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I. Introduction

In many of the recent writings of Scripture scheléinere appears to be a certain reluctance to
discuss the nature of the inspiration of Scriptamd its relation to the interpretation of Scripture
For example, the document of the Pontifical Billi€@ammission,The Interpretation of the Bible

in the Churchdenies that it intends to consider the theoldgpspiration.

The Commission does not aim to adopt a positioalbtihe questions which arise with
respect to the Bible—such as, for example, theltiggoof inspiration. What it has in
mind is to examine all the methods likely to cdmite effectively to the task of
making more available the riches contained in ibédal texts’

But in order for the Biblical Commission to achieit®e stated goal, it is necessary for it to take
some position regarding the nature of inspiratiod &s effects on Scripture, if only implicitly,
even if this is contrary to the Commission’s intens. For example, the document certainly
presupposes that the human authors of Scripture n@r mere scribes, and that they contributed
something of their own to the text of Scripture.eTthocument criticizes fundamentalism in its
interpretation of Scripture:

As regards relationships with God, fundamentaliseks to escape any closeness of
the divine and the human. It refuses to admit thatinspired Word of God has been

expressed in human language and that this Wordobas expressed, under divine

inspiration, by human authors possessed of limigguhcities and resources. For this
reaso?, it tends to treat the biblical text as ifad been dictated word for word by the

Spirit.

If the Commission wished to be true to its intentto make no statement regarding the nature of
inspiration, then it should not make this criticissince it accuses the fundamentalists of
suggesting, whether implicitly or explicitly, thiaispiration is a divine act of dictation to a human
scribe. Thus the Commission by this passage malasar that it holds a position contrary to the
position allegedly held by the fundamentalists &ning the nature of inspiration.

In making this criticism, the Commission rilghsupposes that it is hecessary to consider the
effect of inspiration on the human author in ortieconsider the interpretation of Scripture. For
example, if it were true that Scripture was diddaldy the Holy Spirit in the sense suggested, then
the words of the Gospel, “I too decided, after Btigating everything carefully from the very
first...”* would acquire a very strange meaning. One wouldobzed to conclude that God must
investigate in order to speak.

Examples such as this reveal both that the rGiesion is right to reject this kind of
interpretation, and that it is necessary to comdige influence of inspiration on the human author,
at least to some degree, if one wishes to inteipceipture correctly. If one does not consider this
influence, one will not be able to consider Scriptas the effect of man and God conjointly, since
the causality of man and of God are joined in the & inspiration. Thus, one who does not
consider this influence will understand Scriptusetl@ough it were from God or from man, but not
from both. Fundamentalism as characterized by tbetifital Biblical Commission tends to
consider Scripture as from God, but not from mahilevmuch of modern Scripture scholarship
tends to consider Scripture as from man, but rmhfGod, because it tends not to consider God’s

! The Interpretation of the Bible in the Churdnans. J. Kilgallen and B. Byrne (Rome: LibreHditrice
Vaticana, 1993), 32-33.

2 The Interpretation of the Bible in the ChurdH.

3 Luke 1:3. Quotations from Scripture found in thisrk have been taken from the New Revised Standard
Version.



influence on maf.lt is necessary to counter this tendency by thesiceration of the science of
interpretation insofar as it is in some respeckoatinate to the doctrine of inspiration. Thus il w
be possible to avoid the opposite extremes merdiabeve and to understand Scripture as written
by men inspired by God.

The purpose of this work is to derive onehaf principal rules of the interpretation of Scrijgtu
from the doctrine of the inspiration of Scriptuesd to defend and to explain this rule. This rule
can be taken from St. Augustine, whom Pope Leo X#is “was so marvelously acute in
penetrating the sense of God’'s Word and so fertitbe use that he made of it for the promotion of
the Catholic truth...”

