Enlightenment, Empiricism and Rationalism, into an intellectual whole.?’ In his creative
synthesis, Kant became a philosophical agnostic about reality. He argued that the mind
knows only after a construction is made and not before it. For him, only what appears (the
phenomenal) to one is known, not that which really is (the noumenal). In addition, Kant
asserted that whenever one attempts to apply the categories of the mind (such as unity or
causality) to the noumenal (real) world, hopeless contradictions and antinomies arise.

One consequence of Kant’s revolt against reason is his fact/value dichotomy. For him, the
“objective” world of fact is the phenomemal world of experience, while the “subjective”
world of will cannot be known by pure reason. Instead, the subjective world is known by
practical reason, or a morally postulated act of the will. For him, even though it is not
possible to think that God exists, one must live as if God does exist. Thus, Kant
philosophically questioned the objectivity and rationality of divine revelation. He placed
religion in the realm of the postulated rather than the known. That gave rise to the moral
imperative that lies behind Kant’s use of “moral reason” as the ground for determining what
is essential to true religion. For Kant that reason demanded that he conclude that miracles do
not occur.”® Thus, like Jefferson, he was able to reject the resurrection account at the close of
the gospels. In making the moral imperative the criterion for true religion, Kant is the
forerunner of Friedrich Daniel Ernst Schleiermacher (1768-1834). Following in the
subjective footsteps of Kant and Schleiermacher, Rudolph Otto (1869-1937) used an
irrational basis for his higher criticism of the Bible.?

ROMANTICISM (C. 1780-C. 1840)

Nothing seemed more characteristic of the late eighteenth century than the dominance of
reason, as unemotional and intellectual questioning swept away ancient superstitions and
abuses. Yet a strong opposition arose to that cold, one-sided approach, as the claims of
feeling were reasserted. This movement emphasized great men and heroic movements of the
past rather than ideas and institutions. The generic term Romanticism is generally applied to
this complex and elusive movement that radically challenged the older Rationalism. It had
advocates in literature, music, painting, and philosophy throughout Europe before running its
course in the late 1830s. Its most effective early advocate was Jean Jacques Rousseau (1712-
1778), but it became most dominant in Germany, where its participants included Gotthold
Lessing (1729-1781), Johan Wolfgang von Goethe (1749-1832), Johan Christoph Friedrich
von Schiller (1759-1805), and Johan Christoph Friedrich Holderlin (1770-1843).
Romanticism was less a movement in favor of religion that it was an artistic-literary
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movement that became religious. Its most important theologian was Friedrich
Schleiermacher.®

Early in the nineteenth century evangelical and pietistic currents appeared that to a
considerable extent cut across various confessional and national churches. In the half century
following 1810, Roman Catholicism “was washed over by several successive waves of
theological revival. After languishing during the darkness of the Enlightenment, theology
came alive again in various Catholic centers at different times.”** Among Protestants in
Germany, which was astir with religious and social conflict, Schleiermacher led people to
find an experiential basis in the Christian tradition that had been long untapped, while Ernst
Wilhem Hengstenberg (1802-1869) led the Evangelische Kirchenzeitung during the 1820s
and 1830s. Hengstenberg stood firmly for the infallibility of the Bible and the alliance of
Christianity with the conservative feudal party in German politics, but he broke away from
that movement and became a champion of strict Lutheran orthodoxy about 1840.

In the meantime Schleiermacher, a native of Silesia who had studied and taught at the
university in the Pietist center at Halle, developed what is sometimes called positive
theology.* Based in personal experience, it was influenced heavily by Romanticism through
Friedrich Schlegel (1772-1829) as well as the thought of Spinoza, Leibniz, and Kant.
Schleiermacher contended that religion should be based on intuition or feeling (Anschauung
und Gefuhl), which is independent of all dogma. He redefined “revelation” as he applied the
term to every original and new intuition, and he applied “inspiration” to human activity
exclusively.® As a result, he did not bother with rational proofs for the existence of God. He
asserted that the Christian life is the “spontaneous activity in living fellowship with Christ,”
because religion is the sense of absolute dependence.** For Schleiermacher, the purest
expression of religion is in monotheism, and Christianity is the highest, though not the only
true, religion.®

Schleiermacher’s revision of Christian theology had its most radical impact on the issue
of authority, because he argued that no external authority, whether it be Scripture, church, or
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historic creedal statement, takes precedence over the immediate experience of believers. He
also contributed to a more critical approach to the Bible by questioning its inspiration and
authority. Further, he rejected doctrines he believed unrelated to the religious experience of
redemption: the virgin birth, the Trinity, and the return of Christ. He felt they implied a
cognitive and indirect knowledge rather than immediate God-consciousness.

Schleiermacher greatly influenced Christianity through three major achievements. First,
he made religion socially acceptable to those who no longer took the Bible and its doctrines
seriously by showing its appeal to man’s aesthetic tendencies. Second, he attracted to
theology countless young men who were interested in religion primarily as an expression of
man’s imaginative spirit. And third, for a time he changed biblical criticism from historical to
literary analysis.* His influence, limited to Germany during his lifetime, was enormous on
later Protestants because of Albrecht Ritschl (1822-1889), Adolph von Harnack (1851-1930),
and Ernst Troeltsch (1865-1923).

IDEALISM (C. 1800-PRESENT)

The German idealist movement emerged in the immediate background of the critical
philosophy of Immanuel Kant. But unlike Kant, whose primary philosophical questions
began in the realm of science, the leading idealists, Johann Gottlieb Fichte (1762-1814),
Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph von Schelling (1775-1854), and Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel
(1770-1831), all came to philosophy from theology. In seeking to understand the relation
between the infinite and the finite, their writings reflect one of the most remarkable
flowerings of metaphysical speculation in the history of Western thought.*’

The most dominant figure of German idealism was Hegel, who is described as “possibly
the most stupendous of all nineteenth-century thinkers.”*® His influence has dominated much
of philosophical speculation since his unanticipated death from cholera in 1831 while he was
at the height of his popularity. Hegel argues that all reality is the outworking of Spirit (Geist).
To him the Absolute Spirit (God) comes into self-consciousness through a process of
struggle. Hence, the sum total of human knowledge is none other than Absolute Spirit
thinking out its thoughts through human minds. Although it is customary to describe Hegel’s
view of the outworking of Spirit as Dialectic (which is simply another word for process or
dynamic pattern) of Thesis, Antithesis, and Synthesis, it has been pointed out that such a
dialectic is in fact more characteristic of Fichte and others.*
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Hegel’s view that the Absolute Spirit works in such overt manifestations as art, religion,
and philosophy has an effect on his view of Scripture, because the Spirit enables man to take
religion seriously without his taking the facts of revelation too literally. For Hegel, both
rationalistic skepticism and naive literalism demonstrate the poverty of Absolute Spirit in the
common man. He argues that “one whose understanding of religion is based on Spirit will
accept the same beliefs as the naive pietist but will simultaneously be able to interpret them
rationally without falling into the skeptic’s trap. . . . The positive and the spiritual are
combined.” The positive grounding of Christianity is the Bible, but that is not to say that the
Bible alone is sufficient for doing Christian theology. “Hegel contends that the *scientific’

theologian will recognize the precedence of Spirit over the Bible. . . . In the light of Spirit it is
then entirely possible to overcome the historical details that may encumber positivistic
religion.”*

After his death Hegel’s followers became divided into three main branches. In the center
were those Hegelians who held philosophy to be the core of Absolute Spirit; they left room
for religion in the system. A second branch contended that Hegel’s system must be
understood ultimately in theological terms. The third branch effectively destroyed the need
for religion in the world of thought. The last group has exercised the most influence on the
philosophical conception of the Bible. They are represented by such biblical critics as Bruno
Bauer (1809-1882), Ludwig Andreas Feuerbach (1804-1872), David Friedrich Strauss (1808-
1874), and Ferdinand Christian Baur (1792-1860). In the meantime, Karl Marx (1818-1883)
soon appropriated the so-called Hegelian dialectic to new uses. In addition, Hegel’s
philosophy converged with other currents in Germany to make the study of history more
philosophically meaningful than ever before, because history as “the study of time process,
seemed to be the very key with which to unlock the true significance of the world.”*

LIBERALISM (C. 1850-C. 1920)

Although Romanticism had delivered Christianity from near elimination at the hands of
Rationalism, it had done so at the terrible cost of depriving it of its relevance to civilization.
In particular Romanticism relegated Christianity to the realm of aesthetic feeling and personal
morality. That effectively removed it from the realm of history, where ninetenth-century man
was convinced middle-class progress could be seen in all its glory.** The term liberalism
specifically refers to the attempt to harmonize the Christian faith with all of human culture,
although it is also applied to any Protestant religious movement that questions the basic
doctrines of conservative Christianity. Liberalism was a reaction against the alleged monastic
or pietistic, introspective Romanticism of Kant and Schleiermacher, and it became virtually a
civil religion (Kulturprostentantismus) in both its German and American expressions as it
took up anew the challenge of the Enlightenment tradition rather than compartmentalizing
religion and culture.

Albrecht Ritschl, the founder of theological liberalism, applied the so-called Hegelian
dialectic to make theology the interaction of the two focal points of the Christian faith: the
concerns of society and civilization as well as those of personal salvation. For him, a proper
use of the Bible must correlate with larger concerns as well as to personal salvation. In its
cultural setting liberalism accepted the notion that the Bible contains errors and its advocates
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sought means whereby the newly discovered truths of modern thought could be harmonized
with Scripture. The traditional doctrine of verbal inspiration was regarded as a seventeenth-
century viewpoint that was understandable in its day but that had become untenable in the
modern world. After stating that the Protestant doctrine of inspiration based on its self-
interpretation was of little value, Ritschl went on to argue that “the Bible can be employed
only for theology and basic morality, but not in the details of life because of the change in the
position of Christianity in society.”* For him the binding elements of Scripture can be
recognized by their content rather than by any doctrine of verbal inspiration. That is a basic
shift to the view that the Bible merely contains the Word of God instead of actually being the
Word of God.

Ritschl’s emphasis was expressed by Wilhelm Herrmann (1846-1922), who served as
professor of theology at Marburg and teacher of such men as Karl Barth (1886-1968),
Rudolph Bultmann (1884-1976), and J. Gresham Machen (1881-1937), the intellectual leader
of American evangelicalism in the early twentieth century. In his most influential book, The
Communion of the Christian with God (1886), Hermann argued that an individual “does not
become a Christian by submitting to some doctrines but by recognizing the great fact of
Jesus. Faith in the doctrines about him cannot be demanded as the prerequisite for salvation
by Jesus, but rather as the result of that salvation. . . . The only objective ground for the truth
of Christianity is one’s moral transformation.”**

The tenets of liberalism are most clearly stated by the German theologian and church
historian Adolf van Harnack (1851-1930). Harnack had made the intellectual sojourn from
orthodoxy through the historical-critical approach of the Tubingen School to Ritschlian
liberalism before writing Das Wesen des Christentums (1900), translated as What Is
Christianity? (1901), the best-known and most popular expression of the thought of the
whole liberal movement. Roman Catholic scholars who were warm to such new ideas,
especially as they came from Protestant critics, were informed by Rome in 1901 that they
were unwanted, and “a loyalty oath against Modernism was imposed on all clerics whenever
they received holy orders, applied for confessional faculties, took papal degrees, began office
as religious superiors, or taught in a seminary or pontifically approved faculty.”*

EXISTENTIALISM (C. 1850-PRESENT)

Modern existentialism probably goes back to Seren Abby Kierkegaard (1813-1855),
whose writings were not widely known outside Denmark prior to 1918. Existentialism grew
out of the soil of Kantian agnosticism and is quite diverse in its expression. For some it
occupies the place left vacated by idealism as the philosophical basis of Christianity. To
others it represents the bankruptcy of Western philosophy. One line of existentialism may be
traced through the phenomenalism of Edmund Husserl (1859-1938) and his student Martin
Heidegger (1889-1976). The German philosopher and poet Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche
(1844-1900) and the Russian novelist Feodor Mikhailovich Dostoevsky (1821-1881) also
anticipated some ideas that became pronounced in existentialism.

There are some common features between Kierkegaard’s thought, existentialism,
twentieth-century neo-orthodoxy, and much of neo-evangelicalism. Kierkegaard’s primary
objective was to attack “the modern gratuitous assumption that truth is impersonal, that it can
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be attained simply by thinking dispassionately.”*® He did not teach that truth is subjective or
that there is no such thing as objective truth, but he dismissed objectivity as a way of
knowing ultimate or religious truth.*’ For him, truth, like God, is not paradoxical in itself but
only to finite man, who is able to appropriate it by a passionate leap of faith. For Kierkegaard
objective or historical truth is not essential to Christianity. He wrote, “If the contemporary
generation had nothing behind them but these words: “We have believed that in such and
such a year the God appeared among us in the humble figure of a servant, that he lived and
taught in our community, and finally died,” it would be more than enough.”*® Nevertheless,
Kierkegaard personally believed in the historicity of the Bible, of Christ, and even of the
resurrection.

For Kierkegaard, a personal acceptance of Scripture as inspired need not be supported by
objective confirmation. In fact, he deprecated scholarly efforts to defend the inspiration and
authority of Scripture.*® When twentieth-century existential theologians like Rudolph
Bultmann, Paul Tillich, John Macquarrie, and others apply the term revelation to every
original and new intuition and make inspiration an exclusively human activity, they stand in
this line of post-Enlightenment thought as John Baillie asserts:

For the revelation of which the Bible speaks is always such as had place within a personal
relationship. It is not the revelation of an object to a subject, but a revelation from a subject to a
subject, a revelation of mind to mind. That is the first thing that differentiates the theological meaning
of revelation, the revelation that is made to faith, from the sense in which all valid knowledge has
been said to be revelation.”

ORTHODOX VIEWS OF INSPIRATION (17TH-19TH CENTURIES)

During the seventeenth, eighteenth, and most of the nineteenth centuries the traditional,
orthodox doctrine of the inspiration and authority of Scripture remained substantially
unchanged in the Christian church.®* For purposes of illustration four individuals from the
Evangelical Reformed and Westminster traditions—Francis Turretin, Jonathan Edwards,
Charles Hodge, and Benjamin Breckinridge Warfield—may be cited as leading spokesmen
for the continuation of the orthodox doctrine of revelation and inspiration of Scripture.

FRANCIS TURRETIN (1623-1687)
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Francis Turretin and his son Johann Alfons (1671-1737) were leading spokesmen of the
Evangelical Reformed tradition in Switzerland. They continued the work of Zwingli and the
framers of the Helvetic Confessions as they taught in Geneva. In his Institutio Theologiae
Elenctiae Turretin asserts that “the question of the authority of Scripture depends upon its
origin. . .. Since it is from God, it cannot be other than genuine (authenticus) and divine.” As
a result, he argues, “it should be assumed without controversy that Scripture is God-breathed
and the primary foundation of the faith” and that the authority of Scripture has as its basis
“the divine and infallible truth of the books, which have God as author.”? Thus, he insists,
“When the divine quality of Scripture . . . has been accepted, its infallibility follows of
necessity.”*® For Turretin and the Evangelical Reformed tradition, this meant that the Bible is
totally without error because “Scripture is *God-breathed*” (2 Tim. 3:16). The Word of God
“cannot lie (Ps. 19:8-9; Heb. 6:18), it cannot perish and pass away (Matt. 5:8), it abides
forever (1 Peter 1:25), and it is truth itself (John 17:17).”>* Furthermore, “whatever
contradictions seem to be in Scripture are apparent but not real. [They appear] only with
respect to the understanding of us who are not able to perceive and grasp everywhere their
harmony.”* The discrepancies that are difficult to explain “are such because of human
ignorance, and not because of the problem itself, so it is better to acknowledge our ignorance
than to accept any contradiction.”*®

Turretin was concerned with the form of Scripture as well as its content. He denies, for
example, that the Hebrew vowel points “were merely a human innovation made by the
Masoretes.” He says, “If the points were added at a later date . . . it does not follow that they
are merely a human device. . . . so that even if the points were not . . . part of the original with
regard to their shape, it cannot be denied that they were part of it with regard to sound and
value, or power.”’ For Turretin, the Bible is not only perfect in terms of form and content, it
is also perfect (complete) in terms of its extent (canon). He argues that the Scriptures “contain
perfectly, not absolutely everything, but whatever is necessary for salvation, not explicit and
in exact words, but with equal force [to explicit statement] or by valid conclusion
(aequipollenter vel per legitimam consequentiam), so that there is no need to resort to any
unwritten word.”>®

In dealing with the matter of authorship, Turretin also recognized that the Bible is a book
written by human authors who “responded to circumstances of time and place.” Yet those

252 Francis Turretin, more accurately Franz Turretini, The Doctrine of Scripture: Locus 2 of Institutio
Theologiae Elencticae, edited by John W. Beardslee Ill, pp. 39-40. This translation is based on Francis Turretin,
Institutio Theologiae Elencticae, 3 vols. which, along with a collection of Disputationes, has been frequently
reprinted as Turretin’s Opera, because it was first published in 1688 (Utrecht and Amsterdam: Jacobum a
Poolsum, 1701, 1734; Edinburgh, 1847). Also see Leon M. Allison, “The Doctrine of Scripture in the Theology of
John Calvin and Francis Turretin,” pp. 39-40.

>353, Ibid., 57.

**54. Ibid., pp. 59-60.

55, |bid., p. 61. Brackets supplied by the editor.
*656. Ibid., p. 63.

>"57. Ibid., pp. 131-32.

*858. Ibid., p. 169. Brackets supplied by the editor.



human authors “could write under the influence of circumstances and at the same time from
divine commandment and inspiration” so that “the apostles wrote when God inspired and
moved them, although not in a mechanical manner, under coercion.”®

JONATHAN EDWARDS (1703-1758)

Among the Puritans in America, Jonathan Edwards was a giant. A significant figure in the
Great Awakening of the eighteenth century, he believed that “ministers are not to preach
those things which their own wisdom or reason suggests, but the things that are already
dictated to them by the superior wisdom and knowledge of God.”®® He often spoke of
“dictation” and the biblical writers as “penmen” of the Holy Spirit, but Edwards did not
believe in what is commonly called “mechanical dictation” of the Scriptures. In reference to
Solomon, for example, Edwards wrote, “God’s Spirit made use of his loving inclination,
joined with his musing philosophical disposition, and so directed and conducted it in this
train of imagination as to represent the love that there is between Christ and his spouse. God
saw it very needful and exceeding useful that there should be some representation of it.”®* So
the “dictation” mentioned by Edwards actually refers to the divinely authoritative product of
inspiration and not to the human means by which it was produced. That is affirmed elsewhere
by Edwards, who believed that
Moses was so intimately conversant with God and so continually under the divine conduct, it can’t be
thought that when he wrote the history of the creation and fall of man, and the history of the church
from the creation, that he should not be under the divine direction in such an affair. Doubtless he
wrote b)ézGod’s direction, as we are informed that he wrote the law and the history of the Israelitish
Church.

Indeed, “that the prophets after they had once had intercourse with God by immediate
revelation from God gained acquaintance with [him] so as afterwards to know him; as it were
to know his voice or know what was indeed a revelation from God is confirmed by 1 Sam.
3:7.”%% In brief, for Edwards the Bible is the very Word of God. Thus, “God may reveal
things in Scripture, which way he pleases. If by what he there reveals the thing is any was
clearly discovered to be the understanding or eye of the mind, tis our duty to receive it as his
revelation.”®* So, for Edwards as well as for Turretin, whatever the Bible says, God says.

In 1758 Edwards was called to be president of the young Presbyterian college at
Princeton. “In theology he was an orthodox Calvinist with a mystical inclination.”®® Death
intervened, and Edwards, who with George Whitefield (1714-1770) had been closely
associated with the Great Awakening in the American colonies, was unable to assume his
post at Princeton. There his successors would establish a conservative bastion when a general

959, Ibid., pp. 33-34.

%0 60. Jonathan Edwards, making use of 1Cor. 2:1-3, “Ordination of Mr. Billing (May 7, 1740),” as cited by John
H. Gerstner, The Nature of Inspiration," p. 27.

*161. Edwards, Miscellanies, 303, as cited by Gerstner, “The Nature of Inspiration,” p. 29.
262, Edwards, Miscellanies, 352, as cited in Gerstner, ibid., p. 31.

%363. Edwards, Miscellanies, 44 (Andover copy), as cited in Gerstner, ibid., pp. 31-32.
64, Edwards, Miscellanies, 426, as cited in Gerstner, ibid., pp. 31-32.

$65. F. L. Cross and E. A. Livingston, eds., The Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church, pp.446b-447a.



seminary for the denomination was established at Princeton in 1812. The first professor in the
seminary was Archibald Alexander (1772-1851). He and Charles Hodge (1797-1878), his
pupil and colleague, became founders of the Princeton Theology and architects of Reformed
confessionalism at the seminary. Sidney Ahlstrom gives an accurate assessment when he
states,

The Princeton Seminary . . . shaped a new conservatism and created a fortress that held its ground for
a century. Regarding the free-ranging intellect of Edwards with suspicion and viewing revivalism as
insubstantial, it chose biblical inerrancy and strict confessionalism as its means of defense. To support
this strategy Princeton marshaled great dialectical skill, massive theological efforts, and much
impressive erudition. It provided shelter whether revivalists and Fundamentalists could flee when the
ideas of Darwin or Wellhausen endangered their tents and tabernacles. They taught theological
responsibility to anti-intellectuals in many denominations where learning had been held in disrepute.®

These men were succeeded in turn by the efforts of Archibald Alexander Hodge (1823-1886),
Benjamin Breckinridge Warfield (1851-1921), and J.Gresham Machen (1881-1937), who
“maintained the institution’s reputation for unbending but erudite conservatism down to
1929-1936, when both the seminary and the denomination were disrupted by conservative
secessions.”’

CHARLES HODGE (1797-1878)

Hodge’s thinking reflects Princetonian theology’s central position on the inspiration and
authority of Scripture. In fact, his view on Scripture characterizes his system of theology and
forms the primary ground for his position in the conservative tradition of American Reformed
theology. In his treatment of “The Protestant Rule of Faith,” Hodge argues that “all
Protestants agree in teaching that “the word of God, as contained in the Scriptures of the Old
and New Testaments, is the only infallible rule of faith and practice.””®® He proceeds to cite
the Smalcald Articles and the Form of Concord of the Lutheran tradition and the various
symbols of the Reformed churches that teach the same “doctrine” before drawing his
conclusion, which asserts,

From these statements it appears that Protestants hold, (1.) That the Scriptures of the Old and New
Testaments are the Word of God, written under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, and are therefore
infallible, and of divine authority in all things pertaining to faith and practice, and consequently free
from all error whether of doctrine, fact, or precept. (2.) That they contain all the extant supernatural
revelations of God designed to be a rule of faith and practice to his Church. (3.) That they are
sufficiently perspicuous to be understood by the people, in the use of ordinary means and by the aid of

* 66. Sidney E. Ahlstrom, ed., Theology in America: The Major Protestant Voices from Puritanism to Neo-
Orthodoxy, p. 251. Rogers and McKim, Authority and Interpretation of the Bible, pp.172-88, identify fully-
developed Reformed Scholasticism with Francis Turretin and see its method exemplified in his greatest work,
Institutio Theologiae Elencticae, published in 1674. They trace the institutionalization of Protestant
Scholasticism at Princeton through its theologians Archibald Alexander and Charles Hodge. For a discussion of
their overdrawn distinction between the views of Calvin and Turretin see Carl F. H. Henry, God, Revelation and
Authority, vol. 4: God Who Speaks and Shows, pp. 378-79.

67. Ahlstrom, Theology in America, pp. 45-48. Also see Lefferts A. Loetscher, The Broadening Church: A Study
of Theological Issues in the Presbyterian Church since 1869.

®868. Charles Hodge, Systematic Theology, 1:151.



the Holy Spirit, in all things necessary to faith or practice, without the need of any infallible
interpreter.”

After a brief treatment of the canon of Scripture, Hodge proceeds with his discussion that
“the Scriptures are Infallible, i.e., given by Inspiration of God,” where he states that “the
infallibility and divine authority of the Scriptures are due to the fact that they are the word of
God; and they are the word of God because they were given by inspiration of the Holy
Ghost.” His first point of discussion concerns “The Nature of Inspiration. Definition,” which
becomes the basis of his extended treatment of the whole subject. He writes,

The nature of inspiration is to be learnt from the Scriptures; from their didactic statements, and from
their phenomena. There are certain general facts or principles which underlie the Bible, which are
assumed in all its teachings, and which therefore must be assumed in its interpretation. We must, for
example, assume, (1.) That God is not the unconscious ground of all things; nor an unintelligent force;
nor a name for the moral order of the universe; nor mere causality; but a Spirit—a self-conscious,
intelligent, voluntary agent, possessing all the attributes of our spirits without limitation, and to an
infinite degree. (2.) That He is the creator of the world, and extra-mundane, existing before, and
independently of it; not its soul, life, or animating principle; but its maker, preserver, and ruler. (3.)
That as a spirit He is everywhere present, and everywhere active, preserving and governing all His
creatures and all their actions. (4.) That while both in the external world and in the world of the mind
He generally acts according to fixed laws and through secondary causes, He is free to act, and often
does act immediately, or without the intervention of such causes, as in creation, regeneration, and
miracles. (5.) That the Bible contains a divine, or supernatural revelation. The present question is not,
Whether the Bible is what it claims to be; but, What does it teach as to the nature and effects of the
influence under which it is written?

On this subject the common doctrine of the Church is, and ever has been, that inspiration was an
influence of the Holy Spirit on the minds of certain select men, which rendered them the organs of
God for the infallible communication of His mind and will. They were in such a sense the organs of
God, and what they said God said.”

ARCHIBALD ALEXANDER HODGE (1823-1866) AND BENJAMIN BRECKINRIDGE
WARFIELD (1851-1921)

In the ferment of ideas set loose in the controversies following the publication of
Darwin’s The Origin of Species on November 24, 1859,”* and the establishment of the higher

%969, Ibid., 151-152, where Hodge also lists the Confessio Helvetica, Confessio Gallicana, the Thirty-Nine
Articles of the Church of England, and The Westminster Confession.

270. Ibid., pp. 153-54. Hodge’s extended treatment of the doctrine of inspiration covers pp. 153-72. Following
that discussion, he proceeds to treat “Adverse Theories,” pp. 172-82, including theists who hold to a
mechanical theory of the universe, Deists, and Schleiermacher, those who hold to natural causes under the
providential control of God, and several theories of partial inspiration. Edgar Young Mullins, The Christian
Religion in Its Doctrinal Expression, pp. 137-53, presents a much more descriptive than interpretive approach
to this very subject from a Baptist perspective. B. H. Carroll, The Inspiration of the Bible, sets forth the position
of the founder and first president of Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary which he taught in lectures
during the previous half-century. Carroll held the Bible to be authoritative and without error historically,
scientifically, philosophically, and theologically long before the issue of inerrancy arose in the contemporary
scene.

171, Charles Darwin, The Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selection. The first edition of 1,250 copies was
published November 24, 1859, and was sold out on that very day. It stirred up such controversy that it was



critical theories following the lead of Karl H. Graf (1815-1869), Abraham Kuenen (1828-
1891), and Julius Wellhausen (1844-1918),”* orthodox Christians found champions for their
cause in A. A. Hodge and B.B. Warfield. Their article entitled “Inspiration” became
something of a normative statement for most conservative Christians since the time it was
first published in 1881.”% In contrast to those who were beginning to espouse the notion that
the Bible contains the Word of God, they affirmed that the Bible is the Word of God, saying,
“The New Testament continually asserts of the Scriptures of the Old Testament, and of the
several books which constitute it, that they ARE THE WORD OF GOD. What their writers
said God said.””* For them, it is not merely the thoughts but the very words of Scripture that
are infallible, for

Every element of Scripture, whether doctrine or history, of which God has guaranteed the infallibility,
must be infallible in its verbal expression. No matter how in other respects generated, the Scriptures
are a product of human thought, and every process of human thought involves language. . . .

Besides this, the Scriptures are a record of divine revelations, and as such consist of words. . . .
Infallible thought must be definite thought, and definite thought implies words. . . . Whatever
discrepancies or other human limitations may attach to the sacred record, the line (of inspired or not
inspired, 071; fallible or infallible) can never rationally be drawn between the thoughts and the words of
Scripture.

Hodge and Warfield argue that Holy Scripture is “the result of the cooperation, in various
ways, of the human agency, both in the histories out of which the Scriptures sprang, and their
immediate composition and inscription, is everywhere apparent, and gives substance and
form to the entire collection of writings.””® They go on to assert that they do not wish to
“deny an everywhere-present human element in the Scriptures. No mark of the effect of this
human element, therefore in style of thought or wording can be urged against inspiration

reprinted within seven weeks. For an excellent treatment of this period see H. D. McDonald, Theories of
Revelation: An Historical Study, 1700-1960, 2:198-99.

7272. Julius Wellhausen published his Die Geschichte Israels in 1878, and it was translated into English in 1883.
Its second edition was released as the two-volume Prolegomena zur Geschichte Israels in 1883. Continuing to
build on the work of others, he published Die Komposition des Hexateuchs und der historischen Bucher des

Alten Testaments in 1885. According to J. D. Douglas (The New International Dictionary of the Christian Church,

p. 1033), although Wellhausen spent the remainder of his life working in a similar vein on New Testament
studies, his History of Israel gave him a place in biblical studies comparable, it was said, to that of Darwin in
biology."

373, Archibald A. Hodge and Benjamin B. Warfield, Inspiration. Roger R. Nicole has supplied or written an
introduction and several appendixes for this reprint of Inspiration, which had been published earlier as an
article in Presbyterian Review 2 (April 1881): 225-60. It was published again in Robert Howie, ed., The
Westminster Doctrine Anent Holy Scripture: Tractates by A. A. Hodge and Warfield, with Notes on Recent
Discussions. Selections from the reprint edition of this work are cited by Geisler, Decide for Yourself, pp. 49-55.

74, Hodge and Warfield, Inspiration, p. 29 (emphasis theirs).
75, Ibid., pp. 21-23. Parenthesis and emphasis theirs.

676. Ibid., p. 12.



unless it can be shown to result in untruth.””” The obvious humanness of Scripture eliminates
any notion of a “mechanical” or “verbal dictation” view of inspiration, because “each sacred
writer was by God specially formed, endowed, educated, providentially conditioned, and then
supplied with knowledge naturally, supernaturally or spiritually conveyed, so that he, and he
alone, could, and freely would, produce his allotted part.”"®

Thus, according to Hodge and Warfield, what biblical writers produced by the inspiration
of Scripture is a verbal, plenary, infallible, and inerrant book, the Bible. They indicate as
much in their definition of plenary, as they write, “the word means simply “full,” ‘complete,’
perfectly adequate for the attainment of the end designed, whatever that might have been.”"
And the expression verbal inspiration “does not hold that what the sacred writers do not
affirm is infallibly true, but only that what they do affirm is infallibly true.”®® That is
accomplished because “throughout the whole of his work the Holy Spirit was present,
causing his energies to flow into the spontaneous exercises of the writer’s faculties, elevating
and directing where need be, and everywhere securing the errorless expression in language of
the thought designed by God. This last element is what we call “Inspiration.””®! Not every
copy of Scripture is inerrant, according to Hodge and Warfield; they say, for example, “We
do not assert that the common text, but only that the original autographic text, was
inspired.”® “In view of all the facts known to us,” they write, “we affirm that a candid
inspection of all the ascertained phenomena of the original text of Scripture will leave
unmodified the ancient faith of the Church. In all their real affirmations these books are
without error.”®

In response to the rise of negative higher criticism, ushered in by Graf, Kuenen,
Wellhausen, and others, Hodge and Warfield write that
the present writers . . . admit freely that the traditional belief as to the dates and origin of the several
books may be brought into question without involving any doubt as to their inspiration, yet
confidently affirm that any theories of the origin or authorship of any book of either Testament which
ascribe to them a purely naturalistic genesis, or dates or authors inconsistent with either their own
natural claims or the assertions of other Scripture, are plainly inconsistent with the doctrine of
inspiration taught by the Church.*

77. Ibid., p. 42.
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Their position is consistent with the basic orthodox teaching about Scripture that had been
held from the first century onward. It is also the position espoused by J. Gresham Machen
and others into the present setting. In fact, the position of Hodge and Warfield is essentially
the same as that held by leading evangelicals in November 1978 as defined by the
International Council on Biblical Inerrancy. That body drafted “A Short Statement,” which
attests that
1. God, who is Himself Truth and speaks the truth only, has inspired Holy Scripture in order
thereby to reveal Himself to lost mankind through Jesus Christ as Creator and Lord, redeemer
and Judge. Holy Scripture is God’s witness to Himself.
2. Holy Scripture, being God’s own Word, written by men prepared and superintended by His
Spirit, is of infallible divine authority in all matters upon which it touches: it is to be believed,
as God’s instruction, in all that it affirms; obeyed, as God’s command, in all that it requires;
embraced, as God’s pledge, in all that it promises.
3. The Holy Spirit, Scripture’s divine Author, both authenticates it to us by His inward
witness and opens our minds to understand its meaning.
4. Being wholly and verbally God-given, Scripture is without error or fault in all its teaching,
no less in what it states about God’s acts in creation, about events of world history, and about
its own literary origins under God, than in its witness to God’s saving grace in individual
lives.
5. The authority of Scripture is inescapably impaired if this total divine inerrancy is in any
way limited or disregarded, or made relative to a view of truth contrary to the Bible’s own;
and such lapses bring serious loss to both the individual and the Church.®

Thus, the orthodox doctrine that the Bible is the infallible, inerrant Word of God in its
original manuscripts has maintained itself from the first century to the present. This position
holds that the Bible is without error in everything that it affirms. Indeed, according to the
traditional teaching of the Christian church, what the Bible says, God Himself says. That
includes all matters of history, science, and any other matter on which it touches. Any results
of higher criticism that are contrary to this teaching are incompatible with the traditional
doctrine of the inspiration and authority of Scripture as it has been held throughout church
history. Being at variance with the traditional teaching of the Christian church in its broadest
context, such contrary views of Scripture are actually unorthodox. It is to those unorthodox
views of Scripture that we must now turn.

ATTEMPTS AT SYNTHESIS AND THE RISE OF HIGHER CRITICISM

From their cultural and intellectual setting German Rationalists had an unprecedented
influence on the doctrines of Christianity. They were not set upon viciously attacking
Christianity. In fact, they viewed themselves as champions of the faith. Their approach to the
Scriptures was an attempt to answer and counterattack the skepticism that had spread abroad
from the French Enlightenment. To their contemporaries, both European and American, they
were identified as “Evangelicals.”®® Several of their number may be identified in this regard.

JEAN ASTRUC (1684-1766)

Protestantism,” pp. 307-21, both of which are cited in Henry, God, Revelation and Authority, vol. 4: God Who
Speaks and Shows: Fifteen Theses, Part Three, p. 379.
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Physician to the court of Louis X1V and professor of medicine at Paris, Astruc was one of
the first scholars to bring to prominence the notion that Genesis and 2 were written by two
different authors.®” In 1753 Astruc published his Conjectures, in which he attempted to
reconcile some of the difficulties he found in the Genesis record.®® As a result, he emphasized
the distinctions between such words as “Elohim,” “*Yahweh Elohim” (or “Jehovah Elohim”),
and “El-Elyon” in espousing a view that would become popular among such German
Rationalists as Johann G. Eichhorn (1752-1827), Karl H. Graf (1815-1869), Abraham
Kuenen (1828-1891), Julius Wellhausen(1844-1918), and others.

JOHANN SEMLER (1729-1791)

Semler is often referred to as the father of German Rationalism because he was the first to
advocate the so-called Accommodation Theory. Such an approach set the stage for the rise of
the so-called historical-critical method. In his critique of the historical-critical method,
Gerhard Maier says, “The general acceptance of Semler’s basic concept that the Bible must
be treated like any other book has plunged theology into an endless chain of perplexities and
inner contradictions.”® This theory asserts “that Christ accommodated His language to the
current opinions of the Jews of His day regarding the Old Testament Scriptures.”*® Semler
was reared in Pietism before he became a conservative Rationalist. As a result, “he
distinguished between the permanent truths in Scripture and the elements due to the times in

8787. Gleason L. Archer, Encyclopedia of Bible Difficulties, p. 66. Astruc was not the first scholarto hold such a
view, however. In fact, he looked back at the 1685-1687 controversy between Richard Simon and Jean Le Clerc
as one of the decisive encounters in the history of ideas about the Bible. See Woodbridge, Biblical Authority: A
Critique of the Rogers/McKim Proposal, p. 96. Earlier in his discussion Woodbridge indicates several
Continental thinkers who had an influence on the ideas developed by Astruc and others. Among them were
Hugo Grotius (1583-1645), Simon, Le Clerc, and Spinoza. LeClerc was a devoted champion of freedom of
thought and an opponent of all dogmatism who defended the unlimited rights of reason in the realm of faith.
He held altogether advanced critical views on the inspiration of Scripture, and he denied that Job, Proverbs,
Ecclesiastes, and the Song of Songs were inspired, while ascribing a late date to portions of the Pentateuch.
Simon is called “the originator of biblical criticism” by Jean Delumeau, Catholicism Between Luther and
Voltaire: A New View of the Counter-Reformation, p. 127. Spinoza is also sometimes referred to as “the father
of biblical criticism,” but in fact he was a pantheist. Spinoza’s was “pantheism-cum-positive rationalism,”
according to Delumeau (p. 204).
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le livre de la Genese. Also see Adolphe Lods, “Astruc et la critique biblique de son temps,” pp. 123-27.
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which the books were written. He denied the equal value of all parts of Scripture. Revelation,
he taught, is in Scripture, but all Scripture is not revelation. The creeds of the church are a
growth. Church history is a development.”**

JOHANN GOTTFRIED EICHHORN (1752-1827)

Johann Eichhorn was a German theologian who seems to have followed the views of
Astruc and Joseph Priestly (1733-1804) in preparing the way for others to follow in the
beginnings of critical method. The term higher criticism had been used as a synonym for
historical criticism by Presbyterian minister and scientist Joseph Priestly. Priestly regarded
the historical method to be “one of the most satisfactory modes of argumentation” in the
preface to his History of the Corruptions of Christianity (1782). Eichhorn then used the term
higher criticism in the preface to his 3-volume Einleitung in das Alte Testament (1780-
1783).% He was one of the first commentators to make a scientific comparison between the
biblical books and other Semitic writings. He also divided Genesis into “Jehovist” and
“Elohist” sources and distinguished the priestly from the popular law code in the Pentateuch.
Although his work was inaccurate, it was popular and did much to encourage biblical study
and criticism. Later, higher criticism came to be identified more particularly with literary
criticism than with historical method.

HEINRICH EBERHARD GOTTLOB PAULUS (1761-1851)

In his The Life of Jesus (1828),%® Paulus attempted to reconcile his belief in the substantial
accuracy of the gospel narrative with his personal disbelief in miracles and the supernatural.
He attempted to turn miracles into ordinary facts and events that had been exaggerated or
misconceived, and he treated the gospel writers as sufferers of hallucinations when they
intentionally recorded such things as visions and miracles. Paulus applied Eichhorn’s
principles to the New Testament even though he believed himself to be championing the
Bible’s cause against rising skepticism. His influence waned in the face of the more radical
skepticism of David Friedrich Strauss (1808-1874).

WILHELM MARTIN LEBERECHT DE WETTE (1790-1849)

Wilhelm De Wette studied at one time under Heinrich Paulus before publishing his own
works on biblical criticism from 1806 until 1813, when he turned to theological studies. He
was a radical Rationalist early in his career but became more conservative in later years.
Although he was a nonsupernaturalist, he continually criticized the theories of Ferdinand
Christian Baur (1762-1860) and his disciples at the Tubingen School of New Testament
criticism. De Wette was influenced by Friedrich D. E. Schleiermacher and J. F. Fries, and he
tried to reconcile the transcendent and finite. He was one of the most respected theologians of
the nineteenth century, although he displeased Rationalists with his condemnation of cold

191, williston Walker, A History of the Christian Church, 3d ed. rev. by Robert T. Handy, p. 483.
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(1804-1812), in which he advocated the so-called “primitive gospel hypothesis,” which states that behind the
synoptics lay a lost Aramaic gospel record.

9393, Heinrich Paulus, Leben Jesu als Grundlage einer reinen Geschichte des Urchristenthums, 2 vols. (1828),
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reason and offended Pietists by doubting biblical miracles and by reducing the stories of the

birth, resurrection, and ascension of Christ to myths. The employment of myths was De

Wette’s attempt to absolve the bibilical writers from charges of lunacy and imbalance by

contending that they prosaically turned metaphor and allegory into fact as they wrote.
DAVID FRIEDRICH STRAUSS (1808-1874)

David F. Strauss, another German theologian, studied under Baur, Schleiermacher, and
Georg F. W. Hegel. In his famous Leben Jesu (1835-1836) the “myth theory” was applied to
the gospel records. Denying the historical foundation of all supernatural elements in the
gospels, Strauss assigned them to an unintentionally created legend (“myth”) developed
between the death of Christ and the time the gospels were written in the second century.
Strauss saw the growth of primitive Christianity in light of the so-called Hegelian dialectic.
He essentially negated Christianity in favor of scientific materialism while denying human
immortality in his final work, The Old Faith and the New (1873). His impact on all
subsequent scholarship in German Protestant theology has been profound.**

KARL HEINRICH GRAF (1815-1869), ABRAHAM KUENEN (1828-1891), AND JULIUS
WELLHAUSEN (1844-1918)

Graf, Kuenen, and Wellhausen picked up on the notion of Spinoza, who “proposed Ezra
as the final composer of the Torah. Although this suggestion was largely ignored by writers
during his own generation, it constituted a remarkable anticipation of the final formulation of
the documentary hypothesis by Graf, Keunen, and Wellhausen in the latter half of the
nineteenth century.”® The documentary hypothesis had its beginning with Jean Astruc; it
moved into its next stage of development with Eichhorn’s Einleitung (1780-1783); and its
third stage was reached with De Wette’s Dissertation (1805) and Beitrage zur Einleitung
(1806), with Hermann Hupfeld’s epoch-making work Die Quellen der Genesis [The Source
of Genesis] being published in 1853. Graf added to that work with his own efforts to show
that the priestly code in the Pentateuch was distinct from and later than Deuteronomy itself
(1866). Abraham Keunen refined Graf’s work in De Godsdienst van Israel [The Religion of
Israel] (1869).%° The stage was set for Wellhausen’s important contributions, Die
Komposition des Hexateuchs [The Composition of the Hexateuch] (1876), and Prolegomena
zur Geschichte Israels [Introduction to the History of Israel] (1878). Gleason Archer
observes that
Although Wellhausen contributed no innovations to speak of, he restated the documentary theory with
great skill and persuasiveness, supporting the JEDP sequence upon an evolutionary basis. This was
the age in which Charles Darwin’s Origin of Species was capturing the allegiance of the scholarly and
scientific world, and the theory of development from primitive animism to sophisticated monotheism
as set forth by Wellhausen and his followers fitted admirably into Hegelian dialecticism (a prevalent
school in contemporary philosophy) and Darwinian evolutionism. The age was ripe for the
documentary theory, and Wellhausen’s hame became attached to it as the classical exponent of it. The
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impact of his writings soon made itself felt throughout Germany . . . and found increasing acceptance
in both Great Britain and America.”’

HIGHER CRITICISM SINCE WELLHAUSEN (1918-PRESENT)

The publication of Wellhausen’s Introduction to the History of Israel marks the beginning
of the triumph of the Religionsgeschichte (“history of religions™) approach to Old Testament
studies over the next four decades. In England William Robertson Smith, The Old Testament
and the Jewish Church (1881), introduced the Wellhausen view to the public, whereas
Samuel R. Driver, Introduction to the Literature of the Old Testament (1891), gave the
documentary hypothesis its classical English formulation and George Adam Smith (1856-
1942) applied the approach to the Old Testament prophets in his contribution to the
Expositor’s Bible, edited by W. R. Nicoll (1887ff). In the United States the most notable
advocates of the new school were Charles Augustus Briggs (1841-1913), The Higher
Criticism of the Hexateuch (1893) and his collaborator Henry Preserved Smith (1847-1927).%

During the twentieth century the general outlines of the Wellhausian theory continued to
be taught in most nonconservative institutions, although some uncertainties were expressed
concerning the comparative dating of the “documents” by W. O. E. Osterley and T. H.
Robinson, Introduction to the Books of the Old Testament (1934), and other documents were
identified. In general, however, such advocates as Julius A. Bewer, Literature of the Old
Testament (1922), Robert H. Pfeiffer, Introduction to the Old Testament (1941, 1948), and
others adhered to Wellhausen’s theory. No other systematic account of the origin and
development of the Old Testament has commanded the general acceptance of the scholarly
world. Nevertheless, vigorous reaction to the documentary hypothesis, which undermines the
unity of the Old Testament, and additional developments in Old Testament studies have
culminated in the provocative challenge to the documentary hypothesis by Isaac M.
Kikawada and Arthur Quinn.*

The first signs of a serious invasion of the rationalistic spirit into New Testament studies
also came from Germany through the writings of Schleiermacher, Eichhorn, and the more
radical criticism of F. C. Baur (1792-1860) at Tubingen. Baur reduced the authentic Pauline
Epistles to four (Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians, and Galatians) and denied the genuineness of
most other New Testament books. Although his critical opinions fell into disrepute with the
rejection of his historical reconstruction and presuppositions, other critics began from equally
tenuous presuppositions. David Strauss, The Life of Jesus (1835), approached the gospel
narratives in the belief that much of the material was mythical. His views were not acclaimed
by contemporaries, but they have played an important role in subsequent developments. Most
critical of all nineteenth century scholars were the Dutch radical critics W. C. van Manen and
P. W. Schmiedel, who denied the authenticity of all the Pauline Epistles and ended in
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complete skepticism. Against such a background of critical scholarship, conservative scholars
consistently up held the authenticity of the text.'®°

During the past century many critical scholars have concentrated on seeking literary
sources. Their most effective outlet has been in the liberal school that dominated the
theological scene at the turn of the century under the leadership of Heinrich Julius Holtzmann
(1832-1910), Adolf Harnack (1851-1930), Albert Schweitzer (1875-1965), and others. Two
of the most dominating figures in New Testament studies in the first half of the twentieth
century have been Karl Barth (1886-1968) and Rudolf Bultmann (1884-1976).%%*

In the 1960s, two newer movements grew out of Bultmann’s approach as they moved
away from his historical skepticism. These “post-Bultmannians” went beyond his
hermeneutic, particularly his adoption of the existentialism of the earlier Heidegger to
criticize Bultmann’s understanding of the way language functions in their pursuit of “new
quest” and redaction criticism. Representatives of “new quest” seek to support some aspect of
the historical as authentic without returning to the historical Jesus of the old liberal school.
Among the leading “new quest” spokesmen are Ernst Kdsemann, Gunther Bornkamm, and
Ernst Fuchs.'® The diversity of theories proposed by these critics have little in common, and
they do not instill confidence in their quest. Redaction criticism has arisen directly out of
form criticism and focuses attention on the evangelists as writers. Several German scholars,
including Gunther Bornkamm, Willi Marxsen (who coined the term Redaktionsgeschichte,
“form history”), Hans Conzelmann, and Ernst Haenchen, have devoted attention to Matthew,
Mark, Luke, and Acts respectively. Their approach is much more positive than its earlier
forebears, but that issue will be pursued in chapter 25.1%
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In recent times all of these trends have had their impact on the traditional doctrines of
revelation, inspiration, and the authority of Scripture. Some evangelical scholars have
attempted to incorporate various insights into the framework of the historical-grammatical
method of interpreting. Others have not been able to avoid the adoption of an erroneous or
untenable position in their endeavor. For many of them an extensive use of the dialectical
method is the vehicle employed to achieve their scholarly synthesis.'%*

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Various creed-forms and confessional statements from across the broad and diverse ranks
of Christianity indicate that Christians officially adhered to the traditional doctrine of the
inspiration and authority of Scripture well into the twentieth century. Nevertheless, between
the early seventeenth and the early twentieth centuries a series of changes in the climates of
opinion gradually prepared the ground for a direct and open confrontation between religion
and science over the issues of revelation, inspiration, and the authority of Scripture. As the
impact of the rationalism of the Enlightenment tradition made itself felt on the question of
authority (religious or otherwise), changes in the climates of opinion began to undermine the
traditional doctrine of Scripture both within and without Christian churches. Sometimes those
changes resulted from a reaction to the cold, formal orthodoxy that had a stultifying effect on
personal experience. At other times they were the result of well-intended but incorrect
attempts to defend the Christian faith in the face of challenges from science and philosophy.

On occasion doubt about the authority of Scripture would turn to skepticism and denial of
Scripture when the methods of science were rigorously applied to specific problems of
special revelation. When unsatisfactory results were achieved by those methods, the issue
often yielded to the serious question of whether there were any revelation at all. Yet the
haunting question remained: Had God indeed spoken to man through revelation? Some
responded by taking refuge in human reason and declaring that they could not know with
certainty that Scripture was revealed and inspired by God and authoritative. Others resorted
to their subjective experience as the basis of their authority. Still others modified their faith
into a virtual civil religion by compartmentalizing religion and culture. Finally, there were
those whose emphasis on everyday life needs and concerns caused them to stress the need for
a “leap of faith” in an attempt to avoid the paradoxical issue of authority in the realms of fact
and value. In view of this conundrum, it is hardly unexpected that modern man entered into
the twentieth century without a basic commitment to the traditional doctrine of the inspiration
and authority of Scripture as the very Word of God.
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Biblical scholars in the twentieth century continue to advocate the various views of
Scripture held in the preceding centuries. But they have also produced some unique
deviations of their own. In the following discussion, six different contemporary views will be
investigated: liberal, fundamentalist, neo-orthodox, liberal-evangelical, neo-evangelical, and
evangelical. The following discussion utilizes Protestant representatives. But similar
examples may be found with Roman Catholicism.*

THE LIBERAL VIEW OF SCRIPTURE

Following in the wake of Friedrich Schleiermacher (1768-1834) and other nineteenth-
century liberal theologians, the twentieth-century liberal view of Scripture rests heavily on
the consequences of negative higher criticism discussed in chapter 9. Two of their number
reflect the liberal view of Scripture.

HAROLD DEWOLFE (1905-)

Harold DeWolfe is typical of the old liberal view of Scripture. He says, “Strictly
speaking, the Bible itself is not the pure Word of God.” 2 For it “is evident that the Bible is a
collection of intensely human documents.” In fact, “most of the events described are
activities of obviously fallible human beings. Many passages contradict one another or well-
established knowledge. Many of the moral and religious ideas, especially in the more ancient
documents, are distinctly sub-Christian.”