St. Augustine offers many examples of rulestfe interpretation of Scripture. Several of his
rules are derived from an understanding of insjoinatSt. Augustine presents his first rule:

Of all, then, that has been said since we enteped the discussion about things, this
is the sum: that we should clearly understand ttatfulfilment and end of the Law,
and of all Holy Scripture, is the love of an objedtich is to be enjoyed, and the love
of an object which can enjoy that other in fellowstith ourselves. For there is no
need of a command that each man should love him3é¢lé whole temporal
dispensation for our salvation, therefore, was &droy the providence of God that we
might know this truth and act upon if...

Whoever, then, thinks that he understands the Bohptures, or any part of them, but
puts such an interpretation upon them as doesendtto build up this twofold love of
God and our neighbor, does not yet understand #sehe ought.

St. Augustine’s argument is that the ultimanel of the inspiration of Scripture, together with
the whole temporal dispensation for salvationhis tiwvofold love of God and of neighbor. Thus it
is necessary that Scripture be understood in sughyathat it promotes this end. If Scripture, or
some part of Scripture, did not promote this endd @ould have used an unfitting means toward
this goal, which would imply a lack in the divinederstanding, since God would not use an
unfitting means if he knew that it was unfitting.

A second general rule is that Scripture mestdad according to the rule of faith:

Accordingly, if, when attention is given to the page, it shall appear to be uncertain
in what way it ought to be punctuated or pronoundettthe reader consult the rule of
faith which he has gathered from the plainer passaaf Scripture, and from the

authority of the Church 2.

Scripture, then, must be read in conformity wigelf and with the teaching of the Church. Other
rules such as this one are needed in additionetoule regarding the love of God and neighbor as
the end of Scripture, because this end is remdkerahan proximate. A more proximate goal of
Scripture is the communication of God’'s mind andl.WAnd in reading it [Scripture], men seek
nothing more than to find out the thought and wflithose by whom it was written, and through
these to find out the will of God, in accordancehwmvhich they believe these men to have

* This tendency does not arise from the sciencexefiesis, but from extraneous sources. Molinismnis o
such source, because it tends to derogate fromutierity of God’s providence over the human mind a
will. See James Burtchaell’'s bookKiatholic Theories of Biblical Inspiration since XBXCambridge:
University Press, 1969). Other sources are ratiemahnd the simple fear of ridicule by those whorad
believe in God’s authorship.

® Providentissimus Deuy@oston, Mass.: Daughters of St. Paul, n.d.), 10.

® On Christian Doctringl, 35, inNicene and Post-Nicene FathgRirst Series, 2:532-533.

" On Christian Doctrinel, 36, in NPNF, 1 Series, 2:533.

8 On Christian Doctrinelll, 2, in NPNF, £ Series, 2:556-557.



spoken.? Because Scripture has proximate goals in additidts remote goal it follows that there

are more proximate rules of interpretation, suchthes rule that Scripture must be read in
conformity with itself and with the teaching of ti@hurch. The reason for this rule is that the
Church and the plain passages of Scripture arelimitbved to communicate the mind and will of
God, and his mind and will cannot be in oppositmthemselves.

But even this goal is attained through an eftirsbre proximate. One cannot use Scripture to
come to know the will of God without an understamgdiof particular sentences of Scripture.
Consequently, St. Augustine gives other rulesphlh lesser scope than the two rules presented
above. For example, he writes in reference to comisia

If the sentence is one of command, either forbigdincrime or vice, or enjoining an
act of prudence or benevolence, it is not figuati¥, however, it seems to enjoin a
crime or a vice, or to forbid an act of prudencéenevolence, it is figurativé.

The rules of faith and of charity are univénsdes for the interpretation of Scripture, while
rules such as the last two are rules for the iné¢aion of certain passages. But even the rule of
faith as formulated above is somewhat restrictéd ABgustine says that Scripture must not be
understood to contradict itself or the teachinghef Church. But elsewhere St. Augustine suggests
that the rule of faith must be understood in a 8evamanner.

Whatever they can really demonstrate to be tryghgséical nature we must show to be
capable of reconciliation with our Scriptures; awtlatever they assert in their
treatises, which is contrary to these Scripture®wsf, that is to Catholic faith, we
must either prove it as well as we can to be dptiie@se, or at all events we must,
without the smallest hesitation, believe it to bé’s

St. Augustine thus indicates that the rule of fagtuires that the Scriptures not be interpreteal in
manner contrary to the truth of physical sciendds,Tltogether with the requirement that Scripture
not contradict itself or the teaching of the Chuminggests that the rule of faith is to be undeibto
to exclude any interpretation of Scripture whichimteins that some statement of Scripture is
false!” St. Augustine says clearly in another place,

And if in these books | meet anything which seerostmary to truth, | shall not
hesitate to conclude either that the text is fauliy that the translator has not
expressed the meaning of the passage, or thatdlfwsnot understant.

The rule of faith broadly understood, thernthiat no passage of Scripture is to be interpreted
as to make it assert something false. This ruladse universal than any of St. Augustine’s other
rules, if they are taken precisely as rules ofrprgtation. It is evidently more universal than his
rules governing whether a passage is to be unaekrsiguratively or literally, and other such rules,
since these rules govern only particular passagide the rule of faith is a rule for the
interpretation of Scripture as a whole, and fomrgwentence of Scripture.

The rule of charity alone seems to have amlegniversality, because the whole of Scripture is
ordered to the love of God and of neighbor. Bupiiactice the rule of charity, taken as a rule of

° On Christian Doctrinell, 5, in NPNF, ¥ Series, 2:536-537.

20n Christian Doctrinelll, 16, in NPNF, I Series, 2:563.

" De Gen. Ad Litt.|, 21; cited by Leo XlII Providentissimus Deug4.

12 One reason for this might be that all of Scriptisraseful, while a lie is never useful. “Now eveman who
lies commits an injustice... Either then, injustisesometimes useful (which is impossible), or adieever
useful” (St. Augustine@n Christian Doctringl, 36, in NPNF, T Series, 2:533). But “all scripture is inspired
by God and is useful for teaching...” (2 Timothy 3.16herefore Scripture cannot contain lies.

13 Ep. Lxxxii,1; cited by Leo XlII,Providentissimus Deug7.



interpretation, does not have the same scope bedaissvery difficult or impossible to prove that
a given interpretation is incapable of building dparity, except by showing that the given
interpretation conflicts with the rule of faith. theory it is possible to make an argument that a
certain interpretation, even if true, is not theamag of Scripture because it cannot build up the
love of God and of neighbor. For example, someanddcargue that Scripture must not assert that
Judas was lost, even if this may be true, becauseniot clear that believing this can build up
charity. But a counter argument could be made:kit@wvledge of Judas’ loss could lead to a
greater care that one does not fall, and thustieadgreater charity. If one orders one’s loveeaif s

to the love of God, a greater love of self implegreater love of God. Just as there can be aadpeci
love for those related to one’s friends, on accafrfriendship, so there can be a special love of
self as ordered to God, on account of friendshifp @Wiod. Thus the knowledge of Judas’ loss could
strengthen one’s friendship with God. In genenraljdes not seem to be possible to show that a
given interpretation is contrary to the rule of Gtyaunless the given interpretation encourages
crime or vice. Such a case is a particular cadimdalinder the rule of faith, which also excludes
interpretations contrary to the truth of moral li&. Augustine implicitly supports this position:

Thus, when one shall say, “He [Moses] meant as,1 a@ad another, “Nay, but as |
do,” | suppose that | am speaking more religioushen | say, “Why not rather as
both, if both be true?” And if there be a thirdtlruor a fourth, and if any one seek any
truth altogether different in those words, why nmey he be believed to have seen all
these, through whom one God hath tempered the Bofiptures to the senses of
many, about to see therein things true but diffé¥én