According to DeWolfe, “the writing of the Bible as a whole was accomplished by an
extraordinary stimulation and elevation of the powers of men who devoutly yielded
themselves to God’s will and sought, often with success unparalleled elsewhere, to convey
truth useful to the salvation of men and nations.” However, “the human fallibility of the Bible
does not preclude the possibility of its divine inspiration nor of its unmatched moral and
religious authority.” But despite some inspired truths contained within Scripture, much is in
error. For “while we are treating the fallibility of the Scriptures we must note that Jesus
unhesitatingly and repeatedly sets Old Testament teaching at naught.™

DeWolfe believes that “some degree of accommodation to culture seems inevitable unless
Christian teaching is to become a mere irrelevant echoing of ancient creeds which were
themselves products of some accommodation to Hellenic thought.” Thus “to the intelligent
student who is more concerned with seeking out and declaring the truth than with maintaining
a dogma it must be apparent that the Bible is by no means infallible.” “In regard to many
facts of minor importance there are obvious contradictions within the Bible.”® In view of
these errors, “the correcting of the text and the historical locating of the writing are but
different aspects of one great task.”’
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It is clear that DeWolfe’s rejection of much of Scripture is based on hisanti-
supernaturalistic bias. He declares,
The insistence of some conservative Christians on a Biblical literalism that is rationally indefensible
and an appeal based on the “proofs” of prophecy and miracles, in defiance of the natural sciences and
the new historical understanding of Biblical times, needlessly drives from the Christian faith
intelligent young people.®

The only sense in which DeWolfe is willing to speak of “miracles” is as a revealing event
of nature. For “if a miracle were to be properly called a special revelation it could not be so-
called because of its being any more an act of God than are the ordinary processes of nature,
but only because it was more revealingly meaningful to men.”®

In brief, the Bible merely contains the Word of God, along with many errors. One must
use human reason and the “spirit of Christ” to determine which parts of Scripture are true and
which are false. DeWolfe believes, of course, that the miracles recorded did not actually
occur.

HARRY EMERSON FOSDICK (1878-1969)

One of the most popular of the old liberals was the famous preacher of the Riverside
Church in New York, Harry Emerson Fosdick. He is forthright indeclaring that “the liberal
emphasis rests upon experience; we regard that, rather than mental formulas, as the
permanent continuum of the Gospel.”*” The Bible is not an absolute guide, for “any idea of
inspiration which implies equal value in the teachings of Scripture, or inerrancy in its
statements, or conclusive infallibility in its ideas, is irreconcilable with such facts as this book
presents.” What makes it necessary to reject the Bible? “The vast enlargement of the physical
cosmos, the evolutionary origin of man, materialistic theories which endeavor to explain him,
brutality of social life involving low conceptions of him, the innumerable masses of men such
that old cynicisms gain new force ... tend in many minds to undo what the Hebrew-Christian
development did.”** However, “we are saved by it [biblical criticism] from the old and
impossible attempt to harmonize the Bible with itself, to make it speak with unanimous voice,
to resolve its conflicts and contradictions into a strained and artificial unity.”*?

Fosdick acknowledges the source of the modern liberal rejection of the Bible. “Get back
to the nub of their difficulty and you find it in Biblical categories which they no longer
believe—miracles, demons, fiat creation, apocalyptic hopes, eternal hell, or ethical
conscience.” This should be no surprise to us. For “it is impossible that a Book written two to
three thousand years ago should be used in the twentieth century A.D. without having some
of its forms of thought and speech translated into modern categories.”*

Without Scripture as an unwavering authority, Fosdick falls back on human reason. For
“the man who ministers ... must have an intelligible way of handling the Bible. He must have
gone through the searching criticism to which the last few generations have subjected the
Scriptures and be able to understand and enter into the negations that have resulted.” There is
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one thing which reasons gleans from Scripture that is always useful: “So long as a man
knows the whole road and judges every step of it by the spirit of Christ, who is its climax, he
can use it all.”™

But even Fosdick had second thoughts about his own radical view of Scripture. Near the
end of his life he wrote,
Today, however, looking back over forty years of ministry, | see an outstanding difference between
then and now with regard to what is standard and who must do the adjusting. What man in his senses
can now call our modern civilization standard? It is not Christ’s message that needs to be
accommodated to this mad scene; it is this mad scene into which our civilization has collapsed that
needs to be judged and saved by Christ’s message. This is the most significant change distinguishing
the beginning of my ministry from now. Then we were trying to accommodate Christ to our scientific
civilization; now we face the desperate need of accommodating our scientific civilization to Christ.”

SHUBERT OGDEN (1928-)

Working out of the background of Alfred North Whitehead (1861-1947) and Process
Theology, Shubert Ogden is representative of the many new liberal thinkers who do not view
the Scriptures as the verbally inspired Word of God. Instead they view the Bible as an errant
human book. Ogden recognizes but rejects the view that “what the Bible says, God says.” He
writes:

In Protestant orthodoxy, then, the developed doctrine of the verbal inspiration of the canonical
writings entailed the assertion of their uniform authority, and thus made it possible to claim without
qualification that “what Scripture says, God says.” But, with the emergence of Protestant liberal
theology and its commitment to the historical-critical method, as well as its insistence that Scripture
neither is nor can be a sufficient authorization for the meaning and truth of theological assertions, this
claim was abandoned, never again to be made by those who have led in the subsequent important
developments in Protestant theology."®

Ogden’s liberal theology is dependent on negative higher criticism. Thus he believes that
the historic, apostolic Christ,” just like “the historic biblical Christ,” is every bit as historical
as the so-called historical Jesus,” and to this extent there is no escaping the dependence of
theology on the work of the historians.” In fact, Ogden insists, “historical-critical inquiry is
theologically necessary and legitimate.”*’

In his claim that the locus of the canon “cannot be the writings of the New Testament as
such but can only be the earliest traditions of Christian witness accessible to us today by
historical-critical analysis of those writings,”*® Ogden rejects the New Testament as the
canon. Rather, he believes “the canon of the church, and hence also the highest authority for
theology, must now be located in what form critics generally speak of as the earliest layer of
the Synoptic tradition, or what Marxsen in particular refers to as ‘the Jesus-kerygma.’”

Given his acceptance of negative higher criticism, it is not surprising to hear Ogden claim
that none of the New Testament writings, in its present form, was authored by an apostle or
one of his disciples.“*® Ogden believes the norm for the church is not the New Testament but,
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rather, the apostolic witness. This witness is, of course, found in the New Testament, but it is
not identical with the New Testament. In the strict sense only the apostolic testimony to Jesus
as the Divine revelation can be described as canonical.” In rejecting the divine authority of
Scripture, Ogden claims,

We today must indeed recognize a higher theological authority than the canon of Scripture, and hence
can no longer maintain that Scripture is in some sense the sole primary authority for Christian
theology. The theological authority of Scripture, great as it may be, is nevertheless a limited authority,
in that it could conceivably be greater than it is—namely, as great as that of the apostolic witness by
which it itself is and is to be authorized.”

Besides rejecting the Bible as the supreme authority for faith, Ogden believes it has no
intrinsic authority at all.** For him, the Bible has only a functional but not an essential
authority. It is an authority insofar as it brings Christ to us. The Bible is “perfect” only “with
respect to the end of man’s salvation, and so to witnessing to all that is necessary to the
attainment of that end.”?

Process theologians do not believe God is infinite, all-powerful, or all-knowing. Nor do
they believe the Bible contains infallible predictions about the future. As Lewis Ford
observes,

Divine providence cannot be understood as the unfolding of a predetermined course of events.
Prophecy is not prediction, but the proclamation of divine intent, dependent for its realization upon
the continued presence of those conditions which called forth that intent and upon the emergence of
the means whereby that intent may be realized God becomes the great improvisor and opportunist
seeking at every turn to elicit his purpose from every situation: if not by the hand of Sennacherib, then
by the hand of Nebuchadnezzar.”*

Revelation, then, is not supernatural but only a divine “lure,” or an attempt to persuade men.
Indeed, as Ogden wrote, “what Christian revelation reveals to man is nothing new, since such
truths as it makes explicit must already be known to him implicitly in every moment of
existence.”®* Another Process theologian suggests that revelation is akin to physical
resonance. He writes, “In keeping with Whitehead’s premise to start from human experience
in the world, | propose as a model for revelation an analogy with the physical phenomenon of
resonance.” He describes this resonance as a “physical phenomenon shown by a vibrating
system, which responds with maximum amplitude under the action of a force applied with a
frequency that is a natural frequency of the vibrating body.”?®

Not only does God not inform man in advance what will occur, God must be informed
Himself. As one Process theologian frankly admits, “God, as it were, has to wait with bated
breath until the decision is made, not simply to find out what the decision was, but perhaps
even to have the situation clarified by virtue of the decision of that concrete occasion.”?® So
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for neo-liberals in the Process tradition, like Shubert Ogden, the Bible has no divine authority
nor infallible predictions. It is a human document with only instrumental authority to bring
about man’s salvation.

A FUNDAMENTALIST VIEW OF INSPIRATION: JOHN R. RICE (1895-1980)

The term fundamentalist covers a wide variety of beliefs regarding inspiration. Many
contemporary theologians who call themselves fundamentalists accept the same view
discussed later as the “evangelical” position. Both groups trace their roots back to Hodge and
Warfield. There are others, however, whose positions are more conservative. John R. Rice
was one of the best representatives of such a view.

The essence of Rice’s position was that the Bible was verbally dictated by God. “All
Scripture is God-breathed,” that is, the Scripture itself is breathed out from God.”*" And, he
asserts, “if God gave all the words in the Bible, then is not that dictation?”?® Rice hastened to
say that it was not mechanical dictation; it was simply verbal dictation. His response to the
identity of these two positions into one was to say, “This charge of mechanical dictation’
against fundamental Bible believers is dishonest pretense.”® After all, “a secretary is not
ashamg(()j to take dictation from man. Why should a prophet be ashamed to take dictation from
God?”

According to Rice, saying the Bible is verbally dictated does not mean it has no human
dimension. “Certainly we admit gladly that there is a “human side of the Bible its style,
language, composition, history and culture.”” 3 Just how did God get a word-for-word,
verbal dictation recorded and yet use the different styles of the Biblical writers? “God
planned all that so that each one was chosen before he was born and fitted to be the
instrument God wanted to use. The varying styles are all God’s styles in the Bible. God made
the men and made the styles, and used them according to plan.”*

So “the Bible does not simply in some places ‘contain the Word of God’; the Bible is the
Word of God.” That means the Bible is “absolutely correct when it speaks on matters of
history or geography.” Inerrancy does not extend to every copy of the Bible. “The original
autographs of the Scriptures were infallibly correct.”*® Thus Rice rejected all higher criticism
of the Bible, saying, “Higher criticism tends to sit in judgment on the Bible and let poor,

2727. John R. Rice, Our God-Breathed Book -- The Bible, pp. 49.

2%28. Ibid., p. 286. A verbal dictation view is held by Muslims, who believe that the oran was given by dictation
from Gabriel to Muhammad out of the eternal book in heaven. See The Glorious Koran, an explanatory
translation by M. M. Pickthall, Surah II, pp. 97-98. See Gleason L. Archer, Jr., A Survey of Old Testament
Introduction, “Appendix 2: Anachronisms and Historical Inaccuracies in the Koran,” pp. 498-500. A mechanical
verbal dictation view may also be found in Occultism and Spiritism. In view of this see Archer, “Appendix 3:
Anachronisms and Historical Inaccuracies in the Mormon Scriptures,” pp. 501-4.

2979, Ibid., p. 265.
930. Ibid., p. 287.
3131 Ibid., p. 141.
3232 Ibid., p. 206.

3333, Ibid., p. 88.



sinning, frail, ignorant, mortal men pass judgment on the Word of God.”** Instead of a
fallible, mutilated word from God, Rice held to a verbally dictated, inerrant Book the Bible.
THE NEO-ORTHODOX VIEW OF INSPIRATION

The orthodox believe the Bible is God’s Word; liberals believe the Bible contains God’s
Word; neo-orthodox hold that the Bible becomes God’s Word. Three names stand out in the
rise and spread of the modern neo-orthodox view of inspiration: Karl Barth, Emil Brunner,
and John Baillie.

KARL BARTH (1886-1968)

Karl Barth did not believe “that the Word of God is tied to the Bible. On the contrary ...
the Bible is tied to the Word of God.” Actually, for Barth the Bible “only “holds,” encloses,
limits and surrounds it: that is the indirectness of the identity of revelation and the Bible.”
Thus the human words “are the instruments by which [the Bible] aims at becoming a Word
which is apprehended by men and therefore a Word which justifies and sanctifies men.” The
Bible “as such, of course,... is only a sign. Indeed, it is the sign of a sign, i.e., of the
prophetic-apostolic witness of the revelation as the primary sign of Jesus Christ.”*® Thus
“*what stands there,” in the pages of the Bible, is the witness to the Word of God, the Word of
God in this testimony of the Bible. Just how far it stands there, however, is a fact that
demands unceasing discovery, interpretation, and recognition.”*®

God reveals Himself in acts, not in words. Hence, “To say ‘the Word of God’ is to say the
work of God. It is not to contemplate a state or fact but to watch an event, and an event which
is relevant to us, an event which is an act of God, an act of God which rests on a free
decision.”’” According to Barth, “the Bible is not a revelation but an instrument of divine
disclosure. The human words of Scripture are the instruments by which [the Bible] aims at
becoming a Word which is apprehended by men and therefore a Word which justifies and
sanctifies men, by which it aims at executing upon men the grace of God which is its
content.”® Indeed, the Bible is not the Word of God: it becomes the Word of God to the
believer as Christ is revealed through it. For “by the Holy Spirit it became and will become to
the Church a witness to divine revelation.”*

The Word of God for Barth is personal, not propositional. It is Christ. The Bible is simply
a witness to Christ. Christ is God’s revelation; the Bible is only a fallible human record of
that revelation. According to Barth, in the Bible “there are obvious overlappings and
contradictions—e.g., between the Law and the prophets, between John and the Synoptists,
between Paul and James.” For *“the prophets and apostles as such ... were real, historical men
as we are, and therefore sinful in their action, and capable and actually guilty of error in their
spoken and written word.” And the “vulnerability of the Bible, i.e., its capacity for error, also
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extends to its religious or theological content.”*® In short, the Bible is an errant human
instrument used by God as a witness to His divine Word who is Christ.
EMIL BRUNNER (1889-1966)

Emil Brunner believed “the orthodox view of the Bible ... is an absolutely hopeless state
of affairs.”* For “literary criticism of the Bible brought to light the thousands of
contradictions and human characteristics with which the Old and New Testaments abound. In
this way the authority of the Bible was completely overthrown.”** Hence, “Scripture is not a
formal authority which demands belief in all it contains from the outset, but it is an
instrumental authority.” And “the Scriptures possess this authority because they are the
primary witness to the revelation of God in Jesus Christ.” In fact, “we believe in the
Scriptures because, and in so far as they teach Christ. The authority of Scripture is not formal
but material: Christ, the revelation.”*® For Brunner, to claim the Bible is infallible is to make
it a “paper pope.”

The authority of the Bible is identified by Brunner with the witness of the Holy Spirit. For
“the word in Scripture, Christ, becomes the same as the word in the heart, the Holy Spirit.” In
fact, “there is no such thing as revelation-in-itself, because revelation consists always of the
fact that something is revealed to me.” Thus, “revelation is ... an act of God, an event
involving two parties; it is a personal address.”** Hence, “this ‘revelation’ is not a “Word’ but
a Person—human life fully visible within history.”*®

Brunner sees his view as essentially the same as Barth’s, saying, “Fundamentally, Karl
Barth’s Dogmatik takes the same position: "The Bible is not a book of sacred oracles; it is not
an organ of direct communication. It is real witness.”” Brunner admits that “the doctrine of
Verbal Inspiration was already known to pre-Christian Judaism ... and was probably also
taken over by Paul and the rest of the Apostles.” He also says, “Calvin is already moving
away from Luther toward the doctrine of Verbal Inspiration. His doctrine of the Bible is
entirely the traditional, formally authoritative view.”*

In addition, Brunner notes that “from the end of the sixteenth century onwards there was
no other “principle of Scripture’ than this formal authoritarian one.” Thus, whatever
development took place after this culminated in the most strict and most carefully formulated
doctrine of Verbal Inspiration which is characteristic of orthodoxy proper Lutheran as well as
Reformed.”’

Despite his accurate portrayal of the historic roots of the orthodox doctrine of inspiration,
Brunner overconfidently asserts, “The orthodox doctrine of Verbal Inspiration has been
finally destroyed. It is clear that there is no connection between it and scientific research and
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honesty: we are forced to make a decision for or against this view.”*® Thus, “we perceive that
the labors of historical critics are ... a help for the right understanding of the Word of God.”
Higher criticism “has pointed out various contradictions in the book of Acts, and has
discovered various inconsistencies in the assignment of certain definite writings to well-
known Apostles as their authors.”*

JOHN BAILLIE (1886-1960)

John Baillie and his brother Donald MacPherson Baillie®® (1887-1954) were prominent
Scottish theologians and ecumenists who reflect neo-orthodox developments in the English-
speaking world. Baillie’s influential book The Idea of Revelation in Recent Thought (1956)
was delivered as a series of lectures at Columbia University. In it he states, “The weakness of
Protestant orthodoxy has been that it could show no convincing reason for insisting on the
plenary nature of the divine assistance to the Scriptural authors while as firmly denying it to
the mind of the Church in later days.”* This is why he compares and summarizes the
positions of modern theologians about the impact of the doctrine of revelation in men’s lives.
In his work he stresses the existential nature of man’s role in the revelatory process, opposes
the notion of propositional revelation, which he confuses with mechanical dictation,> and
suggests that revelation is essentially personal encounter in the present moment.> He
criticizes the Roman Catholic and Protestant tradition for its “simple identification of divine
revelation with Holy Scripture.”*

In stating his case, Baillie presents an incorrect dichotomy between nonverbal encounters
and dictation when he asserts, “The propositions on the Scriptural page express the response
of human witnesses to divine events, not a miraculous divine dictation.”* In addition to his
failure to distinguish between revelation, inspiration, and interpretation (terms discussed in
chapter 2), Baillie overstates the role of the human in the revelatory process as he correlates
these elements with the broader concept of communication. He writes, “For the deepest
difficulty felt about the equation of revelation with communicated truths is that it offers us
something less than personal encounter and personal communion; and that difficulty is in no
way relieved by the proposal to replace communicated truths by implanted images.”*® The
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fact of the matter is, as a linear model of communication®’ suggests, a revelation may be
disclosed whether or not it is received or understood by another. Moreover, there is no need
to reject propositional revelation or verbal plenary inspiration in an attempt to avoid the
mechanical dictation theory of inspiration.

By overemphasizing the human role in the communication process, and by confusing the
elements of that communication process, Baillie places the entire task of determining what is
inspired on a totally subjective, fallible, and human level. He holds that “all true knowledge is
knowledge which is determined not by the subject [God] but by the object [man].”*® This
relegates God to a secondary role governed by the human recipient who may or may not have
a receptive disposition or who is otherwise unable to distinguish between essential truth and
that which is peripheral. He criticizes thirteenth-century Christians for their over-reverence of
the Scriptures as he states,

On the other hand, the intelligent reading of the Bible—*"in the Spirit but with the mind also,” and the
reading of it so as to understand how it Christum treibt [conveys Christ], depends entirely on our
ability to distinguish what is central from what is peripheral; to distinguish its unchanging truth from
its clothing in the particular cultural and cosmological preconceptions of the times and places in
which it was written; to distinguish between its essential message and its numerous imperfections
historical inaccuracies, inaccurate or conflicting reports, misquotations or misapplied quotations from
the Old Testament in the New, and such like; and withal to distinguish the successive levels of
understanding both within the Old Testament and in the transition from that to the New.

Baillie approves of the statement by C. H. Dodd, who quotes several passages from Isaiah
and says, “Any theory of inspiration of the Bible which suggests that we should recognize
such utterances as authoritative for us stands self-condemned. They are relative to their age.
But | think we should say more. They are false and they are wrong.”®® Even more candidly,
when speaking of the inadequacy of the events portrayed in Scripture to reveal God, Baillie
himself asserts, “I could not know that God had revealed Himself to the prophets and apostles
through these events, unless through His revelation of Himself to them He were now
revealing Himself to me. | could know indeed that they claimed to have received such a
revelation, but I can know that their claim is justified only if, as | read what they say, | too
find myself in the presence of God.”®* As Leon Morris rightly observes, for Baillie and others
in his tradition, “The propositions laid down in Scripture are unimportant, even irrelevant.
What matters is the encounter the man of faith has with God.”® This view is hardly
compatible with what the Bible has to say for itself, and what has been taught by Christians
throughout church history.

757. A linear model of communication would include disclosure, transmission, discovery, and understanding.
Simply because one does not understand a disclosed message does not mean that the message was
undisclosed in the first place. Numerous reasons could cause a message disclosed by a subject not to be
received or understood by its intended object.
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To sum it up, the neo-orthodox view is that the Bible is a fallible human book.
Nevertheless, it is the instrument of God’s revelation to us, for it is a record of God’s
personal revelation in Christ. Revelation, however, is personal; the Bible is not a verbally
inspired revelation from God. It is merely an errant human means through which one can
encounter the personal revelation who is Christ. In itself it is not the Word of God: at best, the
Bible only becomes the Word of God to the individual when he encounters Christ through it.
A LIBERAL-EVANGELICAL VIEW OF INSPIRATION: C. S. LEWIS (1898-1963)

Clive Staples Lewis held a view of inspiration that technically speaking is neither
orthodox nor neo-orthodox. Since it is not a typical liberal view or an evangelical position, it
is dubbed by the paradoxical term liberal-evangelical.

According to Lewis, “the voice of God [is heard] in the cursing Psalms through all the
horrible distortions of the human medium.” Lewis believed “the human qualities of the raw
materials show through. Naivety, error, contradiction, even (as in the cursing Psalms)
wickedness are not removed. The total result is not ‘the Word of God’ in the sense that every
passage, in itself, gives impeccable science or history.” In fact, he believed some sections of
the Bible to be even anti-religious. He wrote, “Nor would I (now) willingly spare from my
Bible something in itself so anti-religious as the nihilism of Ecclesiastes. We get there a clear,
cold picture of man’s life without God.”®®* Many Old Testament events—including Adam,
Job, Esther, and Jonah are mythological; their truth only becomes fully historical in the New
Testament. For “the Hebrews, like other people, had mythology: but as they were the chosen
people so their mythology was the chosen mythology—the mythology chosen by God to be
the vehicle of the earliest sacred truths, the first step in that process which ends in the New
Testament where truth has become completely historical.”®

Lewis rejected the orthodox view of inspiration: “One can respect, and at moments envy,
both the Fundamentalist’s view of the Bible and the Roman Catholic’s view of the Church.
But there is one argument which we should beware of using for either position: God must
have done what is best, this is best, therefore God has done this.”® He therefore rejected the
position “that inspiration is a single thing in the sense that, if present at all, it is always
present in the same mode and the same degree.” However, “the overall operation of Scripture
is to convey God’s Word to the reader (he also needs his inspiration) who reads it in the right
spirit, | fully believe.”® Nevertheless, Lewis believed that in one sense all inspiring writings
are inspired. For “If every good and perfect gift comes from the Father of lights then all true
and edifying writings, whether in Scripture or not, must be in some sense inspired.” The
process of “inspiration may operate in a wicked man without his knowing it, and he can then
utter the untruth he intends ... as well as truth he does not intend.”®’

Conceiving of inspiration as a process of literary elevation that has been providentially
guided by God, Lewis asserted: “When a series of such retelling turns a creation story of
almost no religious significance into a story which achieves the idea of a transcendent Creator
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(as Genesis does), then nothing will make me believe that some of the re-tellers, or some one
of them, has not been guided by God.” For in that way, he writes, “something originally
merely natural ... will have been raised by God above itself, qualified by Him and compelled
by Him to serve purposes which of itself it would not have served.”®® Like much of the liberal
position, the view of inspiration held by Lewis operated on a model similar to that of theistic
evolution.

For long centuries God perfected the animal form [by natural processes] which was to become the
vehicle of humanity and the image of Himself Then, in the fullness of time, God caused to descend
upon this organism, both on its psychology and physiology, a new kind of consciousness which could
say ‘I’ and ‘me,” which could look upon itself as an object, which knew God.*

In like manner, Lewis believed that when the natural development of a pagan and Hebrew
myth has been perfected it is taken over into the service of God and elevated to its edifying
and sacred heights in New Testament truth. In that way, wrote Lewis, “I have therefore no
difficulty in accepting, say, the view of those scholars who tell us that the account of Creation
in Genesis is derived from earlier Semitic stories which were Pagan and mythical.” But
eventually the mythology of the Old Testament becomes history in the New Testament. Thus
the resurrection of Christ is a historical and very important event, “but the value of others
(e.g. the fate of Lot’s wife) hardly at all. And the ones, whose historicity matters, are, as
God’s will, those where it is plain.””® Thus Lewis strongly attacked
a theology which denies the historicity of nearly everything in the Gospels to which Christian life and
affections and thought have been fastened for nearly two millennia—which, either denies the
miraculous altogether or, more strangely, after swallowing the camel of the Resurrection strains at
such gnats as the feeding of the multitudes.”

In summation, Lewis believed in a fallible Bible that manifests varying degrees of
inspiration. He saw a process of development whereby myth becomes history. God
providentially guided the natural and errant literary productions of the past. Then, at the
appropriate moment, God adopted that natural myth and elevated it into the service of the
Word of God. He now speaks through it to the edification of believers.

THE NEO-EVANGELICAL VIEW OF INSPIRATION

Much of the debate about the Bible among contemporary Christians relates to the
differences between the evangelical and what has been called the “neo-evangelical” view of
Scripture. Evangelicals believe in unlimited inspiration; neo-evangelicals hold that inspiration
is limited to redemptive truths and does not guarantee the correctness of all scientific and
historical statements. The neo-evangelicals feel comfortable with the term infallibility, but
most evangelicals insist on the word inerrancy as well. One of the foremost spokesmen for
the neo-evangelical view is Jack B. Rogers, who follows basically the later position of G. C.
Berkouwer. Their writings provide a sample of the neo-evangelical view on inspiration.

G. C. BERKOUWER (1903-)
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G. C. Berkouwer followed in the train of J. Herman Bavinck (1895-1964),the Dutch
Calvinist theologian who wrote, “Scripture is therefore not the revelation itself, but the
description, the record, from which the revelation can be known.” " After being influenced
further by Karl Barth, Berkouwer rejected his earlier orthodox view of the Bible for a more
neo-orthodox position. Fundamental to this view of Scripture is what Berkouwer insists is
“the contrast noted frequently in Scripture between the Word of God and the words of men,
between relying on God and relying on man.” That is, the Bible is not the Word of God
essentially; the Bible is only the Word of God confessionally. For “it is truly a confession that
continues to be filled with expectation in listening to the many voices within the one voice in
this Scripture.”

Berkouwer rejects the orthodox tendency “to interpret the God-breathed character in an
abstract supernaturalistic and “miraculous’ manner.” Rather than inspiration involving a
supernatural interruption of the natural world, “this divine taking-into-service has an aspect
of triumph and sovereignty, yet it does not erase the weakness of the human word nor its
limitations.” Thus, the human authors of Scripture are spoken of as “becoming bearers of
God’s Word.” Hence, “the speech of men in prophecy is the way of the reliable testimony of
God.” " According to Berkouwer’s view, “the Word became Scripture and as Scripture
subjected itself to the fate of all writing.” (Cf. I. Howard Marshall on the subject of
inspiration, chap. 2 of this book.) Berkouwer believes the orthodox view of Scripture is
“docetic” in that it denies the humanity of Scripture. For “in its eagerness to maintain Holy
Scripture’s divinity, [it] does not fully realize the significance of Holy Scripture as a
prophetic-apostolic, and consequently human, testimony.””

Because the Bible is a fully human book it suffers the fate of all other human books—it is
errant. This view “means a greater degree of naturalness in speaking of Scripture, with a view
to its nature and purpose.” Thus “formal problems of correctness (inerrancy alongside
infallibility) disintegrate with such a naturalness.” Hence, “the concept of error in the sense of
incorrectness is obviously being used on the same level as the concept of erring in the sense
of sin and deception.” The “truth” of Scripture should be understood as its unswerving
purpose to save. For Berkouwer, error is not simply a falsehood but it is an intentional
misleading or deception. Berkouwer himself believes the Scriptures to be free from error in
that sense. In this way “the authority of Scripture is in no way diminished because an ancient
world view occurs in it; for it was not the purpose of Scripture to offer revealing information
on that level.”

Berkouwer sees his view as representing “the transition from a more ‘mechanical’ to a
more ‘organic’ view of Scripture.””” For him “organic inspiration [is] the unfolding and
application of the central fact of revelation, the incarnation of the Word.” " Such a view
rejects the idea that
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every book of it, every chapter of it, every word of it, every syllable of it, every letter of it, is the
direct utterance of the Most High. This statement ... disregards all nuances of Scripture (consider the
Psalms, Job, Ecclesiastes), as though it were a string of divine or supernaturally revealed statements,
ignoring the fact that God’s Word has passed through humanity and has incorporated its service. ”

It is not all the content of the Bible that is inspired truth but the saving intent of the Bible.
“Scripture is central because of its nature and intent. For this Scripture is only referred to
because its sense and intent is the divine message of salvation.” ®* In short, the Bible is only
an instrument and confessional revelation of Christ. It is not a verbal and propositional
revelation. The Bible has an inspired purpose, but not inerrant propositions.

JACK B. ROGERS (1934-)

Jack Rogers translated Berkouwer’s work into English, and his view of inspiration is
substantially the same as Berkouwer’s. Rogers says the concept “called ‘organic inspiration,’
drew attention to the fact that there is a center and a periphery to Scripture.” 8 By that he
means it is “possible to define the meaning of biblical inerrancy according to the Bible’s
saving purpose and taking into account the human forms through which God condescended to
reveal himself.”®2

In the view of the “organic” nature of inspiration, “the purpose of the Bible is to warn
against human sin and offer us God’s salvation in Christ. Scripture infallibly achieves that
purpose. We are called, not to argue Scripture’s scientific accuracy, but to accept its saving
message.”®® Thus “the central saving message of Scripture could be received in faith without
waiting for scholarly reasons. The supporting material of Scripture, the human forms of
culture and language, were open to scholarly investigation.” So “in order to communicate
effectively with human beings, God condescended, humbled, and accommodated himself to
human categories of thought and speech.”®*

So for Rogers the orthodox claim to a factually inerrant Bible is wrong. “It is historically
irresponsible to claim that for two thousand years Christians have believed that the authority
of the Bible entails a modern concept of inerrancy in scientific and historical details.” Rogers
believes it is “irresponsible to claim that the old Princeton theology of Alexander, Hodge, and
Warfield is the only legitimate evangelical, or Reformed, theological tradition in America.”
In fact Rogers says, “Augustine, Calvin, Rutherford, and Bavinck, for example, all
specifically deny that the Bible should be looked to as an authority in matters of science. To
claim them in support of a modern inerrancy theory is to trivialize their central concern that
the Bible is our sole authority on salvation and the living of a Christian life.” He also says,
“Scripture was not to be used as a source of information in the sciences to refute what the
scholars were discovering.” ®
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In summary, for a neo-evangelical the Bible is a religious book, a book of salvation. Its
purpose is to save and it is infallible in accomplishing that purpose. But it is not inerrant in all
its statements. Only the saving “core” is true, not the cultural “husk” in which it is presented.
Inspiration is dynamic and *“organic.” It does not guarantee the inerrancy of all historical and
scientific statements in Scripture but only the infallibility of the saving purpose of Scripture.

THE EVANGELICAL VIEW OF SCRIPTURE

The modern evangelical position on Scripture is heir of the traditional, orthodox position
of historic Christianity from biblical times to the present. 2 Mainline evangelicals from all
major denominations and most smaller groups accept the verbal inspiration of Scripture, as
well as its divine authority and consequent inerrancy. Perhaps the most united manifestation
of this confession is the Chicago Statement on Scripture (1978) published by the International
Council on Biblical Inerrancy. It is a good representation of the views of evangelical leaders
of the last part of the twentieth century, including such noted leaders as James Boice, John
Gerstner, Carl F. H. Henry, Kenneth Kantzer, Harold Lindsell, John Warwick Montgomery,
J. I. Packer, Robert Preus, Earl Radmacher, Francis Schaeffer, R. C. Sproul, John Wenham,
and numerous others. ¥

The “Chicago Statement” will serve as a summary of the contemporary evangelical view
on the inspiration and inerrancy of the Bible. An official commentary on these articles was
written by R. C. Sproul, and a book covering the major addresses was published. %

ARTICLES OF AFFIRMATION AND DENIAL

ARTICLE |

We affirm that the Holy Scriptures are to be received as the authoritative Word of God.
We deny that the Scriptures receive their authority from the Church, tradition, or any other
human source.

ARTICLE |1

We affirm that the Scriptures are the supreme written norm by which God binds the
conscience, and that the authority of the Church is subordinate to that of Scripture.
We deny that Church creeds, councils, or declarations have authority greater than or equal to
the authority of the Bible.

ARTICLE I

We affirm that the written Word in its entirety is revelation given by God.
We deny that the Bible is merely a witness to revelation, or only becomes revelation in
encounter, or depends on the responses of men for its validity.

ARTICLE IV

8 86. See chaps. 3, 4, 5, and 6 for the biblical perspective and chaps. 7, 8, and 9 for the history of the doctrine
into the twentieth century. Chap. 8 traces the formal train of this position in the confessions and creeds of
Christendom since the Reformation.
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We affirm that God who made mankind in His image has used language as a means of
revelation.
We deny that human language is so limited by our creatureliness that it is rendered
inadequate as a vehicle for divine revelation. We further deny that the corruption of human
culture and language through sin has thwarted God’s work of inspiration.

ARTICLEV

We affirm that God’s revelation in the Holy Scriptures was progressive.
We deny that later revelation, which may fullfil earlier revelation, ever corrects or contradicts
it. We further deny that any normative revelation has been given since the completion of the
New Testament writings.

ARTICLE VI

We affirm that the whole of Scripture and all its parts, down to the very words of the original,
were given by divine inspiration.
We deny that the inspiration of Scripture can rightly be affirmed of the whole without the
parts, or of some parts but not the whole.

ARTICLE VII

We affirm that inspiration was the work in which God by His Spirit, through human writers,
gave us His Word. The origin of Scripture is divine. The mode of divine inspiration remains
largely a mystery to us.
We deny that inspiration can be reduced to human insight, or to heightened states of
consciousness of any kind.

ARTICLE VIII

We affirm that God in His Work of inspiration utilized the distinctive personalities and
literary styles of the writers whom He had chosen and prepared.
We deny that God, in causing these writers to use the very words that He chose, overrode
their personalities.

ARTICLE IX

We affirm that inspiration, though not conferring omniscience, guaranteed true and
trustworthy utterance on all matters of which the Biblical authors were moved to speak and
write.
We deny that the finitude or fallenness of these writers, by necessity or otherwise, introduced
distortion or falsehood into God’s Word.

ARTICLE X

We affirm that inspiration, strictly speaking, applies only to the autographic text of Scripture,
which in the providence of God can be ascertained from available manuscripts with great
accuracy. We further affirm that copies and translations of Scripture are the Word of God to
the extent that they faithfully represent the original.
We deny that any essential element of the Christian faith is affected by the absence of the
autographs. We further deny that this absence renders the assertions of Biblical inerrancy
invalid or irrelevant.

ARTICLE XI

We affirm that Scripture, having been given by divine inspiration, is infallible, so that, far
from misleading us, it is true and reliable in all the matters it addresses.



We deny that it is possible for the Bible to be at the same time infallible and errant in its
assertions. Infallibility and inerrancy may be distinguished, but not separated.
ARTICLE XII

We affirm that Scripture in its entirety is inerrant, being free from all falsehood, fraud, or
deceit.
We deny that Biblical infallibility and inerrancy are limited to spiritual, religious, or
redemptive themes, exclusive of assertions in the fields of history and science. We further
deny that scientific hypotheses about earth history may properly be used to overturn the
teaching of Scripture on creation and the flood.

ARTICLE XIII

We affirm the propriety of using inerrancy as a theological term with reference to the
complete truthfulness of Scripture.
We deny that it is proper to evaluate Scripture according to standards of truth and error that
are alien to its usage or purpose. We further deny that inerrancy is negated by Biblical
phenomena such as a lack of modern technical precision, irregularities of grammar or
spelling, observational descriptions of nature, the reporting of falsehoods, the use of
hyperbole and round numbers, the topical arrangement of material, variant selections of
material in parallel accounts, or the use of free citations.

ARTICLE XIV

We affirm the unity and internal consistency of Scripture.
We deny that alleged errors and discrepancies that have not yet been resolved vitiate the truth
claims of the Bible.

ARTICLE XV

We affirm that the doctrine of inerrancy is grounded in the teaching of the Bible about
inspiration.

We deny that Jesus’ teaching about Scripture may be dismissed by appeals to accommodation
or to any natural limitation of His humanity.

ARTICLE XVI

We affirm that the doctrine of inerrancy has been integral to the Church’s faith throughout its
history.
We deny that inerrancy is a doctrine invented by Scholastic Protestantism, or is a reactionary
position postulated in response to negative higher criticism.

ARTICLE XVII

We affirm that the Holy Spirit bears witness to the Scriptures, assuring believers of the

truthfulness of God’s written Word.

We deny that this witness of the Holy Spirit operates in isolation from or against Scripture.
ARTICLE XVIII

We affirm that the text of Scripture is to be interpreted by grammatico-historical exegesis,
taking account of its literary forms and devices, and that Scripture is to interpret Scripture.
We deny the legitimacy of any treatment of the text or quest for sources lying behind it that
leads to relativizing, dehistoricizing, or discounting its teaching, or rejecting its claims to
authorship.

ARTICLE XIX



We affirm that a confession of the full authority, infallibility, and inerrancy of Scripture is
vital to a sound understanding of the whole of the Christian faith.
We further affirm that such confession should lead to increasing conformity to the image of
Christ.
We deny that such confession is necessary for salvation. However, we further deny that
inerrancy can be rejected without grave consequences, both to the individual and to the
Church.

THEORIES OF REVELATION AND INSPIRATION AN EVALUATION OF THE NON-

ORTHODOX VIEWS

There are several elements common to non-orthodox and unorthodox views of Scripture.
A few of them are noted here.
First, the non-orthodox views of inspiration do not fit the biblical data. The Bible claims

to be verbally inspired. For it is the writings (graphé)that are inspired (2 Tim. 3:16). Paul

speaks of “words ... taught by the Spirit” (1 Cor. 2:13). God spoke to Isaiah of “My words
which | have put in your mouth” (Isa. 59:21). David acknowledged, “The Spirit of the Lord
spoke to me, and His word was on my tongue” (2 Sam. 23:2). But all the unorthodox views
reject verbal inspiration. Hence, whatever else may be said in their favor, they are not
biblical. (See chaps. 3-6 for a more complete treatment of this point.)

Second, the unorthodox views of Scripture are not supported by the Fathers of the church.
The orthodox view of the inspiration of Scripture has dominated for nearly nineteen centuries
of the Christian church (see chaps. 7-9 above). That is recognized by even non-orthodox
scholars.

Third, behind most denials of the orthodox view is an antisupernatural bias (see chap. 9).
They wrongly assume that because the Bible is written in a human form it must have a purely
human source. It is understandable that someone who does not believe in God would deny
the Bible is a God-breathed book, but it is unjustifiable for a theist to rule out the possibility.
Furthermore, to assume that the Bible cannot have a supernatural origin because it has a
natural character is like denying the deity of Christ because He appeared in “the form of a
man” (Phil. 2:8).

Fourth, denial of inspired words is often based on the presupposition that revelation
cannot be propositional (that is, that God cannot reveal Himself in words). This assumption
can be satirized by the words of the psalmist who wrote, He who planted the ear, does He not
hear?“ (Ps. 94:9), to which may be added, He who made the tongue, does He not speak?”
Surely the God who made speech can Himself speak. How can the creature have greater
powers than the Creator? The effect cannot be greater than its cause any more than water can
rise higher than its source.

Sometimes there is the implication that divine truth is somehow inexpressible in words:
God is beyond words. If this means only that words cannot exhaust the meaning of God, there
would be no problem. Unfortunately, the objection to verbal propositional revelation often
means that no truth about God can be expressed in words. However, this view is wrong.
Human understanding is incapable of comprehending God completely, but it is able to
apprehend Him sufficiently. The language of Scripture is not a complete expression of God,
but it is an adequate one. Indeed, it is ironic that those who insist that human language is an
inadequate vehicle to express theological truth use human language to express that very
theological position.

Fifth, the non-orthodox views ultimately deny any objective basis for divine authority.
This issue revolves around the question of who will be the final arbiterman or God. The Bible
addresses this matter by saying, “Rather, let God be found true, though every man be found a
liar, as it is written, “That Thou mightest be justified in Thy words, and mightest prevail when



Thou art judged’” (Rom. 3:4). Instead, man’s reason or subjective experience becomes the
authority. For all non-orthodox views agree that the objective language of the Bible is not in
itself the Word of God. That is, they deny the formula “What the Bible says, God says.” This
being the case, even after one discovers what Paul (or Peter, or John, et al.) said in the text he
must still ask the crucial question: “Indeed, has God said?” (Gen. 3:1). For once we drive a
wedge between the words of Scripture and the Word of God, then after we discover the
meaning of a passage it is left to our reason or experience to determine whether or not it is
true. Thus the orthodox view is left with no objective basis in the text of Scripture for a
divine authority. As Carl Henry states,

Every critical effort that absolutely contrasts the Word of God and the words of Scripture
contradicts our Lord’s own representatives of the prophets as conveyors of the incarnate Word by
turning Scripture into a nonauthoritative, fallible report, to be considered less trustworthy than the
verdicts passed upon it by modern theologians and ethicists. However piously they frame
representations of the transcendent Word toward which (supposedly errant) prophetic-apostolic words
witness, or of the Word hidden and revealed in or under (supposedly fallible) scriptural words,
concessive critics dissolve an authoritative prophetic-apostolic word, and simultaneously erode an
authoritative divine Word somehow wholly distinguishable from, yet presumably based upon, an
equivocating Scripture. On the premise that the Bible is not the unadulterated Word of God, many
critical scholars have erected private theological distilleries for extracting a totally foolproof “Truth”
from error-prone documents. But informed seminarians know the long list of learned analysts whose
personal brand of criticism foundered because of a dilution of the biblical essence and the substitution
of ersatz ingredients.”

Sixth, there is in some non-orthodox views a confusion between revelation (an objective
disclosure of God) and interpretation (a subjective discovery of that revelation). Truth is not
personal; it is propositional. However, truth comes from a person to a person (or persons) and
can be about a personal relationship (for example, a love letter). The Bible is a propositional
revelation from a personal Being (God) to persons, about their personal relationship to Him
and to other persons. But the truth of the Bible about those personal relationships is not
personal truth; rather it is propositional truth about persons. Thus, the revelation of God in
Scripture is an objective, propositional revelation about personal relationships. When one
properly interprets that objective revelation and by the help of the Holy Spirit understands
how it applies to his life (1 Cor. 2:14-16; Eph. 1:18) he has illumination.

Unfortunately non-orthodox views often confuse individual illumination (or even human
intuition) with God’s objective revelation in Scripture. To do so is to shift the locus of
revelation from the objective written Word of God to the subjective experience of the
believer. In the case of the neo-orthodox view, it is claimed that the Bible is only a revelation
when man is receiving it. Their claim that God is not really speaking unless man is hearing is
clearly contrary to the repeated exhortation in Scripture to receive what God has spoken.
Jesus said “Have you not read” (Matt. 19:4), for “It is written” (4:4, 7, 10). He cried out, “O
foolish men and slow of heart to believe in all that the prophets have spoken” (Luke 24:25).

Seventh, there is a tendency within the extreme fundamentalist view to deny in effect the
human dimension of Scripture. This leads to a biblical “docetism,” wherein the divine nature
of Scripture is affirmed at the expense of its human aspect. Just as it is unorthodox to deny
Christ’s true humanity, it is also wrong to deny the truly human nature of Scriptures. Hence,
it is necessary to affirm the ways in which the Bible is a truly human book.

(1) The Bible often uses human sources for its material: Luke may have used written
sources for his gospel (Luke 1:1-4); the Old Testament often used non-canonical writings as

8989. Carl F. H. Henry, God, Revelation and Authority, vol. 4: God Who Speaks and Shows: Fifteen Theses, Part
Three, p. 50.



sources (cf. Josh. 10:13); Paul quoted non-Christian poets three times (Acts 17:28; 1 Cor.
15:33; Titus 1:12); Jude cited material contained in non-canonical books (Jude 9, 14).

(2) Every book in the Bible was the composition of a human writer, about forty of them
in all.

(3) The Bible manifests different human literary styles, from the mournful meter of
Lamentations to the exalted poetry of Isaiah, from the simple grammar of John to the
complex Greek of Hebrews.

(4) The Bible also manifests human perspectives: David spoke in Psalm 23 from a
shepherd’s perspective; Kings is written from a prophetic vantage point, and Chronicles from
a priestly point of view; Acts manifests a historical interest and 2 Timothy a pastor’s heart.
Writers speak from an observer’s perspective when they write of the sun rising or setting
(Josh. 1:15).

(5) The Bible reveals human thought patterns, including memory lapses (1 Cor. 1:14-16).

(6) The Bible reveals human emotions (Gal. 4:14).

(7) The Bible reveals specific human interests. Indicated by their choice of images, Hosea
had a rural interest, Luke a medical interest, and James an interest in nature.

The Bible is in every sense of the word a truly human book except that it has no errors.
Just as Christ the living Word of God was truly human, yet without sin (Heb. 4:5), even so
the written Word of God is truly human, yet without error.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

There are three main views within Christendom in the contemporary scene regarding the
Bible. These views may be summarized as follows:

The Bible is the Word of God—orthodox.
The Bible contains the Word of God—Iliberal.
The Bible become the Word of God—neo-orthodox.

However, there is a sense in which many who do not hold the orthodox belief in the
identity between the Bible and the Word of God do, nonetheless, admit to some truth in the
expression “The Bible is the Word of God.” Understood this way, the Bible is the Word of
God in one of the following manners:
essentially (orthodox);
partially (liberals);
instrumentally (neo-orthodox, neo-evangelical).

Evangelical Christians, however, believe the propositions of the Bible are God’s infallible
words. Neo-evangelicals believe only the purpose is infallible. Whereas liberals believe one
can find God’s Word here and there in the Bible, evangelicals believe it is found everywhere
in Scripture. Although neo-evangelicals hold that the Bible is God’s Word confessionally
(that is, it is a confession to God’s Word), evangelicals hold that the Bible is God’s Word
essentially.

The difference between the orthodox and neo-orthodox (and neo-evangelical) views is
this:

Orthodox: the Bible is a revelation;

Neo-orthodox: the Bible is only a record of revelation.

For the orthodox revelation is propositional. For the neo-orthodox revelation is personal; the
Bible is only a record of personal, existential encounters with God.

There is no essential difference between the neo-evangelical and the neo-orthodox views
of Scripture. Both deny an identity between the words of Scripture and the Word of God.
Both deny the formula, “Whatever the Bible says, God says.” Both claim the Bible is a
human (and fallible) record. Both hold the Bible is only an instrument through which God



speaks, not the words in which God speaks.* It should be no surprise that the neo-evangelical
view is similar to the neo-orthodox view, because the main source of it is Jack Rogers, who
follows G. C. Berkouwer, who was influenced by Karl Barth. Even non-evangelicals have
noted the similarity.

The various positions can also be contrasted according to their beliefs about the modus
operandi (means of operation) of inspiration. Accordingly, these views hold that God
produced the Bible by:

Verbal dictation through secretaries (extreme fundamentalists)

Verbal inspiration through prophets (orthodox)

Human intuition through natural process (liberals)

Divine elevation of human literature (liberal-evangelical)

Human recording of revelational events (neo-orthodox)

Inspiration of only redemptive truths or purpose (neo-evangelical)

Neo-evangelicals vary on the issue of the precise means of inspiration. Some hold that God
inspired the idea, and the writers put it into their own erring words. Others affirm that God
inspired only the core redemptive truths, not the cultural mode in which it was expressed.
Some stress that the purposes (intentions) of the Bible are inspired of God, but not all its
propositions (affirmations). But all neo-evangelicals allow for actual errors (i.e., mistakes) in
the biblical record. That is in strong contrast to the historic orthodox and contemporary
evangelical view of the Bible as an infallible and inerrant record. The chart summarizes the
major features of the various views discussed.

THEORIES OF REVELATION AND INSPIRATION

View Name Proponents  Revelation Errors Errors Means Degree of
in in of Authority
Originals? Copies? Inspiration of Bible
Mechanical Hyper- Muslims In Words None None By Dictation Infallible and
Dictation Fundamentalism Spiritists (Individually) Inerrant
Some Hyper-
Fundamentalists
Verbal Fundamentalism John R. Rice In Words None Few By Infallible and
Dictation (Individually) Supernatural  Inerrant
Molding of
Writer’s Style
Verbal Fundamentalism B.B. Warfield  In Words None Few Supernatural  Infallible and
Inspiration Evangelicalism F. Schaeffer (Holistically)* Process Inerrant
ICBI
Conceptual Neo- A.H. Strong In Concepts  None Few Revealed Infallible
Inspiration Evangelicalism D. Beegle (Not Words)  theologi- Ideas Not Inerrant
J. Rogers caly (or Writer’s Own
morally) Words
Some
factually
Instrumental  Liberal C.S. Lewis Through Some (In Some Writer’s Authoritative
Revelation Evangelicalism Words both areas) Words Not Inerrant
(Not in Words) "Elevated" by
God
Personal Neo-Orthodoxy Karl Barth In Acts, Some (In Many Revealed Acts Usually
Revelation Emil Brunner  Events both areas) Writer’s Reliable
John Baillie (Not Words) Record Not Inerrant
Illuminationism Liberalism Harold DeWolf By Many (In Many Divine Often Reliable
Harry E. lllumination  both areas) Actualiza- Not Inerrant
Fosdick (No tion of Natural
Revelation) Powers

%90. The neo-evangelical view of Scripture has been critiqued historically by John Woodbridge,Biblical
Authority: A Critique of the Roger-McKim Proposal, and John Hannah, ed., Inerrancy and the Church;
philosophically by Norman L. Geisler, ed., Biblical Errancy: Its Philosophical Roots; and theologically by Gordon
Lewis and Bruce Demarest, eds., Challenges to Inerrancy.



Intuitionalism  Process Shubert Ogden By Intuition ~ Many (In Largely  Purely Natural Sometimes
Theology (No both areas) Powers Reliable
Revelation) Not Inerrant

* In words as parts of a whole sentence or proposition

Evidences for the Inspiration of the Bible

The Word of God needs no proof. It has self-vindicating authority because it is God’s
Word. After all, God is the highest authority (Heb. 6:13). Hence,there is nothing greater than
God to which one could appeal for authority. So the Word of God is its own authority. And if
the Bible is God’s Word, then the same is true of the Bible it too would speak with ultimate
authority.

However, the question as to whether or not the Bible is the Word of God is a matter of
evidence. After all, there are other books, such as the Koran and the Book of Mormon, that
claim to be the Word of God, and yet they contradict the Bible. But God cannot contradict
Himself, and His Word cannot contradict itself. Because they contradict one another, only
one of these competing books at best can be the Word of God. Hence, one must offer
evidence in support of the claim that the Bible is the Word of God, as opposed to the other
books that make contrary claims. One is obliged to obey the legitimate authority (Rom. 13:1-
8) of a police officer provided he has evidence that he is really an officer, and not an imposter
posing as an officer. Likewise, any book demanding obedience to it as the Word of God
needs to support its claim to be the authentic voice of God. What, then, is the evidence that
the Bible has divine authority?