St. Augustine thus suggests that an interpretat@ononly be excluded in an absolute manner if it
makes the Scripture false, while any true integiireh is a possible interpretation, unless the
interpretation is impossible in virtue of the textd context of the passage. This supports the claim
made above, that the rule of charity, at least @stntases, is only intended to exclude falsehoods
against the truth of moral life. Thus the rule badty is in practice less universal as a princigfie
interpretation than the rule of faith broadly ureteod, although the love of God and of neighbor is
truly a universal end of Scripture and of all thatontains. The reason for this is that the rile o
faith immediately concerns the proximate end off8are, which is communication, while the rule
of charity bears on the more remote end.

The rule of faith, then, is the most univensaé for the interpretation of Scripture, and agpl
to every passage of Scripture. This rule guidesutieeof all other rules. For example, if a passage
when taken literally seems to advocate a vice ABgustine’s rule that such a passage must be
taken figuratively cannot be applied if the figivatsense implies something fafSeOne must
rather reevaluate the passage for other possiblallisenses, or examine the original for a possibl
mistranslation, or extend one’s investigation ihestdirections. In other words, other rules of
interpretation can have exceptions, while the diileaith can have none. The rule of charity is also
without exception, but it is more limited in scopge a rule of interpretation for the reasons given
above.

The rule of faith broadly understood also detees the immediate purpose of the interpretation
of Scripture. If this rule is correct, then theaititng of truth is the immediate goal of Scriptural
interpretation. As soon as one has found a detatmiassertion in Scripture, one has attained a
determinate trutf® If this rule were not correct, then to establish meaning of Scripture would

!4 Confessionsxll, 31, in NPNF, ' Series, 1:188.

15 St. Augustine’s example of something that mustialien figuratively, the eating of the body of Chrisight
be such a case, since such eating sometimes figlyaexpresses the destruction of one’s enemigdna
Psalm 27:2 and in Micah 3:3. Thus this eating ibeainderstood literally, but as referring to taeramental
eating of the body of Christ, rather than to caalgmn.

16 It does not follow that as soon as one understansimgle sentence, one has attained a truth, fewev
because not all the sentences of Scripture aretiasse



not be sufficient to manifest any truth immediatddut it would be necessary to take additional
steps in order to reach the truth, making Scriptimgerpretation only indirectly ordered to the
knowledge of truth. This would be so even when spassage of Scripture asserts something true,
because it would be necessary to prove that theapgads such a passage.

The purpose of this work is to defend the nfléaith broadly understood. In virtue of what has
been stated above, this is a task of great impoetam the interpretation of Scripture, because the
rule applies to interpretation universally, andssbe end of interpretation as well. First thedigfi
of the rule will be established by authority, tigtby Scripture, by tradition, and by the teactofig
the Church, and then the rule will be defended ardlained theologically, along with the
consideration of possible modes of denying this and their consequences. Then objections both
to the truth of the rule and to the usefulnesshaf tule will be considered, and finally the
affirmation or denial of the rule will be considdrim relation to theology as a whole.



Il. The Rule of Faith Proven by Authority
A. Scripture

Scripture’'s freedom from error will now be proven authority, and first from the authority of
Scripture itself. The objection that this manneramjument is circular will be considered after the
exposition of the argument itself. Both the Old feesent and the New Testament witness to
Scripture’s inerrancy in various ways. The Old @estnt testifies explicitly to the truth of God’s
words: “God is not a human being, that he shodddr a mortal, that he should change his mind.
Has he promised, and will he not do it? Has he spp&nd will he not fulfill it?*” In the context
this refers to God’s fidelity to his promises, bl statement regarding the truth of God’s words is
more universal. The same is true in the followiagtt “Every word of God proves true; he is a
shield to those who take refuge in hiti.As well as asserting the truth of God’s word, €l
Testament makes the corresponding claim that ise fsthtement is from God. “If a prophet speaks
in the name of the Lord but the thing does not falkee or prove true, it is a word that the Lord
has not spoken® In this case the claim is clearly more universainta claim concerning God’s
fidelity. No false statement whatsoever may bétatted to divine authority.