It is one thing to claim divine inspiration for the Bible and quite another to provide
evidence to confirm that claim. Before examining the supporting evidence for the inspiration
of Scripture, a precise summary of what it is that inspiration claims is in order.

A SUMMARY OF THE CLAIM FOR THE INSPIRATION OF THE BIBLE

The inspiration of the Bible is not to be confused with a poetic inspiration. Inspiration as
applied to the Bible refers to the God-given authority of its teachings for the thought and life
of the believer.

BIBLICAL DESCRIPTION OF INSPIRATION

The Greek word for inspiration (theopneustos) means God-breathed, but in its broader

theological usage it is often used to include the process by which the Scriptures or writings
were invested with divine authority for doctrine and practice (2 Tim. 3:16-17). It is the
writings that are said to be inspired. The writers, however, were Spirit-moved to record their
messages. Hence, when viewed as a total process, inspiration is what occurs when Spirit-
moved writers record God-breathed writings. Three elements are contained in the total
process of inspiration: the divine causality, the prophetic agency, and the resultant authority.

The three elements in inspiration The first element in inspiration is God’s causality.
God is the Prime Mover by whose promptings the prophets were led to write. The ultimate
origin of inspired writings is the desire of the Divine to communicate with man. The second
factor is the prophetic agency. The Word of God comes through men of God. God employs
the instrumentality of human personality to convey His message. Finally, the written
prophetic utterance is invested with divine authority. The prophet’s words are God’s Words
(chap. 2).

The characteristics of an inspired writing The first characteristic of inspiration is
implied in the fact that it is an inspired writing; namely, it is verbal. The very words of the
prophets were God-given, not by dictation but by the Spirit-directed employment of the



prophet’s own vocabulary and style.* Inspiration also claims to be plenary (full). No part of
Scripture is without divine inspiration. Paul wrote, “All scripture is inspired by God” (2 Tim.
3:16). In addition, inspiration implies the inerrancy of the teaching of the original documents
(called autographs). Whatever God utters is true and without error, and the Bible is said to be
an utterance of God. Finally, inspiration results in the divine authority of the Scriptures. The
teaching of Scripture is binding on the believer for faith and practice (chap. 3).

THE BIBLICAL CLAIM TO DIVINE INSPIRATION

Inspiration is not something merely attributed to the Bible by Christians; it is something the
Bible claims for itself. There are literally hundreds of references within the Bible about its
divine origin.

The claim for the inspiration of the Old Testament The Old Testament claims to
be a prophetic writing. The familiar “thus says the Lord” fills its pages. False prophets and
their works were excluded from the house of the Lord. Those prophecies that proved to be
from God were preserved in a sacred place. The growing collection of sacred writings was
recognized and even quoted by later prophets as the Word of God (chap. 4).

Jesus and the New Testament writers held these writings in the same high esteem; they
claimed them to be the unbreakable, authoritative, and inspired Word of God. By numerous
references to the Old Testament as a whole, to its basic sections, and to almost every Old
Testament book, the New Testament writers overwhelmingly attested to the claim of divine
inspiration for the Old Testament (chap. 5).

The claim for the inspiration of the New Testament The apostolic writings were
boldly described in the same authoritative terms that denoted the Old Testament as the Word
of God. They were called “Scripture,” “prophecy,” and so on. Every book in the New
Testament contains some claim to divine authority. The New Testament church read,
circulated, collected, and quoted the New Testament books right along with the inspired
Scriptures of the Old Testament (chap. 6).

The contemporaries and immediate successors of the apostolic age recognized the divine
origin of the New Testament writings along with the Old. With only heretical exceptions, all
the great Fathers of the Christian church from the earliest times held to the divine inspiration
of the New Testament. In brief, there is continuous claim for the inspiration of both Old and
New Testaments from the time of their composition to the present (chaps. 7, 8, and 9). In
modern times that claim has been seriously challenged by many from inside and outside
Christendom (chaps. 9 and 10). The challenge calls for a substantiation of the claim for
inspiration of the Bible.

SUPPORT FOR THE BIBLICAL CLAIM FOR INSPIRATION

Defenders of the Christian faith (apologists) have responded to the challenge in sundry ways.
Some have transformed Christianity into a rational system, others have claimed belief in it
because it is without reason, but the great mass of informed Christians through the centuries
have avoided either rationalism or fideism. Claiming neither absolute finality nor complete
skepticism, Christian apologists have given “an account for the hope that is in” them (1 Pet.
3:15)% The following is a summary of evidence for the biblical doctrine of inspiration.
INTERNAL EVIDENCE OF THE BIBLE’S INSPIRATION

1. See discussions in chaps. 2 and 10.

22. See Norman L. Geisler, Christian Apologetics, chaps. 16-18.



There are two lines of evidence to be considered on the inspiration of the Bible: the
evidence flowing from within Scripture itself (internal evidence) and that coming from
outside (external evidence). Several lines of internal evidence have been presented.

The prima facie evidence for inspiration The Bible on its surface seems to be an
inspired book. Like Jesus, the Bible speaks with authority (John 7:46). It gives every
appearance of having come from God. Not only does it claim to have a divine origin, but it
seems to have a supernatural character. Although such is not full proof of the Bible’s
inspiration, it is at least an indication that merits examination. To rephrase the gospel writer,
“never did a book speak the way this Book speaks” (cf. John 7:46). The Bible has the ring of
truth. As such there is at least prima facie evidence for its inspiration. This prima facie
credential calls for further examination of other evidence.

Evidence of the testimony of the Holy Spirit Closely allied with the evidence of the
prima facie authority of Scripture is the witness of the Holy Spirit. The Word of God is
confirmed to the children of God by the Spirit of God. The inner witness of God in the heart
of the believer who reads the Bible is evidence of its divine origin. The Holy Spirit not only
bears witness to the believer that he is a child of God (Rom. 8:16) but that the Bible is the
Word of God (2 Pet. 1:20-21). The same Spirit who communicated the truth of God also
confirms to the believer that the Bible is the Word of God. That witness does not occur in a
vacuum. The Spirit uses the objective Word to bring about subjective assurance.® But by the
witness of the Spirit of God to the truth of the Word of God, there is certainty about its divine
authority.

Evidence from the transforming ability of the Bible Another so-called internal
evidence is the ability of the Bible to convert the unbeliever and to build up the believer in
the faith. The writer of Hebrews says, “The word of God is living and active and sharper than
any two-edged sword” (4:12). Untold thousands have experienced this dynamic power. Drug
addicts have been cured, derelicts have been transformed, hate has been turned to love by
reading the Bible. Believers grow by studying it (1 Pet. 2:2). The sorrowing are comforted,
sinners are rebuked, and the negligent are exhorted by the Scriptures. God’s Word possesses
the dynamic, transforming power of God. God vindicates the Bible’s authority by its
evangelistic and edifying powers.

Evidence from the unity of the Bible A more formal evidence of the Bible’s
inspiration is its unity. Composed as it is of sixty-six books, written over a period of some
fifteen hundred years by nearly forty authors using several languages and containing
hundreds of topics, it is more than accidental or incidental that the Bible possesses an
amazing unity of theme—Jesus Christ. One problem—sin—and one solution—the Savior—
unify its pages from Genesis to Revelation. This is an especially valid point because no one
person or group of men put the Bible together. Books were added as they were written by the
prophets. They were then collected because they were considered inspired. It is only later
reflection, both by the prophets themselves (cf.1 Pet. 1:10-11) and later generations, that has
discovered that the Bible is really one book whose “chapters” were written by men who had
no explicit knowledge of the overall structure. Their individual roles could be compared to
that of different men writing chapters of a novel for which none of them have even an overall
outline. Whatever unity the book has must come from beyond them. Like a symphony, each
individual part of the Bible contributes to an overall unity that is orchestrated by one Master.
EXTERNAL EVIDENCES OF THE BIBLE’S INSPIRATION

The internal evidence of inspiration is mostly subjective in nature. It relates to what the
believer sees or senses in his experience with the Bible. With the possible exception of the

*3.SeeR.C. Sproul, “The Internal Testimony of the Holy Spirit,” in Norman L. Geisler, ed., Inerrancy, chap. 11.



evidence from the unity of the Bible, the internal evidences are available only inside
Christianity. The nonbeliever does not sense the witness of His Spirit, nor experience the
edifying power of Scripture in his life. Unless he steps by faith to the inside, these internal
evidences may have little convincing effect on his life. This is where the external evidence
plays a crucial role. It provides signposts indicating where the “inside” really is. It is public
witness to something very unusual, which serves to draw attention to the voice of God in
Scripture.

Evidence from the historicity of the Bible Much of the Bible is historical and as
such is subject to historical investigation. The most significant area of confirmation in this
regard has come from the field of archaeology. The renowned archaeologist William F.
Albright said, “There can be no doubt that archaeology has confirmed the substantial
historicity of the Old Testament tradition.”* Nelson Glueck adds, “It may be stated
categorically that no archaeological discovery has ever controverted a Biblical reference.
Scores of archaeological findings have been made which confirm in clear outline or exact
detail historical statements in the Bible.”> Millar Burrows notes that “more than one
archaeologist has found his respect for the Bible increased by the experience of excavation in
Palestine.”® Clifford A. Wilson has added still more support to the historical reliability of the
Bible.” No historical discovery is a direct evidence of any spiritual claim in the Bible, such as
the claim to be divinely inspired; nevertheless the historicity of the Bible does provide
indirect verification of the claim of inspiration. Confirmation of the Bible’s accuracy in
factual matters lends credibility to its claims when speaking on other subjects. Jesus said, “If
I told you earthly things and you do not believe, how shall you believe if | tell you heavenly
things?” (John 3:12).

Evidence from the testimony of Christ In connection with the evidence from the
historicity of the biblical documents is the evidence of the testimony of Christ. Since the New
Testament has been documented as historical, and since those same historical documents
provide the teaching of Christ about the inspiration of the Bible, one needs only to assume the
truthfulness of Christ in order to argue for the inspiration of the Bible. If Christ possesses any
kind of authority or integrity as a religious teacher, then the Scriptures are inspired, for He
taught that they are God’s Word. In order to falsify this contention, one must reject the
authority of Jesus to make pronouncements on the subject of inspiration. The evidence from
Scripture conclusively reveals that Jesus held to the full divine authority of the Scriptures (see
chap.6). Indications from the gospel records, with ample historical backing, show that Jesus
was a man of integrity and truth. The argument, then, is this:
if what Jesus taught is true,
and Jesus taught that the Bible is inspired,
then it follows that it is true that the Bible is inspired of God.In order to deny the authority of
Scripture one must reject the integrity of Christ.?

*4. William F. Albright, Archeology and the Religion of Israel, p. 176.
>5. Nelson Glueck, Rivers in the Desert: A History of the Negev, p. 31.
®6. Millar Burrows, What Mean These Stones?, p. 1

77. Clifford A. Wilson, Rocks, Relics, and Biblical Reliability.

83. See John W. Wenham, Christ and the Bible.



Evidence from prophecy Another forceful external testimony to the inspiration of
Scripture is the fact of fulfilled prophecy. According to Deuteronomy 18, a prophet was false
if he made predictions that were never fulfilled. No unconditional prophecy of the Bible
about events to the present day has gone unfilled. Hundreds of predictions, some of them
given hundreds of years in advance, have been literally fulfilled. The time (Dan. 9), city (Mic.
5:2), and nature (Isa. 7:14) of Christ’s birth were foretold in the Old Testament, as were
dozens of other things about His life, death, and resurrection (see Isa. 53). Numerous other
prophecies have been fulfilled, including the destruction of Edom (Obad. 1), the curse on
Babylon (Isa. 13), the destruction of Tyre (Ezek. 26) and Nineveh (Nah. 1-3), and the return
of Israel to the Land (Isa. 11:11). Other books claim divine inspiration, such as the Koran, the
Book of Mormon, and parts of the Veda. But none of those books contains predictive
prophecy.® As a result, fulfilled prophecy is a strong indication of the unique, divine authority
of the Bible.

Evidence from the influence of the Bible No book has been more widely
disseminated and has more broadly influenced the course of world events than the Bible. The
Bible has been translated into more languages, been published in more copies, influenced
more thought, inspired more art, and motivated more discoveries than any other book in
history. The Bible has been translated into over one thousand languages representing more
than ninety percent of the world’s population. It has been published in billions of copies.
There are no close seconds to it on the all-time bestseller list. The influence of the Bible and
its teaching in the Western world is clear for all who study history. And the influential role of
the West in the course of world events is equally clear. Civilization has been influenced more
by the Judeo-Christian Scriptures than by any other book or series of books in the world.
Indeed, no great moral or religious work in the world exceeds the depth of morality in the
principle of Christian love, and none has a more lofty spiritual concept than the biblical view
of God. The Bible presents the highest ideals known to men, ideals that have molded
civilization.

%9, In this regard see Gleason L. Archer, Jr., A Survey of Old Testament Introduction, “Appendix 2:
Anachronisms and Historical Inaccuracies in the Koran,” pp. 498-500; “Appendix 3: Anachronisms and
Historical Inaccuracies in the Mormon Scriptures,” pp. 501-4.
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In fulfillment of prophesy (Obad. 1-4), Petra is today a deserted ruin. this is
the so-called ““treasury” (Giovanni Trimboli)

Evidence from the apparent indestructibility of the Bible Despite its importance
(or maybe because of it), the Bible has suffered more vicious attacks than would be expected
to be made on such a book. But the Bible has withstood all its attackers. Diocletian attempted
to exterminate it (c. A.D. 302/3-305),° and yet it is the most widely published book in the
world today.Biblical critics once regarded much of it as mythological, but archaeology has
established it as historical. Antagonists have attacked its teaching as primitive, but moralists
urge that its teaching on love be applied to modern society. Skeptics have cast doubt on its
authenticity, and yet more men are convinced of its truth today than ever. Attacks on the
Bible continue to arise from science, psychology, and political movements, but the Bible
remains undaunted. Like the wall four-feet high and four-feet wide, attempts to blow it over
accomplish nothing. The Bible remains just as strong after the attack. Jesus said, “Heaven
and earth will pass away, but My words will not pass away” (Mark 13:31).

Evidence from the integrity of the human authors There are no good reasons to
suppose that the authors of Scripture were not honest and sincere men. From everything that
is known of the disciples’ lives—even their deaths for what they believed—they were utterly
convinced that God had spoken to them. What shall be made of men—over five hundred of
them (1 Cor. 5:6)—who claim as evidence for the divine authority of their message that they
saw Jesus of Nazareth, crucified under Pontius Pilate, alive and well? What shall be made of
the claim that they saw Him on about a dozen occasions over a period of a month and a half?
That they talked with Him, ate with Him, saw His wounds, and handled Him, and even the
most skeptical among them fell at His feet and cried, “My Lord and my God!” (John 20:28)?
It stretches one’s credulity to believe that the disciples were all drugged or deluded,
especially in view of the number and nature of their encounters and the lasting effect on
them. But granting their basic integrity, one is confronted with an unusual phenomenon of
men facing death with the claim that God had given them the authority to speak and write.
When men of sanity and noted integrity claim divine inspiration for their writings and offer
as evidence that they have communicated with the resurrected Christ, then men of good will
who seek the truth must take notice. In brief, the honesty of the biblical writers vouches for
the divine authority of their writings.

Evidence from miracles Another support for the inspiration of Scripture comes from
miracles. A miracle is an act of God and confirms the Word of God by a prophet of God (see
chap. 13). Nicodemus said to Jesus, “Rabbi, we know that You have come from God as a
teacher; for no one can do these signs [miracles] that You do unless God is with him” (John
3:2). Peter said to the crowd at Pentecost, “Jesus the Nazarene, [was] a man attested to you by
God with miracles and wonders and signs which God performed through Him” (Acts 2:22).
The same is true of other spokesmen for God in the Bible. Moses, for example, was given the
ability to perform miracles so that Egypt would believe his message was from God (Ex. 4:1-
9). So were other prophets, such as Elijah (1 Kings 18) and Elisha (2 Kings 4). In the New
Testament the apostles” message was confirmed by miracles. Hebrews says,

How shall we escape if we neglect so great a salvation? After it was at the first spoken through the
Lord, it was confirmed to us by those who heard, God also bearing witness with them, both by signs
and wonders and by various miracles and by gifts of the Holy Spirit according to His own will. (Heb.
2:3-4)

1910. See discussions in chaps. 16 and 27.



The Bible is a prophetic book. Every book in it was written by a prophet or spokesman
for God (see chaps. 3-6). And since there were miracles to confirm the prophetic messages
given by authors of Scripture, then the Bible is confirmed to be the Word of God by acts of
God (miracles).™

The argument from alternate possibility One of the most interesting arguments for

the inspiration of the Bible has been suggested by Charles Wesley.
The Bible must be the invention either of good men or angels, bad men or devils, or of God.

1. It could not be the invention of good men or angels; for they neither would or could make a
book, and tell lies all the time they were writing it, saying “Thus saith the Lord,” when it was their
own invention.

2. It could not be the invention of bad men or devils; for they would not make a book which
commands all duty, forbids all sin, and condemns their souls to hell to all eternity.

3. Therefore, | draw this conclusion, that the Bible must be given by divine inspiration.*

Of course these arguments do not rationally demonstrate the divine origin of Scripture
beyond all question. Even if they did objectively prove the inspiration of the Bible, it would
not necessarily follow that they would persuade everyone. Rather, they are evidences,
testimonies, and witnesses. As witnesses they must be cross-examined and evaluated as a
whole. Then, in the jury room of one’s own soul—a decision must be made—a decision that
§ baseoll 3not on rationally inescapable proofs but on evidence that is “beyond reasonable
doubt.”

Perhaps all that need be added here is that the claim for the inspiration of the Bible is on
trial, and each individual is part of a jury called upon for a verdict. That being the case, based
on a comprehensive examination of the claim and alleged credentials of the Bible to be
inspired, the jury would be compelled to vote that the Bible is “guilty of being inspired as
charged.” The reader too must decide. For those who tend to be indecisive, one is reminded
of the words of Peter: “Lord, to whom shall we go? You have the words of eternal life” (John
6:68). In other words, if the Bible—with its clear-cut claim to be inspired, as well as its
incomparable characteristics and multiple credentials—is not inspired, then to what else can
one turn? It has the words of eternal life.

SUMMARY

The Bible claims to be and proves to be the Word of God. There are general claims for
the Bible as a whole and more specific claims for sections and even individual books. This is
true of both Old and New Testaments.

Support for the Bible’s claim to be the written Word of God comes from many sources.
First, there is prima facie evidence from the very nature of the Bible itself. Second, the
witness of the Spirit to the heart of the believer adds further confirmation to the Bible’s
inspiration. Third, the transforming ability of Scripture is indication of its divine origin.

111. The argument here is not circular, since the Bible as a historically reliable document (supported by
evidence) can be used as a basis for knowing these miracles occurred that confirm it to be the Word of God.
See F. F. Bruce, The New Testament Documents: Are They Reliable? for evidence on the reliability of the New
Testament.

'212. Robert W. Burtner and Robert E. Chiles, A Compend of Wesley’s Theology, p. 20.

1313, For further evidence see Bernard Ramm, Protestant Christian Evidences, and Josh McDowell, Evidence
That Demands a Verdict.



Fourth, the very unity of the Bible amid all its diversity of authors, languages, and topics
bespeaks of a divine Mind behind it. Fifth, the historicity of the Bible as confirmed by
multitudinous archaeological discoveries, lends further support to its claim to divine
authority. Sixth, the testimony of Christ is a clear indication it is the very Word of God.
Seventh, uniquely the Bible offers numerous fulfilled prophecies as confirmation of its divine
character. Eighth, the influence of the Bible has been more widespread than any other book in
the world. Ninth, the apparent indestructibility of the Bible is another indication it is from
God. Tenth, the integrity of the human authors also lends support to their claims for
inspiration. Eleventh, miracles confirm the Bible to be the Word of God. Twelfth, there is the
argument from alternate possibility, suggesting the unlikeliness that it was invented by either
good or evil creatures but rather that it truly came from God as claimed.

Some of these arguments alone are indecisive. But when all of them are taken together
they form a very persuasive argument that the Bible is indeed the Word of God. In fact, no
other book in the world has such widespread and unique support for its claim to be the
inspired Word of God.

Part Two

CANONIZATION OF THE BIBLE
12

Determination of Canonicity

The first link in the chain of revelation “From God to Us” is inspiration,which concerns
what God did, namely, that He breathed out (spirated) the Scriptures. The second link in the
chain is canonization, which relates to the question of which books God inspired. Inspiration
indicates how the Bible received its authority, whereas canonization tells how the Bible
received its acceptance. It is one thing for God to give the Scriptures their authority, and
quite another for men to recognize that authority.

CANONICITY DEFINED

In the overall subject of canonicity, the first question to be considered is the determining
principle: What is it that makes a book canonical? In his discussion of canonicity in the
twentieth century, R. C. Leonard “distinguishes four main views: (i) the theory of canon as
inspired word, rooted inprophecy, (ii) the theory of canon as history—the history of the acts
of God in relation to Israel, and their interpretation, (iii) the theory of canon as law, rooted in
the Pentateuch, with parallels in non-Israelite treaties and law-codes, and (iv) the theory of
canon as a cultic phenomenon, rooted in worship.”* Various answers have been presented
concerning the determining principle of canonicity; but, before they can be understood, it is
necessary to trace briefly the development of the concept of the “canon.”

LITERALLY
The original meaning of the term canon can be traced to the ancient Greeks, who used it

in a literal sense: a kanon was a rod, ruler, staff, or measuring rod. The Greek word kanon is

1.R.C. Leonard, “The Origin of Canonicity in the Old Testament,” (Ph.D. diss., Boston University, 1972),
especially chaps. 6-9. This material provides the basis for the discussion in Roger Beckwith, The Old Testament
Canon of the New Testament Church and Its Background in Early Judaism, pp. 63-104.



probably a derivative of the Hebrew kaneh (reed), an Old Testament term meaning
measuring rod (Ezek. 40:3; 42:16).? This literal concept provided the basis for a later
extended use of the word kanon, meaning “standard,” “norm.” Even in pre-Christian Greek,

the word kanon bore a non-literal meaning,® as it does in the New Testament. In 2

Corinthians 10:13-16 it bears the sense of “sphere of action or influence.”* Galatians 6:16
comes closest to the final theological significance of the word, as Paul says “Those who will

walk by this rule [kanon], peace and mercy be upon them.”

THEOLOGICALLY
From the literal “ruler,” the word was extended to mean a rule or standard for anything. In
early Christian usage, it came to mean rule of faith, normative writings, or authoritative

Scripture. The Fathers, from the time of Irenaeus, referred to the kanon of Christian teaching,

which they called “The Kanon of the Church,” “The Kanon of the Truth,” and “The Kanon
of Faith.”® However, the first clear application of the word to the Scriptures came at about
A.D. 350, with Athanasius.® The word kanon was applied to the Bible in both an active and a

passive sense: one in which it was the canon or standard, and the other in which it was
canonized or recognized to be canonical by the church. In this chapter canonicity is viewed in
the active sense in which the Scriptures are the ultimate norm.

CANONICITY DESCRIBED

The ancient Jews did not use the word canon (kaneh) in reference to their authoritative

writings, although the theological concept of a canon or divine standard is certainly
applicable to their sacred writings. Nevertheless, several other phrases or concepts used by
the Jews are equivalent to the word canon.
SACRED WRITINGS

An inspired or canonical writing was considered sacred and was kept by the Ark of the
Covenant (Deut. 31:24-26). After the Temple was built, the sacred writings were kept in the
Temple (2 Kings 22:8). This special attention and reverence paid to the Jewish Scriptures is
tantamount to saying that they were considered canonical.
AUTHORITATIVE WRITINGS

Another concept that is synonymous with canonicity is “authority.” The rulers of Israel
were to be subject to the authority of the Scriptures. The Lord commanded that when a king
“sits on the throne of his kingdom, he shall write for himself a copy of this law on a scroll ...
and he shall read in it all the days of his life, that he may learn to fear the Lord his God”
(Deut. 17:18-19). The Lord enjoined the same authoritative writings unto Joshua, saying,

22, For the history of the word canon see Alexander Souter, The Text and Canon of the New Testament, pp.
154-56.

33. For example, it was used to describe a standard in ethics, art, literature, and even great epochs. See Brooke
Foss Westcott, A General Survey of the History of the Canon of the New Testament, “Appendix A,” p. 504.

*4. Walter Bauer, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature, p. 403.
>5, Westcott, General Survey, p. 506 and notes 1-2.

°6. According to Westcott, pp. 508-9 and notes 1-2, p. 516, although certain derivatives of the Greek word
were used by Origen.



“This book of the law shall not depart from your mouth, but you shall meditate on it day and
night” (Josh. 1:8).
Books THAT “DEFILE THE HANDS”

Some assert that in the later Talmudic tradition the canonical, or sacred, books were
called those that “defile the hands” of the users, because the books were considered holy.” W.
O. E. Osterley, and others since,® suggest that contact with the Scriptures really sanctified the
hands, but it was called uncleanness because the hands had to be washed before touching
other things, in accordance with Leviticus 6:27f; 16:23f; 26, 28. Still others, such as Roger
Beckwith,
fall back on the reason given by the Mishnah and Tosephta themselves, where Rabbi Johanan ben
Zakkai answers the Sadducean objection to the teaching that the Scriptures make the hands unclean
but the writings of Homer do not, by explaining that as their preciousness, so is their uncleanness’ (M.
Yadaim 4.6),and continuing, so that they may not be made into spreads for beasts’ (Tos.Yadaim 2.19).
By declaring that the Scriptures made the hands unclean, the rabbis protected them from careless and
irreverent treatment, since it is obvious that no one would be so apt to handle them heedlessly if he
were every time obliged to wash his hands afterwards.’

The books of the Old Testament, in contrast, do make the hands unclean, that is, they are
canonical. Indeed, Paul refers to the inspired Old Testament as “sacred” writings (2 Tim.
3:15).
BOOKS FROM THE PROPHETIC PERIOD

Josephus in his Contra Apion 1.8 says,
From Artaxerxes until our time everything has been recorded, but has not been deemed worthy of like
credit with what preceded, because the exact succession of the prophets ceased. But what faith we
have placed in our own writings is evident by our conduct; for though so long a time has now passed,
no one has dared to add anything to them, or to take anything from them, or to alter anything in them.
That is, only the books written from Moses to Malachi, in the succession of Hebrew prophets, were
considered to be canonical. With that the statement of the Talmud (Seder Olam Rabba 30) agrees
when it says, “Up to this point [the time of Alexander the Great] the prophets prophesied through the
Holy Spirit; from this time onward incline thine ear and listen to the sayings of the wise.”

Roger Beckwith notes the following additional rabbinical statements on the cessation of
prophecy:
"With the death of Haggai, Zechariah and Maachi, the latter prophets, the Holy Spirit ceased ouit of
Israel’ (Tos. Sotah 13:2; baraita in Bab. Yoma 9b, Bab. Sotah 48b and Bab. Sanhedrin 11a)....

’Until then [the coming of Alexander the Great and the end of the empire of the Persians] the prophets
prophesied through the Holy Spirit. From then on, “incline thine ear and hear the words of the wise™’
(Seder Olam Rabbah 30, quoting Prov. 22.17).

7. See for example Robert H. Pfieffer, Introduction to the Old Testament, p. 68 n. 10, who cites Tosefta Yadim
3.5 of the Talmud: “The Gospel and the books of the heretics are not canonical (lit., "do not make the hands
unclean’); the books of Ben Sira and whatever books have been written since his time are uncanonical.”

88.W.O.E. Osterley, The Books of the Apocrypha (London: Scott, 1914), pp. 177-82. Also see the discussion in
Sid Z. Leiman, The Canonization of Hebrew Scripture: The Talmudic and Midrashic Evidence, pp. 104-120, esp.
pp. 117-20.

?9. Beckwith, p. 280.



Rab Samuel bar Inia said, in the name of Rab Aha, “The Second Temple lacked five things which the
First Temple possessed, namely, the fire, the ark, the Urim and Thummim, the oil of anointing and the
Holy Spirit [of prophecy]”” (Jer.Taanith 2.1; Jer. Makkoth 2.4-8; Bab. Yoma 21b)."

Rabbi Abdimi of Haifa said, “Since the day when the Temple was destroyed, prophecy has been taken
from the prophets and given to the wise”’ (Bab. Baba Bathra 12a).

Rabbi Johanan said, “Since the Temple was destroyed, prophecy has been taken from prophets and
given to fools and children”” (Bab. Baba Bathra 12b).

“In each of these five passages,” Beckwith notes, “an era is in view, which is variously
described as the death of Haggai, Zechariah and Malachi, the end of the empire of the
Persians, the destruction of the First Temple or the transition from the First Temple to the
Second.”™* So then, if a book were written after the prophetic period, it was not considered
canonical. If it were written within the prophetic period, in the succession of Hebrew
prophets, it was canonical.

In brief, what were later called canonical writings were by the Jews considered to be
those sacred and authoritative writings of the Hebrew prophets from Moses to Malachi. So
sacred were these holy writings that they were preserved by the Ark of the Covenant in the
Temple. To touch these holy writings was to defile one’s hands; to break them was to defile
one’s life. The Hebrew canon, then, was that collection of writings which, because they
possessed divine inspiration and authority, were the norm or rule for the believer’s faith and
conduct.

NUMEROUS OTHER TITLES

Many other titles were ascribed to the Old Testament canon by the first century A.D.
Beckwith lists twenty-eight of these names as a minimum rather than a maximum when he
writes,

The collection is called (i) the Law and the Prophets and the Others that have followed in their steps’,
(i) the Law and the Prophets and the Other Ancestral Books’, (iii) the Law and the Prophecies and the
Rest of the Books’, (iv) the Law of Moses and the Prophets and the Psalms’, (v) the Laws, and
Oracles given by inspiration through the Prophets, and the Psalms’, (vi) the Law and the Prophets’,
(vii) Moses and the Prophets’, (viii) the Laws and the accompanying Records’, (ix) the Law’, (x) the
(Most) Holy Scriptures’, (xi) the Scriptures laid up in the Temple’, (xii), the Scriptures’, (xiii)
Scripture’, (xiv) the (Most) Holy Books’, (xv) The Book of God’, (xvi) the (Most) Holy Records’,
(xvii) the Records’, (xviii) the Record’, (xix) the Most Holy Oracles’, (xx), the Divine Oracles’, (xxi)
the Inspired Oracles’, (xxii) the Written Oracles’, (xxiii) the Oracles of the teaching of God’, (xxiv) the
Oracles of God’, (xxv) the Oracles’, (xxvi) the Holy Word’, (xxvii) the Divine Word’, (xxviii) the
Prophetic Word’."

CANONICITY DETERMINED

In a real sense, Christ is the key to the inspiration and canonization of the Scriptures. It
was He who confirmed the inspiration of the Hebrew canon of the Old Testament; and it was
He who promised that the Holy Spirit would direct the apostles into all truth. The fulfillment
of that promise resulted in the writing and collection of the New Testament. As Carl F. H.
Henry writes,

1910. Beckwith, p. 370.
111, Ibid.

'212. Beckwith, p. 105.



Jesus altered the prevailing Jewish view of Scripture in several ways: (1) he subjected the authority of
tradition to the superior and normative authority of the Old Testament; (2) he emphasized that he
himself fulfills the messianic promise of the inspired writings; (3) he claimed for himself an authority
not below that of the Old Testament and definitively expounded the inner significance of the Law; (4)
he inaugurated the new covenant escalating the Holy Spirit’s moral power as an internal reality; (5) he
committed his apostles to the enlargement and completion of the Old Testament canon through their
proclamation of the Spirit-given interpretation of his life and work. At the same time he identified
himself wholly with the revelational authority of Moses and the prophets—that is, with the Old
Testament as an inspired literary canon insisting that Scripture has sacred, authoritative and
permanent validity, and that the revealed truth of God is conveyed in its teachings.*

This ongoing ministry of the Holy Spirit in the lives and work of the New Testament
writers is manifest in several ways as has been indicated (chap. 7). Once it is understood what
canonicity means, the question of how the biblical books received their canonicity must be
considered. In order to do this, several inadequate views of canonicity will be examined in
order to observe how they fall short of explaining what it is that really determines the
canonicity of a book.

SOME INADEQUATE VIEWS ON OLD TESTAMENT CANONICITY

Several insufficient suggestions have been offered as to the determining criteria of
canonicity.

Age determines canonicity It has been suggested that canonicity is determined by
antiquity. The general argument is that if the book were ancient it would have been venerated
because of its age and placed among the prized collection of Hebrew literature. But, this view
clearly does not measure up to the facts.

Many ancient books are not in the canon. That antiquity does not determine canonicity is
apparent from the fact that numerous books, many of which are older than some canonical
books, are not in the canon: “the Book of the Wars of the Lord” is mentioned in Numbers
21:14, and “the book of Jasher” in Joshua 10:13," neither of which is part of the Hebrew
canon.

Many young books were placed in the canon. Most, if not all, of the canonical books were
received into the canon soon after they were written. Moses’ writings were placed by the ark
while he was yet alive (Deut.31:24-26). Daniel, a younger contemporary of Jeremiah, had
accepted Jeremiah’s book as canonical (Dan. 9:2), and Ezekiel, another contemporary, made
reference to the prophet Daniel (Ezek. 28:3). In the New Testament, Peter had a collection of
Paul’s books and considered them to be Scripture (2 Peter 3:15-16). Because many old books
were not accepted in the canon, and many young books were received, age could not have
been the determining factor of canonicity.

Hebrew language determines canonicity It has also been suggested that the
Hebrew language is the key to the Old Testament canon. If a book were written in the
“sacred” language of the Jews, it would have been placed with their sacred Scriptures, and if
not, it would have been rejected. This view breaks down on two counts.

313, Carl F. H. Henry, God, Revelation and Authority, vol. 3: God Who Speaks and Shows: Fifteen Theses, Part
Two, p. 47.

1414, See W. H. Green, General Introduction to the Old Testament: The Canon, p. 34. He lists Wildeboer as
holding this view and Hitzig as holding that Hebrew language is the test of canonicity (p. 29).

1>15. For a more complete list of extrabiblical books contained in the Old Testament, see chap. 15.



1.

Many books in the Hebrew language are not in the canon. Most of the books written by the
Hebrews were obviously in the Hebrew language, but they were not all accepted in the canon.
Even though some of these books were extant in the Hebrew language at the time of the
recognition of the Old Testament Scriptures, for example, Ecclesiasticus and other
Apocryphal books,® yet they were not received into the Hebrew canon (see chap. 15).

Some books not totally written in the Hebrew language are in the canon. Parts of some of
the books that were received into the Jewish canon were not in Hebrew at all, but in Aramaic.
This fact is not only true of Daniel 2:4b—7:28, but of Ezra 4:8-6:18 and 7:21-26 as well. The
thesis that the Hebrew language determines canonicity, then, breaks down for two reasons:
some books in Hebrew were not accepted, whereas books which had some parts written in
other languages were accepted as canonical.

Agreement with the Torah determines canonicity To the Jews, ultimate criterion
for all doctrine was the Torah, the law of Moses. This being the case, it has been suggested
that all Hebrew religious literature that agreed with the teachings of the Torah was accepted
into the canon, and all those books that disagreed with it were not. Of course, no book that
contradicted the Torah would be accepted, because the Torah was believed to be God’s
Word, and no subsequent word from God could contradict a previous one. What this view
does not account for are the numerous books that did agree with the Torah yet were not
accepted into the canon. There are no doubt many noncanonical Old Testament books (see
chap. 15) that agree with the Torah in their teaching but were never considered to be
canonical.’” Shemaiah the prophet and others kept “records” that no doubt agreed with the
Torah (2 Chron. 12:15), yet they are not in the canon. Mere agreement with the Torah, or
previous revelation, is not enough. The Jews no doubt thought that the Talmud and Midrash
(see chap. 27) agreed with the Torah, but did not thereby consider them to be canonical.
Moreover, this view does not account for the manner by which the Torah itself came to be
viewed as canonical. There were no writings prior to the time of the Torah by which its
canonicity could be judged.

Religious value determines canonicity Still another view that merits consideration
is that the religious value of a given book was the determining factor of its reception into the
canon. It is almost redundant to say that a book would be rejected if it did not have any
spiritual or religious value, for the canon was a religious canon, and only a book of religious
value would be accepted as a part of it. The mistake in this view is similar to that of the
preceding one, that is, it fails to take into account that there are many books of religious value
that were not accepted into either the Old or New Testament collections. Any honest,
objective reading of the Apocrypha will reveal much material of religious value (cf.
Ecclesiasticus). Furthermore, even if it be conceded that a book was accepted because of its
religious value, that in no way explains how it received its religious value. The real question
to be asked is: How (or from whom) did the books of spiritual import that agreed with the
Torah (and God’s previous revelations) receive their valued truth to begin with? Or, for that
matter, where did the previous revelation in the Torah receive its truth and authority?

The religious community determines canonicity According to this view, the final
determination of canonicity is its acceptance by the believing community. A book then is

16 16. Some of the Apocryphal books found among the Dead Sea Scrolls were written in Hebrew, e.g., Tobit,
Apocryphal Daniel, and Jubilees. Cf. Menahem Mansoor, The Dead Sea Scrolls, p. 203.

1717. The letter written by Elijah the prophet is not an example of an uncanonical writing because the contents
are recorded in 2 Chron. 21:12-15.



canonical because it was collected and preserved by the community of believers. As Paul J.
Achtemeier says,

A further implication of the nature of Scripture as we have outlined it consists in the realization that
Scripture has been produced out of the experience of a community as it sought to come to terms with
a God whose nature was totally beyond that community’s human perceptions, and who therefore acted
in ways unaccountable by contemporary social or political customs. Scripture reflects not only God’s
word to the community but also that community’s response, both positive and negative, to that word.
Scripture did not drop as a stone from heaven. It grew out of the life of a community chosen by a God
it barely understood and often did not want to follow, yet who would not release his people to their
own devices."

There are several serious objections to this view. First, a book is not the Word of God
because it is accepted by the people of God. Rather, it was accepted by the people of God
because it is the Word of God. That is, God gives the book its divine authority, not the people
of God. They merely recognize the divine authority which God gives to it. Further, this view
shifts the “locus of authority” from God to man, from the divine to the human. Thus, the
divine authority of Scripture is determined by man. Finally, the final acceptance of a book by
the church of God often did not come for many generations, even centuries. But according to
this view a book would not possess canonical authority, even if it came from God, until the
people of God gave it divine authority. But this is obviously false. For if God spoke the
words of a book by means of a prophet, then it had immediate authority, even if the people of
God did not acknowledge it immediately.

A MISTAKE COMMON TO THE INADEQUATE VIEWS OF CANONICITY

Underlying all the insufficient views of what determined canonicity is the failure to
distinguish between determination and recognition of canonicity.

Canonicity is determined by God Actually, a canonical book is valuable and true
because God inspired it. That is, canonicity is determined or fixed conclusively by authority,
and authority was given to the individual books by God through inspiration. The real question
is not where a book received its divine authority, for that can only come from God; but how
did men recognize that authority?

Canonicity is recognized by men of God Inspiration determines canonicity. If a
book was authoritative, it was so because God breathed it and made it so. How a book
received authority, then, is determined by God. How men recognize that authority is another
matter altogether (see discussion in chap.13). As J. I. Packer notes, “The Church no more
gave us the New Testament canon than Sir Isaac Newton gave us the force of gravity. God
gave us gravity, by His work of creation, and similarly He gave us the New Testament canon,
by inspiring the individual books that make it up.”*’

A MORE SUFFICIENT VIEW OF CANONICITY

Precisely speaking, canonicity is determined by God. In other words, the reason there are
only sixty-six books in the canon is that God inspired only that many. Only sixty-six books
were found to have the stamp of divine authority, because God only stamped that many, or
invested that number with authority for faith and practice.

A book is valuable because it is canonical A given book is not canonical because it
was found to be valuable. Rather, it was found to be valuable because it was determined to be

%18, Paul J. Achtemeier, The Inspiration of Scripture: Problems and Proposals, pp. 90-91. This is contrary to the
notion of revelation as disclosure,” not discovery,” as discussed in chap. 2. Also see discussion in chap. 13.

¥919.5.1. Packer, God Speaks to Man, p. 81.



canonical by God. In other words, a book is not inspired because it is inspiring; it is inspiring
because it is inspired.

A book is canonical because it is inspired Edward J. Young presents the correct
view, that inspiration determines canonicity, as he writes,
When the Word of God was written it became Scripture and, inasmuch as it had been spoken by God,
possessed absolute authority. Since it was the Word of God, it was canonical. That which determines
the canonicity of a book, therefore, is the fact that the book is inspired by God. Hence a distinction is
properly made between the authority which the Old Testament possesses as divinely inspired, and the
recognition of that authority on the part of Israel.”’

Although his discussion has primarily centered on the Old Testament, the principles are also
applicable to the New Testament.

In brief, a book is canonical if it is prophetic, that is, if it was written by a prophet of God.
In other words, propheticity determines canonicity. Of course one did not have to belong to
the school of the prophets begun by Samuel (1 Sam. 19:20) or to be a disciple (“son”) of a
prophet (2 Kings 2:3). All one needed was a prophetic gift as Amos (7:14) or Daniel (7:1)
possessed. A prophet was a mouthpiece of God. He was one to whom God spoke in visions,
dreams, and sundry ways. Even kings such as David (2 Sam. 23:1-2) and Solomon (1 Kings
9:2) were prophets in this sense. It was necessary to have prophetic gifts in order to write
canonical Scripture, because all inspired writing is “prophetic” (Heb. 1:1; 2 Pet. 1:19-20).

SOME COMMENTS ON NEW TESTAMENT CANONICITY

THE AUTHORS WERE APOSTLES OR PROPHETS

The same principle applies to the New Testament: propheticity determines canonicity.
The church is built upon the foundation of the apostles and prophets® (Eph. 2:20). Apostles,
by their very office, were accredited spokesmen for God. It was they whom Jesus promised:
”The Holy Spirit ... will teach you all things, and bring to your remembrance all that I said to
you“ (John 14:26) and the Spirit of truth ... will guide you into all the truth” (John 16:13). It
was the “apostles’ teaching” in which the early church continued (Acts 2:42) and it was the
apostles who were given special signs (miracles) to confirm their message (Heb. 2:3-4).
Those confirmatory signs were given to other apostles than the twelve, such as the apostle
Paul, who had “the signs of a true apostle” (2 Cor. 12:12). There was also the gift of
prophecy (1 Cor. 12:10). Some “prophets,” such as Agabus, even gave messages from God to
apostles (Acts 11:27-28). John the apostle considered himself one of “the prophets” (Rev.
22:9). So, in the New Testament as well as the Old, the determining factor in whether a book
was canonical was its propheticity.

Every New Testament book was written by an apostle or prophet. Thus each book has
either apostolic authorship or apostolic teaching. And in either case it possesses apostolic
authority. Matthew was an apostle. Mark is considered by many to be “Peter’s gospel,”
because Mark was closely associated with the apostle Peter (1 Pet. 5:13). That relationship
notwithstanding, Mark had his own God-given ministry (Acts 12:25; 2 Tim. 4:11). The
author of Luke was an associate of the apostle Paul (Col. 4:14; Philem. 24). Luke also wrote
Acts (1:1). John was an apostle. He wrote John, three epistles bearing his name, and
Revelation (Rev. 1:4, 9). Paul wrote at least the thirteen epistles that bear his name (Romans-
Philemon). The author of Hebrews is not known for sure. But whoever its author was, he
received revelation from God (Heb. 1:1), the truth of which was confirmed by the twelve
apostles (Heb. 2:3-4). James was a half brother of Jesus (James 1:1; Gal. 1:19) and a leader in

2920. Edward J. Young, The Canon of the Old Testament," in Carl F. H. Henry, ed., Revelation and the Bible, p.
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the apostolic church in Jerusalem (Acts 15:13; Gal. 2:9). The apostle Peter authored two
epistles (see 1 Pet. 1:1; 2 Pet. 2:1), although he used Silvanus as a scribe to pen the first one
(1 Pet. 5:12). This leaves only Jude, who was also a half brother of Jesus (Jude 1:1; cf. Matt.
13:55), and he too spoke with prophetic authority (vs. 3, 5, 20ff.).

There is good evidence that all twenty-seven books of the New Testament come from the
apostles and their associates. Indeed, even some liberal scholars are now insisting on a very
early apostolic date for the New Testament books. Bishop John A. T. Robinson, father of the
so-called “Death of God” movement, has more recently concluded that “all the various types
of the early church’s literature ... were coming into being more or less concurrently in the
period between 40 and 70.”** The renowned archaeologist William F.Albright came to the
same conclusion, declaring that “every book of the New Testament was written by a baptized
Jew between the forties and the eighties of the first century A.D. (very probably sometime
between A.D. 50 and 75).”% Jesus died in A.D. 33,% so the New Testament was written
during the lifetime of the apostles and eyewitnesses (see Luke 1:1-4; 1 Cor. 15:6).

Ample evidence confirms that all the books of the New Testament are apostolic or
prophetic. The question that remains is whether all the apostolic books are in the New
Testament. Two books in particular have been called into question: the so-called Epistle of
the Laodiceans (Col. 4:16) and a Corinthian epistle some believe was written before 1
Corinthians (see 1 Cor. 5:9). These books pose a problem concerning canonicity because they
were both prophetic and yet are allegedly not in the canon. If propheticity is the key to
canonicity, how is it that some prophetic (or apostolic) books are not in the canon? There are
two basic responses to this question.

First, it is possible that these books were not prophetic, for in addition to their divinely
authoritative writings, the prophets and apostles had private or personal correspondence.
They may even have had grocery lists, travel itineraries, or the like. Such items were not
inspired. Shemaiah the prophet and Iddo the seer had some “records” (2 Chron. 12:15) that
were probably not inspired. There seem to be two keys as to whether or not a writing by a
person (who was a prophet) was prophetic. First, it had to be a public, not strictly a private
writing. That is, it had to be offered to the people of God and not merely a private record. For
example, of Solomon’s 3,000 proverbs and 1,005 songs only those publicly presented by
Solomon were immediately recognized as authoritative (see chap. 13 discussion). Second, it
had to be teaching something to the people of God. In short, it had to be a word from God for
the people of God. Even Paul’s so-called private epistles (1 and 2 Timothy, Titus, and
Philemon) fit these criteria, as do 2 and 3 John, which many believe were written to
individuals. All of these books contain instructions written to leaders of churches, and the
books were obviously circulated and collected by the churches. Otherwise they would not
have been part of the Bible through the centuries. The Bible does not guarantee that
everything a prophet says or writes is from God but only that what he teaches as a truth from
God is really from God. In short, a prophet is not infallible in his private utterance but only in
his prophetic utterances. Hence it is possible that the prophets wrote other things which were
not prophetic.

Second, it is possible that a book could be prophetic but still not canonic.For although all
canonic writings are prophetic, it is possible that not all prophetic writings are canonic. That
is, perhaps God did not intend that all prophetic books would be preserved for posterity but

2171. John A. T. Robinson, Redating the New Testament, p. 352. Also see Appendix 2.
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only those select few He deemed necessary for the believer’s faith and practice. If that be so,
then propheticity is only a necessary condition of canonicity but not a sufficient condition. In
that case there would be another condition for canonicity. The most likely candidate for such
a further condition would be acceptance by the people of God of the books they deemed of
value to the broader Christian community. But this view would mean that there are (or could
be) books that are inspired words of God but not part of the Inspired Word of God. This is not
only highly unlikely but is also unnecessary.

There is another more plausible possibility: all prophetic books may be in the canon. That
IS, it is possible that no prophetic book has been left out of the canon. There are plausible
explanations for the only known books that are apparent exceptions to this principle, as the
following discussion indicates.

1. “The Letter...from Elijah” (2 Chron. 21:12-15). This is a public prophetic exhortation.
Hence, it had divine authority and thereby qualified for the canon. But as a matter of fact, the
letter is in the canon. The letter is included as part of the text in 2 Chronicles 21:12-15.
Because it is in the canon, it poses no difficulty.

2. “The records of Shemaiah the prophet” (2 Chron. 12:15). This book was definitely
written by a prophet, and it seems certain that it is not identical to any of the existing books in
the Old Testament. However, it is possible that the book, though written by a prophet, was
not prophetic. It is called a “record.” Perhaps it was a mere geneological enroliment without
any implied or stated religious instruction or exhortation. In that respect it is unlike the
canonical books of Chronicles, in even which the geneological sections contain religious
instructions and redemptive material, such as the messianic lineage (see 1 Chron. 5:25; 9:1,
22).

3. “The Chronicles of Samuel... Nathan the prophet...and Gad the seer” (1 Chron. 29:29).
These books correspond to 1 and 2 Samuel in their content and coverage. Hence, it is possible
that if their contents were prophetic they are contained within the confines of the canonical
books of 1 and 2 Samuel. On the other hand, they may have been mere uninspired records
kept by these public servants and used later as a factual basis for the inspired books of
Samuel.

4. “The vision of Isaiah the prophet (2 Chron. 32:32). This is an inspired writing, but it
is probably the same as the canonical book of Isaiah, which was collected within a larger
corpus called “the Book of the Kings of Judah and Israel” (v. 32; see also 2 Chron. 33:18).*

5. The “many”” accounts referred to by Luke. Luke said, “Many have undertaken to
compile an account” of Jesus’ life (Luke 1:1). There are two possible explanations for this
comment. First, if Matthew and Mark (and even John) wrote before Luke, they could be the

“many” others to whom Luke refers. The Greek word “many” (polloi) can mean as few as

two or three. On the other hand, even if other gospel accounts are in view, those other records
may not have been prophetic. That is, it is possible that they were not offered by an
accredited prophet as a message from God for His people. Thus, being non-prophetic by
nature, they would not be candidates to be included in the canon of Scripture.

6. The so-called ““real”” Corinthians (1 Cor. 5:9). This book poses a much more serious
threat to the theory that all truly prophetic writings are in the present canon of Scripture. For
it was definitely written by an accredited apostle (Paul), and it did contain religious
instruction and exhortation ( 1 Cor. 5:9-3). Hence, either this so-called “real” First
Corinthians must be contained within one of the existing books of the Bible or else the theory
fails. There are two possibilities for identifying the book to which Paul refers with an existing
book of the Bible. First, he may be referring to part of the present 2 Corinthians (e.g.,

2424, See Kiel and Delitzsch, Biblical Commentary on the Old Testament, The Books of the Chronicles, 7.28-38.



chapters 10-13), which was put together with another part of his Corinthian correspondence
at a later time. Second Corinthians chapters 1-9 is definitely different in tone from the rest of
the present book (chapters 10-13), which could indicate that it was originally written on a
different occasion.

Second, there is also the possibility that Paul is referring to the present Corinthians in 1
Corinthians 5:9, that is, to the very book he was then writing. It is true that he uses an aorist
tense here, which could be translated “I wrote,” thus identifying some previous letter. But the
aorist tense could refer to the book at hand. Such a device is called an “epistolary aorist,”
because it refers to the very epistle in which it is being used. Although the aorist tense could
be translated “I wrote,” the aorist tense in Greek is not a past tense as such. The Greek aorist
tense has primary reference to the kind of action, not the time of action it portrays. It
identifies a completed action that may even require a long time to be accomplished (cf. John
2:20). Hence, Paul could be saying something like this: “I am now decisively writing to you.”
That would certainly fit the urgency of his message in the context. Further, the same
epistolary use of the aorist is found elsewhere in this very letter (1 Cor. 9:15). Moreover,
there is no indication from the early history of the church that any such letter (other than the
existing 1 Corinthians) ever existed. The reference to Paul’s enemies in 2 Corinthians 10:10
need not be taken to mean that he actually wrote many other letters to them. It may mean no
more than “what Paul writes is weighty.” The “now” (KJV) of 1 Corinthians 5:11 need not
indicate a later letter. It can be translated “rather” (RSV) or “actually” (NASB). In short, it is
not necessary to take 1 Corinthians 5:9 as a reference to any other epistle than the present 1
Corinthians, which is in the canon.

7. The epistle of the Laodiceans (Col. 4:16). This epistle is another authoritative book. It
is clear from the facts within it that it was written by an apostle who enjoined both its reading
and circulation among the churches (Col. 4:6). Hence, if this Laodicean book were not one of
the present twenty-seven books of the New Testament, then a truly apostolic book would
have been excluded in the canon. And if that be so, then one would have to reject the view
that all prophetic books are in the canon. However, such a conclusion is not required. It is
entirely possible that this letter is really the book of Ephesians. The following evidence may
be offered in support of that thesis: (1) The text does not call it the epistle of the Laodiceans.
Rather, it is called the “letter that is coming from Laodicea,” whatever it may have been
named. (2) It is known that Paul wrote Ephesians at the same time he wrote Colossians and
sent it to another church in the same general area. (3) There is some evidence that Ephesians
did not originally bear that title but was a kind of cyclical letter intended for the churches of
Asia Minor in general. As a matter of fact, some early manuscripts do not have the expression
“in Ephesus” (Eph.1:1) in them. It is certainly strange that Paul, who spent three years
ministering to the Ephesians (Acts 20:31), has no personal greetings in the book, if it were
intended only for them. Paul had numerous personal greetings in Romans (chap. 16), and he
never ministered there prior to writing that epistle. In view of all those factors, it makes sense
to conclude that the so-called Laodicean letter is probably the canonical book of Ephesians.
Add to that the fact that no “epistle of the Laodiceans” is referred to in early church writings,
and one has a convincing case that no such apostolic book is missing from the New
Testament canon. If so, then it is possible that not only all the canonic books are prophetic,
but that all prophetic books are in the canon.

THE CANON Is CLOSED

This statement raises an interesting question: What if a truly prophetic or apostolic book
were found today: would it belong in the canon? Of course, the question is only hypothetical,
and so the answer is only hypothetical, too. But it is an interesting question, and it does focus
an important issue not yet stressed: the providence of God. It seems highly unlikely that God
would have inspired a book He did not preserve. Why should He give a revelation for the



church but not provide for the preservation of it? It is understandable that God might give
special guidance to certain individuals, which He did not deem necessary to do for the
broader body of believers. But to provide instruction in the Christian faith by way of a
revelation He did not preserve for others is another matter altogether. Perhaps the question
could be rephrased this way: Is the biblical canon closed? To this one should respond that the
canon is closed theologically and historically, and is open only hypothetically.

Theologically the canon is closed. God has inspired only so many books and they were
all completed by the end of the apostolic period (first century A.D.). God used to speak
through the prophets of the Old Testament, but in the “last days” he spoke through Christ
(Heb. 1:1) and the apostles whom He empowered with special signs* (miracles). But because
the apostolic age ended with the death of the apostles (Acts 1:22), and because no one since
apostolic times has had the signs of a true apostle” (2 Cor. 12:12) whereby they can raise the
dead (Acts 20:10-12) and perform other unique supernatural events (Acts 3:1-10; 28:8-9), it
may be concluded that God’s “last day” revelation is complete (see Acts 2:16-18). This does
not mean that God’s visitations are over, because there are many other things yet to be
fulfilled (see Acts 2:19-20). Nor does it mean that there will be no new understanding of
God’s truth after the first century. It simply means that there is no new revelation for the
church. Indeed, this does not necessarily imply that there have been no miracles since the first
century. Supernatural acts will be possible as long as there is a Supernatural Being (God). It
is not the fact of miracles that ceased with the apostles but the special gift of miracles
possessed by a prophet or apostle who could claim, like Moses, Elijah, Peter, or Paul, to have
a new revelation from God. Such a prophet or apostle could back up his claim by dividing a
sea, bringing down fire from heaven, or raising the dead. These were special gifts bestowed
on prophets (apostles), and they are not possessed by those who are not the recipients of new
revelation (Acts 2:22; Heb. 2:3-4).

Historically the canon is closed. For there is no evidence that any such special gift of
miracles has existed since the death of the apostles. The immediate successors of the apostles
did not claim new revelation, nor did they claim these special confirmatory gifts. In fact, they
looked on the apostolic revelation as full and final (see chaps. 6, 16, and 17). When new cults
have arisen since the time of the apostles, their leaders have claimed to be apostles in order
that their books could gain recognition. Historically, the canon is closed with the twenty-
seven books written in the apostolic period. They alone are and have been the books of the
canon through all the intervening centuries. No other non-apostolic books have been accepted
since the earliest centuries, and no new books written by the apostles have come to light. In
His providence, God has guided the church in the preservation of all the canonical books.

The canonical books are those necessary for faith and practice of believers of all
generations. It seems highly unlikely that God would inspire a book in the first century that is
necessary for faith and practice and then allow it to be lost for nearly two thousand years.
From a providential and historical stand-point the canon has been closed for nearly two
thousand years.

Hypothetically the canon could be open. It is theoretically possible that some book
written by an accredited apostle or prophet from the first century will yet be found. And what
if such a prophetic book were found? The answer to this question will depend on whether or
not all prophetic books are canonic. If they are, as has been argued, then this newly
discovered prophetic book should be added to the canon. But that is unlikely for two reasons.
First, it is historically unlikely that such a new book intended for the faith and practice of all
believers, but unknown to them for two thousand years, will suddenly come to light. Second,
it is providentially improbable that God would have inspired but left unpreserved for two
millennia what is necessary for the instruction of believers of all generations.



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The history of the word canon indicates a development from a literal rod or ruler to the
concept of a standard for something. Subsequently the word was applied to the rule of faith,
that is, the normative writings or authoritative Scriptures, which were the standard of faith
and practice. Just how that standard or canon was determined is the subject of some
misunderstanding. With that in view, the present chapter has discussed that which determined
canonicity. Several insufficient views have been suggested, for example, (1) age decided the
issue; (2) Hebrew language determined it; (3) agreement with the Torah did; (4) religious
value determined whether or not a book was canonical; or (5) the religious community
determines canonicity. However,all those views share one common weakness: they fail to
distinguish between the determination of canonicity (a work of God) and the recognition of
canoncity (a work of men). The biblical view is that inspiration determines canonicity; a book
is valuable because it is inspired, and not inspired because men found it to be valuable.

So canonicity is determined by God, not by the people of God. The simple answer to the
question “Why are there only these books in the Bible?” is that God inspired only these and
no more. If God had given more books through more prophets, then there would be a larger
canon. But, because propheticity determines canonicity, only the prophetic books can be
canonical. Furthermore, it is probable that in God’s providence He has preserved all the
prophetic books. If so, then not only all canonical books are prophetic, but all prophetic
books are canonical.

13

The Discovery and Recognition of Canonicity
How THE CANON WAS DETERMINED

DEFINITION

Canonicity is determined by God. A book is not inspired because men made it canonical;
it is canonical because God inspired it. It is not the antiquity, authenticity, or religious
community that makes a book canonical or authoritative. On the contrary, a book is valuable
because it is canonical, and not canonical because it is or was considered valuable. Inspiration
determines canonization, and confusion at this point not only dulls the edge of authority but it
mistakes the effect (a canonical book) for the cause (inspiration of God). Canonicity is
determined or established authoritatively by God; it is merely discovered by man.
DISTINCTION

The distinction between God’s determination and man’s discovery is essential to the
correct view of canonicity, and should be drawn carefully. This may be done by a careful
comparison of the following two views. The comparison is shown in the accompanying chart.
In the “Incorrect View™

The Incorrect View The Correct View
The Church Is Determiner The Church Is Discoverer of Canon
of Canon The Church Is Child of Canon

1. Itis not correct to identify this “Incorrect View” with that of the Roman Catholic Council of Trent or Vatican
I or Il. Vatican | pronounced that the books of the Bible are held by the church to be “sacred and canonical, not
because, having been carefully composed by mere human industry, they were afterwards approved by her
authority ... but because, having been written by the inspiration of the Holy Ghost, they have God for their
author, and have been delivered as such to the Church herself.”




(i)

(i)

(iii)

(iv)

The Church Is Mother of The Church Is Minister of Canon
Canon The Church Is Recognizer of Canon
The Church Is Magistrate of | The Church Is Witness of Canon
Canon The Church Is Servant of Canon
The Church Is Regulator of

Canon

The Church Is Judge of

Canon

The Church Is Master of

Canon

the authority of the Scriptures is based upon the authority of the church; the correct view is
that the authority of the church is to be found in the authority of the Scriptures. The incorrect
view places the church over the canon, whereas the proper position views the church under
the canon. In fact, if in the column title “Incorrect View,” the word church be replaced by
God, then the proper view of the canon emerges clearly. It is God who regulated the canon;
man merely recognized the divine authority God gave to it. God determined the canon, and
man discovered it. Louis Gaussen gives an excellent summary of this position:

In this affair, then, the Church is a servant and not a mistress; a depository and not a judge. She
exercises the office of a minister, not of a magistrate.... She delivers a testimony, not a judicial
sentence. She discerns the canon of the Scriptures, she does not make it; she has recognized their
authenticity, she has not given it.... The authority of the Scriptures is not founded, then, on the
authority of the Church: It is the Church that is founded on the authority of the Scriptures.

How THE CANON WAS DISCOVERED

THE METHODOLOGY EMPLOYED

In order for man to discover which books God determined to be canonical, an appropriate
method of must be employed. Otherwise, the list of canonical books might be varied and
incorrectly identified. Many procedures used in the study of the canon of the Old Testament
have been marred by the use of fallacious methods. Several of these have been set forth
succinctly by Roger Beckwith:

Five particular fallacies of method which have hitherto vitiated much writing on our
theme deserve to be singled out:

failure to distinguish evidence that a book was known from evidence that a book was

canonical;

failure to distinguish disagreement about the canon between different parties from
uncertainty about the canon within those parties;

failure to distinguish between the adding of books to the canon and the removal of books
from it;

failure to distinguish between the canon which the community recognized and used, and
the eccentric views of individuals about it;

22. Louis Gaussen, Theopneustia, p. 137.




(v) failure to make proper use of Jewish evidence about the canon transmitted through
Christian hands, whether by denying its Jewish origins, or by ignoring the Christian medium
through which it has come.?

THE PRINCIPLES INVOLVED

It is all very well to assume that God gave authority and hence canonicity to the Bible, but
another question arises, namely, How did man discover or become aware of what God had
done? How did the church Fathers know when they had come upon a canonical book? The
commonly accepted canonical books of the Bible themselves make reference to many other
books that are no longer available, for example, “the Book of Jasher” (Josh. 10:13); “the
Book of the Wars of the Lord” (Num. 21:14). Then there are the Apocryphal books and the
so-called “lost books” of the Bible. * How did the Fathers know those were not inspired? Did
not John (21:25) and Luke (1:1) indicate that there was a profusion of religious literature?
Were there not false epistles (2 Thess. 2:2)? What were the earmarks of inspiration that
guided the Fathers in their recognition and collection of the inspired books? How did they
sort out the true from the false, and the canonical from the apocryphal? Perhaps the very fact
that some canonical books were doubted at times, on the basis of one principle or another,
argues both for the value of the principle and the caution of the Fathers in their recognition of
canonicity. If so, it provides assurance that the people of God really included no books that
God wanted excluded from the canon. In the following discussion, several foundational
questions are raised that lie at the very heart of the discovery process.

Was the book written by a prophet of God? The most basic question asked about a
book was: Is it prophetic? For as was discussed in chapter 12, propheticity determined
canonicity. If it was written by a spokesman for God, then it was the Word of God. The
characteristic words “And the word of the Lord came to the prophet,” or “The Lord said
unto,” or “God spoke” so fill the prophetic pages of the Old Testament that they have become
proverbial. These earmarks of inspiration are so clear and resounding in the prophets that it is
hardly necessary to mark them as divine in their origin.

A prophet was the mouthpiece of God. His function is clarified by the various
descriptions given him. He was called a man of God (1 Kings 12:22), revealing that he was
chosen of God; a servant of the Lord (1 Kings 14:18), indicating his occupation; a messenger
of the Lord (Isa. 42:19), designating his mission for God; a seer or beholder (Isa. 30:10),
revealing apocalyptic source of his truth; a man of the Spirit (Hos. 9:7), showing by whose
promptings he spoke; a watchman (Ezek. 3:17), manifesting his alertness to do the work of
God. By far and away, the most common expression was “prophet,” or spokesman for God.

By his very calling, a prophet was one who felt as did Amos, “The Lord God has spoken;
who can but prophesy?” (Amos 3:8); or, as another prophet who said, “I could not do
anything, either small or great, contrary to the command of the Lord my God” (Num. 22:18).
Aaron was a prophet or mouthpiece for Moses (Ex. 7:1), speaking “all the words which the
Lord had spoken to Moses” (Ex. 4:30). Even so God’s prophets were to speak only what He
commanded them. God said of His prophets, “I will put My words in his mouth, and he shall
speak to them all that I command him” (Deut. 18:18). Further, “You shall not add to the word
which I am commanding you, nor take away from it” (Deut. 4:2). In short, a prophet was one
who declared what God had disclosed to him. Thus, only the prophetic writings were
canonic. Anything not written by a spokesman of God was not part of the Word of God.

33, Roger Beckwith, The Old Testament Canon of the New Testament Church and Its Background in Early
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In view of the nature of religious exhortation by a prophet, it is reasonable to conclude
that whatever is written by a prophet of God is the Word of God. In most cases it is simply a
matter of establishing the authorship of the book. If it was written by an apostle or prophet
(the prophetic principle), then its place in the canon is secured. Therefore, any historical or
stylistic (external or internal) evidence that supports the genuineness of a prophetic book (see
chap. 20) is also an argument for its canonicity. This was exactly the argument Paul used in
the support of his epistle to the Galatians (Gal. 1:1-24). He argued that his message was
authoritative because he was an authorized messenger of God, “an apostle not sent from men
nor through the agency of man, but through Jesus Christ, and God the Father” (Gal. 1:1). He
also turned the tables on his opponents who preached “a different gospel; which is really not
another; only...to distort the gospel of Christ” (Gal. 1:6-7). His opponents’ gospel could not
be true because they were “false brethren” (Gal. 2:4). It should be noted in this connection
that occasionally the Bible contains true prophecies from individuals whose status as men of
God is questionable, such as Balaam (Num. 24:17) and Caiaphas (John 11:49). However,
granted that their prophecies were consciously given, ° these prophets were not writers of
Bible books, but were merely quoted by the actual writer. Therefore, their utterances are in
the same category as the Greek poets quoted by the apostle Paul (cf. Acts 17:28; 1 Cor.
15:33; Titus 1:12).

As previously mentioned, Paul used against the false teachers opposing him at Galatia the
argument that a book from God must be written by a man of God. It was also used as a reason
for rejecting a letter that was forged, or written under false pretenses, as the one mentioned in
2 Thessalonians 2:2. A book cannot be canonical if it is not genuine (see chap. 20). In this
connection, however, it should be noted that a book might use the device of literary
impersonation with no intent to deceive, by which the writer assumes the role of another for
effect. Some scholars feel such is the case in the book of Ecclesiastes, where Koheleth wrote
autobiographically as though he were Solomon. ° Such a view is not incompatible with the
principle herein presented, provided it can be shown to be a literary device and not a moral
deception. However, when an author pretends to be an apostle in order to gain acceptance of
his unorthodox ideas, as the writers of many New Testament apocryphal books did, then it is
moral deception (see chap. 17).

Because of this “prophetic” principle, 2 Peter was disputed in the early church. ” On the
basis of internal evidence (differences in the style of writing), it was felt by some that the
author of 2 Peter could not be the same as the author of 1 Peter. But 2 Peter claimed to have
been written by “Simon Peter, a servant and apostle of Jesus Christ” (2 Pet. 1:1). Thus, the
epistle was either a forgery or there was great difficulty in explaining its different style.
Those who were disturbed by such evidence doubted the genuineness of 2 Peter and it was
placed among the Antilegomena books for a time (see chap. 17). It was finally admitted to be
canonical, but only on the grounds that it was also Petrine. The differences in style between 1
and 2 Peter can be accounted for by the time lapse, different occasions, and the fact that Peter
used an amanuensis for his first epistle (1 Pet. 5:13). The benchmark of inspiration is so clear

>5. In the case of Caiaphas it would seem that the prophecy was given unwittingly.

®6. See Herbert Carl Leupold, Exposition of Ecclesiastes (Columbus Ohio: Wartburg, 952), pp. 8ff. for a defense
of this view by a conservative scholar. Other orthodox scholars favor the Solomonic authorship. See Gleason L.
Archer, Ir., A Survey of Old Testament Introduction, pp. 478-88.

’7. Even Eusebius Ecclesiastical History 3.3, in the fourth century said, “But the so-called second Epistle we
have not received as canonical, but nevertheless it has appeared useful tomany, and has been studied with
other Scriptures” (Loeb, ed., :93).



in the prophetic writings that it was hardly necessary to look for any other characteristic to
show their divine origin and authority. Some books were rejected because of their absence of
authority, as in the books of Pseudepigrapha (see chap. 14). These books did not have the
“ring” of authority, or, if they claimed authority, the claim had a hollow sound. They
provided no character to support their claim. In many cases the books were fanciful and
magical, and hardly anyone mistook their divine claims to be dogmatic commands from God.
Their shallow pretentions were clearly not sovereign intentions, and so they were
emphatically rejected. This same principle of authority was the basis for some books’ being
doubted and spoken against, as in the Antilegomena books (see chap. 14). For a time the
book of Esther, in which even the name of God is conspicuously absent, fell into this
category. Finally, upon closer examination, Esther retained its place in the canon, but only
because the Fathers were convinced that authority was present, although some did not
consider it observably present.?

Was the writer confirmed by acts of God? There were true prophets and false
prophets (Matt. 7:15). Hence, it was necessary to have a divine confirmation of the true ones.
Miracles were used for this purpose. Moses was given miraculous powers to prove his call of
God (Ex. 4:1-9). Elijah triumphed over the false prophets of Baal by a supernatural act (1
Kings 18). Jesus was “attested to .... by God with miracles and wonders and signs which God
performed through Him” (Acts 2:22). Even Nicodemus, the ruler of the Jews, said to him,
“Rabbi, we know that You have come from God as a teacher; for no one can do these signs
that You do unless God is with him” (John 3:2). As to the apostle’s message, “God [was] also
bearing witness with them, both by signs and wonders and by various miracles and by gifts of
the Holy Spirit according to His own will” (Heb. 2:4). Paul gave testimony to his apostleship
to the Corinthians declaring, “the signs of a true apostle were performed among you with all
perseverence, by signs and wonders and miracles” (2 Cor. 12:12). In short, a miracle is an act
of God to confirm the Word of God given through a prophet of God to the people of God. It
is the sign to substantiate his sermon; the miracle to confirm his message. Not every
prophetic revelation was confirmed by a specific miracle. There were other ways to
determine the authenticity of an alleged prophet.® So if there were any question about one’s
prophetic credentials it could be settled by divine confirmation, as indeed it was on numerous
occasions throughout Scripture (EX. 4; Num. 16-17; 1 Kings 18; Mark 2; Acts 5).

Did the message tell the truth about God? Only the immediate contemporaries had
access to the supernatural confirmation of the prophet’s message. Hence, other believers in
distant places or subsequent times had to depend on other tests for the canonicity of a book.
One such test was the authenticity of a book (see chap. 20). That is, does the book tell the
truth about God and his world as known from previous revelations? God cannot contradict
Himself (2 Cor. 1:17-18), nor can He utter what is false (Heb. 6:18). Hence, no book with
false claims can be the Word of God. Moses stated this principle, saying,

If a prophet or a dreamer of dreams arises among you and gives you a sign or a wonder, and the sign
or the wonder comes true, concerning which he spoke to you, saying, “Let us go after other gods
(whom you have not known) and let us serve them,” you shall not listen to the words of that prophet
or that dreamer of dreams. (Deut. 13:1-3)

So, any teaching about God contrary to what His people already knew to be true was to be
rejected. Furthermore, any predictions made about the world which failed to come true
indicated that a prophet’s words should be rejected. As Moses said to Israel,

88. See chap. 5 for the discussion and support for Esther’s canonicity.

%9, See discussion in chaps. 12 and 14.



And you may say in your heart, “How shall we know the word which the Lord has not spoken?”
When a prophet speaks in the name of the Lord, if the thing does not come about or come true, that is
the thing which the Lord has not spoken. The prophet has spoken it presumptuously; you shall not be
afraid of him. (Deut.18:21-22)

In fact, any prophet who made such false claims was severely punished. For the Lord said,
“The prophet who shall speak a word presumptuously in My name which | have not
commanded him to speak, or which he shall speak in the name of other gods, that prophet
shall die” (Deut. 18:20). That kind of punishment would not only assure no repeat
performance by that prophet but would give other prophets pause before they said, “Thus
says the Lord.” *°

Of course, simply because a book is not false does not make it canonical. Thus, this is
more a test for the inauthenticity of a book than for its canonicity. That is, it is a negative test
that could eliminate books from the canon. It is not a positive test to discover whether or not
a book was canonical. This authenticity test was no doubt the reason that the Bereans
searched the Scriptures to see whether Paul’s teaching was true (Acts 17:11). If the preaching
of the apostle did not accord with the teaching of the Old Testament canon, then it could not
be of God. Agreement with the rest of the known Word of God does not necessarily make a
book canonical, but disagreement would certainly relegate a book to a noncanonical status.

Much of the Apocrypha was rejected because it was not authentic (see chaps. 15 and 17).
The Jewish Fathers and early Christian Fathers rejected, or considered second-rate, these
books because they had historical inaccuracies and even moral incongruities. The Reformers
rejected some because of what they considered heretical teaching. ** The apostle John
strongly urged that “truth” be tested by the known standard before it be received (1 John 4:1-
6). Logically, a book from the God of truth must accord with the truth of God. If its claim is
divine but its credentials are inauthentic, then the credentials must supersede the claim.

The test of authenticity was the reason a few of the canonical books, such as James and
Jude, have been doubted by some. Some thought that Jude could not have been authentic,
because it supposedly quoted from unauthentic Pseudepigraphal books (Jude 9, 14).** Martin
Luther questioned the full canonicity of James because he thought the book taught salvation
by works, and that teaching was contrary to the doctrine of salvation by faith as it was clearly
taught in other Scriptures.'® Historically and uniformly, Jude and James have been vindicated
and their canonicity recognized, but only when their teaching had been harmonized with the
rest of the body of Scripture. What has compounded the problem has been the failure of men
to see that further truth can be complementary and supplementary without being
contradictory to existing truth. But because the Fathers held a kind of “if in doubt throw it
out” policy, the validity of their discernment of the canonical books is enhanced.

1910. See Neil Babcox, A Search for Charismatic Reality, for a vivid illustration of this point.
111, Such as praying for the dead, which 2 Maccabees 2:45 supports.
1212, See Jerome Lives of lllustrious Men 4. See chapter 5 for discussion on the pseudepigrapha.

1313, Luther placed James at the end of the New Testament, saying, | do not regard it as the writing of an
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sayings in him.” See E. Theodore Bachmann,ed., Preface to Epistles of St. James and St. Jude,” Luther’s Works,
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Does it come with the power of God? Another test for canonicity was the edifying
effect of a book. Does it have the power of God? The Fathers believed the Word of God is
“living and active” (Heb. 4:12)," and consequently ought to have a transforming force for
edification (2 Tim. 3:17) and evangelization (1 Peter 1:23). If the message of a book did not
effect its stated goal, if it did not have the power to change a life, then God was apparently
not behind its message. A message of God would certainly be backed by the might of God.
The Fathers believed that the Word of God can accomplish its purpose in the lives of the
people of God (Isa. 55:11).

The apostle Paul applied this principle to the Old Testament when he wrote to Timothy,
“And that from a child thou hast known the holy scriptures, which are able to make thee wise
unto salvation” (2 Tim. 3:15, KJV). If it is of God, it will work—it will come to pass. This
simple test was given by Moses to try the truth of a prophet’s prediction (Deut. 18:20 ff.). If
his prophecy did not materialize, then it was not from God.

On that basis, much heretical literature and even some good noncanonical apostolical
literature was rejected from the canon of Scripture. Even those books whose teaching was
spiritual, but whose message was at best only devotional, were deemed not to be canonical.
Such is the case for the vast amount of literature written in the apostolic and subapostolic
period (see chap. 17). As a result, those books were refused a place in the canon. When the
transition is made from the canonical books of the New Testament to the other religious
writings of the apostolic period, “one is conscious of a tremendous change. There is not the
same freshness and originality, depth and clearness. And this is no wonder, for it means the
transition from truth given by infallible inspiration to truth produced by fallible pioneers.”
The noncanonical books lacked power; they were devoid of the dynamic aspects found in
inspired Scripture. In short, they did not come with the power of God.

Because a book must come with edifying power in order to be considered canonical,
some books (such as the Song of Solomon and Ecclesiastes) were the subject of occasional
doubts. Could a book that is sensual or another that is skeptical be from God? Obviously not.
And as long as these books were thought of in that manner, they could not be acclaimed as
canonical. Eventually, the messages of those books were seen as spiritual and hence the
books themselves were recognized as canonical.'® The principle, nevertheless, was applied to
all the books impartially. Some passed the test, whereas others failed. In the end, this much
was certain: no book that lacked essential edificational or practical characteristics was
considered canonical.

Was it accepted by the people of God? If a book was prophetic it was canonic. A
prophet of God was confirmed by an act of God (miracle) and was a spokesman recognized
by the people of God to whom he gave his message. Thus, the seal of canonicity was whether
or not the book was accepted by the people of God. This does not mean that everybody in the
community to which the prophetic message was addressed accepted it as divinely
authoritative. On occasion even a prophet (see 1 Kings 17-19; 2 Chron. 36:11-16) or an
apostle (Gal. 1) was initially rejected by some in the community. However, true believers in
the community acknowledged the prophetic nature of the message, as did other contemporary

1414, Greek: effectual, active, powerful," cf. Walter Bauer, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and
Other Early Christian Literature, p. 265.
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believers familiar with the prophet. This acceptance by the people of God occurred in two
stages: initial acceptance and subsequent recognition.

The initial acceptance of a book by the people to whom it was addressed is crucial. Paul
said of the Thessalonians, “We also constantly thank God that when you received from us the
word of God’s message, you accepted it not as the word of men, but for what it really is, the
word of God” (1 Thess. 2:13). For whatever subsequent debate there may have been about a
book’s place in the canon, the people in the best position to know its prophetic credentials
were those who knew the prophet who wrote it. Hence, despite all later debate about the
canonicity of some books, the definitive evidence is that which attests to its original
acceptance by the contemporary believers. Of course some books were comprised of sections
written over long periods of time (like Psalms) or by several authors (see Prov. 30:1; 31:1).
But the individual parts of these books were recognized by their contemporaries to come
from spokesmen of God.

There is ample evidence in Scripture that books were immediately accepted into the
canon by contemporaries of the writers. For example, when Moses wrote, his books were
immediately placed by the Ark (Deut. 31:26). Joshua’s writing was accepted in like manner
(Josh. 24:26). Following him there were books by Samuel and others (1 Sam. 10:25). Daniel
even had a copy of Moses and the Prophets (Dan. 9:2, 10-11) which included the book of his
contemporary Jeremiah (Dan. 9:2). Likewise, in the New Testament Paul quoted the gospel
of Luke as Scripture” (1 Tim. 5:18) and Peter had a collection of Paul’s letters” (2 Peter
3:16). Indeed, the apostles exhorted that their letters be read and circulated among the
churches (1 Thess. 5:27; Col. 4:16; Rev. 1:3).

Some have argued that Proverbs 25:1 is an exception to this thesis. On this assumption,
some of Solomon’s proverbs were not collected in the canon during his lifetime. They were
collected when “the men of Hezekiah...transcribed” more of Solomon’s proverbs (Prov.
25:1). Two comments are in order here.

First, it is possible that these additional proverbs (chaps. 25-29) were not officially
presented to the believing community during Solomon’s life (perhaps because of his later
moral decline). However, since they are authentic Solomonic proverbs there is no reason they
could not be later presented and then immediately accepted as authoritative by the believing
community. In this case Proverbs 25-29 would not be an exception to the canonic rule that
the authentic prophetic material was accepted immediately when it was presented. This is true
even if it were not presented until after his death.

Second, it is also possible that these later chapters of Proverbs were presented and
accepted as authoritative during Solomon’s lifetime. Support for this view can be derived
from the fact that the Solomonic part of the book may have been compiled in three sections
(1:1; 10:1; 25:1), perhaps because it was preserved on separate scrolls. Thus the word “also”
(Prov. 25:1; see John Peter Lange, Commentary on the Holy Scriptures: Critical, Doctrinal
and Homeletical, 5.215) can refer to the fact that Hezekiah’s men also copied this last section
(scroll) along with the first two sections (scrolls). In this case all three sections (scrolls) were
originally presented (in three parts) and accepted as divinely authoritative but were only
copied later by the men of Hezekiah.

Because every preceding section of Scripture (and nearly all the books) are quoted in
succeeding sections, and because each book of the Bible is quoted by some church Father or
listed in some canon (see chap. 16), there is ample evidence to conclude that there was a
continuity of conviction within the covenant community concerning the canon of Scripture.
That is to say, the fact that certain books are in the canon today, and that they were written by
prophets in biblical times, argues for their canonicity. Along with the evidence for a
continuity of belief in the covenant community regarding the canon, this argues strongly for
their canonicity from the very beginning. In brief, this means that the presence of a book in



the canon down through the centuries is evidence that it was known by the contemporaries of
the prophet who wrote it to be genuine and canonical, despite the fact that succeeding
generations lack definitive knowledge of who the author was or what his prophetic
credentials were. Surely God in His providence guided His people in the preservation of His
Word.

Subsequent recognition of the canon of Scripture was the ratification of the initial
acceptance of that canon. The later debate about certain books in the canon should not cloud
the fact of their initial acceptance by the immediate contemporaries of the prophets. The true
canonicity of the book was determined by God when He directed the prophet to write it, and
it was immediately discovered (recognized) by the people of God to whom He wrote it.

Technically speaking, the discussion about certain books in later centuries was not a
question of canonicity but of authenticity or genuineness (see chap. 20). Because they had
neither access to the writer nor direct evidence of his supernatural confirmation, they had to
rely on historical testimony about their prophetic credentials. Once they were convinced by
the evidence that the books were written by an accredited spokesman for God, then the books
were accepted by the church universal. But the decisions of church councils in the fourth and
fifth centuries did not determine the canon, nor did they even first discover or recognize it. In
no sense was the authority of the canonical books contingent upon the later church councils.
All those councils did was to give later, broader, and final recognition to what was already a
fact, namely, that God had inspired them and that the people of God had accepted them in the
first century. Several centuries went by before there was universal recognition of all the
books in the canon. There are many reasons for that. First, communication and transportation
were slow in those days. Hence, it took much longer for the believers in the West to become
fully aware of the evidence for books first written and circulated in the East, and vice versa.
Second, the first centuries of the church (prior to A.D. 313) were times of great persecution
that did not provide the resources nor allow for research, reflection, and recognition
concerning the first-century situation.!” As soon as that was made possible (after A.p. 325), it
was only a short time before there was general recognition of all the canonical books. That
was accomplished by the councils of Hippo (A.D. 393) and Carthage (397). Third, there was
no widespread need to list the precise books of the canon until there was serious challenge to
the canonical books, which had already been accepted for centuries. That challenge did not
become acute until Marcion published his heretical canon (with only Luke and ten of Paul’s
epistles) in the middle of the second century (see chart). Along with his gnosticism there were
the many apocryphal gospels and epistles written in the second and third centuries, which
claimed to be apostolic. Since those books claimed divine authority, it was necessary for the
universal church to define precisely the limits of the canon that had been determined by God
and recognized earlier by the people of God.

How THE PRINCIPLES WERE EMPLOYED

The principles involved Lest the impression be gained that those five principles were
explicitly and mechanically put into operation by some especially appointed committee of
church Fathers commissioned to discover which books were inspired, a few words of
explanation are needed. Just how did the principles operate in the history and consciousness
of the early Christian church? Although the issue of the discovery of the canon centers about
the Old and New Testaments alike, J. N. D. Kelly discusses these principles as they apply to
the New Testament canon. He writes,

1717. See discussion in chap. 16.



The main point to be observed is that the fixation of the finally agreed list of books, and of the order
in which they were to be arranged, was the result of a very gradual process....Three features of this
process should be noted. First, the criterion which ultimately came to prevail was apostolicity. Unless
a book could be shown to come from the pen of an apostle, or at least to have the authority of an
apostle behind it, it was peremptorily rejected, however edifying or popular with the faithful it might
be. Secondly, there were certain books which hovered for long time on the fringe of the canon, but in
the end failed to secure admission to it, usually because they lacked this indisputable stamp....Thirdly,
some of the books which were later included had to wait a considerable time before achieving
universal recognition.... By gradual stages, however, the Church both in East and West arrived at a
common mind as to its sacred books. The first official document which prescribes the twenty-seven
books of our New Testament as alone canonical is Athanasius’s Easter letter for the year 367, but the
process was not everywhere complete until at least a century and a half later.*®

Some are only implicitly present It should be apparent that all of the criteria of
inspiration are necessary to demonstrate the canonicity of each book. All of the five
characteristics must be at least implicitly present, even though some of them are more
dominant than others. For example, the dynamic ability is more obvious in the New
Testament epistles than in the historical books of the Old Testament. Likewise, the
authoritative nature is more apparent in the Prophets than the Poetry. That is not to say that
there is not an implicit “thus says the Lord” in the Poetry, nor a dynamic in the redemptive
history of the Old Testament. It does mean, however, that the Fathers did not always have in
operation all of the principles in an explicit fashion.

Some are more important than others Furthermore, it should be noted that some
criteria of inspiration are more important than others, in that the presence of one implies
another or is a key to others. For example, if a book is authoritative (i.e., if it is from God),
then it will be dynamic. That is, if it is from God, it will be accompanied with the
transforming power of God. In fact, when authority was unmistakably present, the other
characteristics of inspiration were automatically assumed to be present also. So it was that
with regard to the New Testament books, the proof of apostolicity (its prophetic nature) was
often considered a virtual certainty of inspiration.™ In addition, if the first test (is the book
prophetic?) could be verified explicitly, it was conceded that this was sufficient to establish
that the book was canonical. Generally speaking the church Fathers were only explicitly
concerned with apostolicity and authenticity. The edificational characteristic and the
universal acceptance of a book were then implicitly assumed unless some doubt was cast on
the latter two that forced a reexamination of the former three tests for canonicity. This was
the case with some of the Antilegomena (e.g., 2 Peter and 2 John). But even in those cases, as
discussed in chapters 15 and 17, the positive evidence for the first three principles emerged
victoriously over the supposed negative evidence on the latter two.

The witness of the Holy Spirit The recognition of canonicity was not a mere
mechanical matter settled by a synod or ecclesiastical council. It was a providential process
directed by the Spirit of God as He witnessed to the church about the reality of the Word of
God. Man of himself could not identify the Word of God, but the Holy Spirit opened the eyes
of their understanding so that they could recognize God’s Word. Jesus said, “My sheep hear
My voice” (John 10:27). This is not to say that in some mystical way the testimony of the
Holy Spirit in the hearts of believers settled the question of canonicity. The witness of the
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Spirit only convinced them of the reality of the canon, not its extent or limits.”° The canon
was recognized by a twofold method of faith and science. Objective principles were used, but
the subjective testimony of the Holy Spirit used the objective evidence, thus confirming the
reality of God’s Word to His people.

The tests for canonicity were not mechanical means for measuring out the amount of
inspired literature, nor did the Holy Spirit say, “This book or passage is inspired, that one is
not.” That would be a disclosure, not a discovery. The Holy Spirit neither witnessed to the
exact extent of the canon nor settled the matters of textual criticism. He did providentially
guide the process that gave assent to the limits of the canon as well as give witness to the
people of God as to the reality of God’s Word when they read or heard it.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The most important distinction to be made at this point is between the determination and
the discovery of canonicity. God is solely responsible for the first, and man is responsible
merely for the last. That a book is canonical is due to divine inspiration. How that is known
to be true is the process of human recognition. How men discovered what God had
determined was by looking for the “earmarks of inspiration.” It was asked whether the book
(1) was written by a man of God, (2) who was confirmed by an act of God, (3) told the truth
about God, man, and so on, (4) came with the power of God, and (5) was accepted by the
people of God. If a book clearly had the first earmark, the remainder were often assumed. Of
course the contemporaries of the prophet (apostle) knew his credentials and accepted his
book immediately. But later church Fathers sorted out the profusion of religious literature,
discovered, and gave official recognition to the books that, by virtue of their divine
inspiration, had been determined by God as canonical and originally recognized by the
contemporary believing community to which they were presented.

14
Development and History of the Old Testament Canon

The fact that the canon developed is indisputable, but how it developed and when it was
completed is a matter that must also be considered. Although inspiration determines
canonicity, men are actively involved in the recognition of the canon. The process of
recognition is a historical study; hence a review of the development of the Old Testament
canon is in order.

PRELIMINARY CONSIDERATIONS

Much of the historical data necessary to provide a complete picture of the process of the
canonization of the Old Testament is lost in the mists of antiquity. Enough information is
available, however, to give a general overview of the development of the Hebrew canon.
THE THREE STEPS

The principles operative in the historical process of canonization are three: (1) inspiration
by God; (2) recognition by men of God; and (3) collection and preservation of the books by
the people of God.

Inspiration by God As the previous discussion reveals (see chap. 12), God took the
first step in canonization when He inspired the books. Thus, the simple answer to the
question as to why there are only thirty-nine books in the Old Testament canon (see chap. 1)
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is that those are all that God inspired. Obviously, if God did not inspire and thus give divine
authority to a book, no council of men could ever do it.

Recognition by men of God Once God gave a book its authority, men of God
assented to that authority by their recognition of it as a prophetic utterance. There is every
reason to believe that this recognition followed immediately upon the publication of the
message. As Edward J. Young states, “There is no evidence that these particular books
existed among the ancient Jews for many years before they were recognized as canonical.
Indeed, if a book was actually revealed by God, is it conceivable that such a book would
circulate for many years before anyone recognized its true nature?”! The evidence, in fact, is
to the contrary. Moses’ writings were received in his day (Ex. 24:3; Jos. 1:8). Joshua’s book
was added to the canon immediately (Josh. 24:26). Daniel, a contemporary of Jeremiah, had
received the latter’s book along with “the books” (Dan. 9:2).

Collection and preservation by the people of God Moses’ books were collected
and preserved beside the Ark (Deut. 31:26). “Samuel told the people the ordinances of the
kingdom, and wrote them in the book and placed it before the Lord” (1 Sam. 10:25). Daniel
had a collection of “the books,” and there is every indication throughout the Old Testament
that prophetic writings were collected as soon as they were written. During Josiah’s day, the
“law of Moses” was “found in the house of the Lord” (2 Kings 23:24-25), where it had been
stored. Proverbs 25:1 notes that “these . . . are the proverbs of Solomon which the men of
Hezekiah, king of Judah, transcribed.” Ezra the priest had preserved a copy of “the law of
Moses” that he brought with him out of Babylon after the captivity (Ezra 7:6). Therefore,
inspiration produced the canonical books, and subsequent recognition and collection
preserved them for posterity.

Two DISTINCTIONS

Two other factors are to be kept in mind in the history of the Old Testament canon.

Distinction between the canon and other literature A distinction must be made
between the formal canon and other Hebrew literature, such as the book of Jasher (Josh.
10:3); the Book of the Wars of the Lord (Num. 21:14); the visions of Iddo the seer (2 Chron.
9:29); the book of the acts of Solomon (1 Kings 11:4) and many others.> Most of these books
were part of Hebrew religious literature, but were never a part of their theological canon.
There was evidently a profusion of religious lore in Hebrew, as is evident from the many
noncanonical books (see chap. 15), but these were not a part of the “Law and Prophets,” the
“sacred Scriptures,” considered to be divine and authoritative.

Immediate recognition did not guarantee against subsequent debate
Immediate recognition of a book as inspired did not thereby guarantee subsequent recognition
by all. This will become apparent from the debate over certain books among later Jews. In
fact, there was initial recognition and then, after a time lapse, subsequent doubts before all
books received eventual recognition. Apparently this did happen with some books, for
example, Ecclesiastes and the Song of Solomon. In reality, the problems of transportation,
transmission (making copies), and sometimes even translation tended to slow down the final
and universal recognition of canonicity. The fact that a book had been accepted hundreds of
years earlier did not guarantee that someone in succeeding generations would never raise
questions about it, since they did not have access to the original evidence to its prophetic
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credentials. That is especially understandable in a case such as the book of Esther, whose
author is unknown to subsequent generations.

PROGRESSIVE COLLECTION OF THE CANON

The standard critical theory enunciated by Herbert E. Ryle and others asserts that the
books of the Hebrew Scriptures were canonized in three stages, according to their dates of
composition, into the law (c. 400 B.c.), Prophets S(c. 200 B.c.), and Writings c. A.D. 100)°
However, this view is untenable in light of the more recent developments and the arguments
summarized by Sid Z. Leiman, Roger Beckwith, and others, which demonstrate that the
canon was completed no later than the second century B.c. and possibly as early as the fourth
century B.C.* In fact, a completed canon of the Hebrew Scriptures is evident from the
testimony of the “Prologue of Ecclesiasticus” (c. 132 B.C.), Jesus, Philo, and Josephus well
before A.D. 100. Furthermore, there is evidence that inspired books were added to the canon
immediately as they were written. Hence, the Old Testament canon was actually completed
when the last book was written and added to it by the fourth century B.c.

The older notion that the Old Testament canon was not finalized until the so-called
“Council of Jamnia (Jabneh)” (c. A.D. 90) has been completely refuted in the works of Jack P.
Lewis® and Sid Z. Leiman.® Roger Beckwith summarized the combined result of their
investigations as follows:

(@ The term “synod” or “council” is inappropriate. ~ The academy at Jamnia, established by
Rabbi Johanan ben Zakkai shortly before the fall of Jerusalem in AD 70, was both a college
and a legislative body, and the occasion in question was a session of the elders there.

(b) The date of the session may have been as early as AD 75 or as late as AD 117.

(c) Asregards the disputed books, the discussion was confined to the question whether
Ecclesiastes and the Song of songs (or possibly Ecclesiastes alone) make the hands unclean.
i.e. are divinely inspired.

(d) The decision reached was not regarded as authoritative, since contrary opinions continued
to be expressed throughout the second century.’

The assumption that the canon was closed at Jamnia about AD 90 has been elaborated by
different writers in various ways. Some have seen it as part of the polemic against
Christianity; and some, as a piece with the standardization of the Masoretic test. If however,
the canon was not closed about AD 90 but a long time before, all these corollaries lose the
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Leiman, ed., The Canon and Masorah of the Hebrew Bible: An Introductory Reader.

7. According to Beckwith, pp. 276-277.



premiss [sic] on which they depend. Similarly, any inference that the canon was decided by
councils must be abandoned.

HISTORY OF THE OLD TESTAMENT CANON

National Events  Probable Date of Suggested History of the
Writing Manuscripts and Copies
of Canonical Books

1500 Exodus from Original Pentateuch ~ Original scrolls of Moses

B.c. Egypt Job (?) stored beside ark
1400 Conquest of Joshua Copy of Law available to
g.c. Canaan Joshua
Ark kept at
Shiloh
1300
B.C.
1200
B.C.
1100 Shiloh destroyed Judges and Ruth Original scrolls dispersed and
g.c. Dby Philistines new copies made (?)
and Tabernacle Samuel, David and Levites
moved distribute copies throughout
Israel’s Israel. Apology for David’s
Kingdom reign
established
1000 David captures Davidic Psalms and his court annals
B.c. Jerusalem 1 & 2 Samuel
Division of Proverbs, Ecclesiastes,
Kingdom Song of Solomon
900 Samariamade Obadiah Copies brought to Northern
B.c. capital of Joel? Kingdom during
Northern Elijah’s reform (?)
Kingdom
800 Assyrians Jonah Kings written by a succession
B.c. capture Samaria Amos, Hosea of prophets and collected,
Micah edited by Jeremiah (?)
700 Revival under Isaiah Copies obtained for
g.c. Hezekiah Nahum Samartians by Israelite Priest
Revival under  Zephaniah at order of Sargon Il (2 Kings
Josiah Habakkuk 17:27-28) ?
Daniel taken Jeremiah, Copy of Book of the Saw
hostage to Lamentations recovered during Temple
Babylon Repair; and copies distributed

to the people during Josiah’s
Reform (2 Chron. 34:6-9, 21)
?

600 Ezekiel etal. 1 & 2 Kings Copies taken to Babylon

B.c. takencaptive  Ezekiel
5g7 Jerusalem Daniel
B.C destroyed Haggai
"7" Cyrus captures Zechariah
Babylon

Jewish returnees
rebuild Temple

500 Ezrareturnsto Ezra, Nehemiah, Copies brought back from
g.c. Jerusalem Esther Babylon

400 Nehemiah Copies taken to Samaria at
B.C. rebuilds walls time of Nehemiah’s exclusion

(Neh. 13:28-30) ?
THE LAW OF MOSES

Historically, Moses wrote first, so his books were the first to be recognized as canonical.
The constant reference to the “law of Moses” by almost every canonical book after Moses’
day demonstrates that the law of Moses was immediately received as authoritative and
continuously recognized as such.

Joshua The Lord enjoined the “book of the law” to Joshua (Josh. 1:8), “which Moses . . .
commanded” (Josh. 1:7) unto the people of his day (cf. also Josh. 8:31; 23:6).



David David charged Solomon to keep the statutes, commandments, ordinances, and
testimonies that were “written in the law of Moses” (1 Kings 2:3).

Solomon Solomon, at the dedication of the Temple, urged the people, saying, “Let your
heart therefore be wholly devoted to the Lord our God, to walk in His statutes and to keep
His commandments” (1 Kings 8:6), which he had previously identified as the works of Moses
(cf. vv. 53, 56).

Amaziah It is written of King Amaziah that he acted “not according to what is written in
the book of the law of Moses” (2 Kings 14:6).

Manasseh The wicked Manasseh did not live “according to all the law that . . . Moses
commanded” (2 Kings 21:8).

Josiah Josiah turned to the Lord “with all his soul and with all his might, according to all
the law of Moses” (2 Kings 23:25).

Asa In Asa’s day Judah was commanded “to observe the law and the commandment” (2
Chron. 14:4).

Jehoshaphat During Jehoshaphat’s reign the priests “taught in Judah, having the book
of the law of the Lord with them” (2 Chron. 17:9).

Jeremiah-Daniel About the time of the Babylonian exile, Jeremiah referred to “the law
of the Lord” (Jer. 8:8). Daniel made reference to “the curse” and “the oath which is written in
the law of Moses” (Dan. 9:11; cf. 9:13).

Ezra In Ezra’s time, the Levitical system was reinstituted “as it is written in the book of
Moses” (Ezra 6:18).

Nehemiah In Nehemiah’s day, the priests “read aloud from the book of Moses in the
hearing of the people” (Neh. 13:1).

Malachi Malachi, the last Old Testament prophet, admonished the people to “remember
the law of Moses My servant, even the statutes and ordinances which | commanded him in
Horeb for all Israel” (Mal. 4:4).

From those passages, and others like them, it can readily be seen that the rest of the Old
Testament after Moses considered his writings to be canonical.

THE PROPHETS

The most common designation for the rest of the Old Testament is “the Prophets.” This
title, combined with “the Law,” occurs about a dozen times in the New Testament (cf. Matt.
5:17; 7:12; Luke 24:27).

The character of a prophet A true prophet was one who was a mouthpiece of God
(see chaps. 2, 12, and 13). It is specifically said that Joshua (Josh. 24:26) and Samuel (1 Sam.
10:25) added writings to the canon. In the general sense of the word, all of the books of the
Old Testament were written by “prophets.” Moses was a prophet according to Deuteronomy
18:15 and Hosea 12:13; Daniel and David are called prophets in the New Testament (Matt.
24:5; Acts 2:30). And, if the word prophet is broadly defined as one who receives and relates
a revelation from God, King David is certainly to be regarded as a prophet, because he
received a revelation “in writing by His hand upon me” (1 Chron. 28:9). Even Solomon was a
prophet because God spoke to him in dreams, or visions (1 Kings 3:5; 11:9) and even
revealed the future to him. A priest could be a prophet (cf. Ezek. 2:2-5), as could a prince (cf.
Dan. 1:3, 7). One did not have to belong to the “company of the prophets” (1 Sam. 19:20) or
to be a “son of a prophet” (i.e., as student or apprentice of a prophet as Elisha was to Elijah,
cf. 2 Kings 2:12) to be a prophet as the testimony of Amos confirms (Amos 7:14). In this
broad sense of the word, then, all of the Old Testament writers, including men from Moses
the lawgiver to Amos the vinedresser, were prophets.
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The confirmation of a prophet In addition to miracles as the divine confirmation of a
true prophet,® numerous other tests were applied to indicate false prophets: (1) Do they ever
give false prophecies (Deut. 18:21, 22)? (2) Do they contact departed spirits (Deut. 18:11)?
(3) Do they use names of divination (Deut. 18:11)? (5) Do they follow false gods or use idols
(Ex. 20:3-4; Deut. 13:1-3)? (6) Do they confess the humanity of Jesus Christ (1 John 4:-2)?
(7) Do they deny the deity of Jesus Christ (Col. 2:9)? (8) Do their prophecies center in Jesus
Christ (Rev. 19:10)? (9) Do they advocate abstaining from foods (e.g., meats) (1 Tim. 4:3-4)?
(10) Do they deprecate marriage (1 Tim. 4:3)? (11) Do they promote immorality (Jude 7)?
(12) Do they encourage legalistic self-denial (Col. 2:16-23)?

The continuity of the prophets A prophet was one who spoke for God, and it was that
characteristic which bound together the ministry of the prophets from Moses to Malachi. The
succession of prophets produced the continuous history recorded in the canon of the Old
Testament. The books of Chronicles, for instance, bear an unusual testimony to this fact, as
the following survey indicates:

The history of David was written by Samuel, Nathan, and Ga