But these statements alone cannot be userbte phat there is no error in Scripture, because
although it has been shown that the Old Testansg@rts the truth of God’'s word, it has not yet
been shown that Scripture is the word of God. Tdi&@m can be found in various places in
Scripture, but most explicitly in the New TestamehRbr example, the divine authorship of
Scripture is asserted directly, “Therefore, asHiody Spirit says, ‘Today, if you hear his voice, do
not harden your hearts..”*The text quoted is from the Psalms and the Holyit3p named as the
author. In the Old Testament David makes the sdaim.c“The spirit of the Lord speaks through
me, his word is upon my tongué&-'Not only texts immediately expressing God’s owrrdgoare
attributed to God, but also other texts of Scriptur

For to which of the angels did God ever say, “Yoe @y Son; today | have begotten
you?” Or again, “I will be his Father, and he Wik my Son"? And again, when he
brings the firstborn into the world, he says, “ladit God’'s angels worship him. " Of

the angels he says, “He makes his angels windshiarekrvants flames of firé*

Similarly, the Apostle Peter attributes the propbsof the Old Testament to the Holy Spirit:
“Friends, the scripture had to be fulfilled, whiitte Holy Spirit through David foretold concerning
Judas... For it is written in the book of Psalms,t‘his homestead become desolate, and let there
be no one to live in it.*® Thus it was the Holy Spirit who said this throughvid.

Once it is granted that Scripture is the wafféGod and that the word of God cannot be false, it
follows that Scripture cannot be false. This cartmotunderstood to be true only in a general way
which would allow for particular exceptions, becaube text from Deuteronomy proves that this
rule can be used to test whether a particularretateis from God. Thus, for example, if there were
a particular mistake concerning history in some p&iScripture, the rule given in Deuteronomy

" Numbers 23:19.

18 Proverbs 30:5.

19 Deuteronomy 18:22.

2 Hebrews 3:7.

212 Samuel 23:2.

22 Hebrews 1:5-7. The last text quoted by the pasisasalm 104:4, and is a text addressed to Gddj text
expressed as coming from God.

23 Acts 1:16-20. Again, the text cited by the passageom Psalm 109, and is expressed as a pray@oth
not as God’s own words.



18:22 could be used to prove that the word wasavedrd of God and therefore not part of inspired
Scripture.

The argument from the Old Testament dependa the twofold truth that Scripture is the word
of God and that the word of God is free from erhorthe New Testament Christ testifies directly to
the conclusion of this argument, removing the nsitef reasoning from two independent
statements. To the accusation of blasphemy Jespsnds, “Is it not written in your law, ‘I said,
you are gods’? If those to whom the word of God eamere called ‘gods’—and the scripture
cannot be annulled. 2 When Christ says that Scripture cannot be anntiethtends to say that
Scripture cannot be mistaken. If it were possiblgt those who were called gods were falsely so
called, then Christ’'s argument would fail. Thus i€hmust be taken to be asserting that there is no
error in Scripture. One might object to this argamim three ways. First, Christ's statement is
hypothetical. He says that if one thing is so, thaother follows. The answer to this objection is
that the question is only rhetorical. This is ewidfrom the first question, “Is it not written iroyr
law...” and from the first clause of the second quest‘If those to whom the word of God came
were called ‘gods’...” Neither of these is really ap#o question. Similarly, there can be no
guestion concerning the claim that Scripture cabeatnnulled, that is, proven false.

The second objection that could be made is@mist's claim must be understood to imply a
general property of Scripture, but cannot be undedsto imply the truth of every particular
assertion. But the answer to this is that justlhes rule stated in Deuteronomy 18:22 regards
particular claims, so also Christ’s rule statedlaln 10:35 regards particular claims. If it did not
regard each particular assertion, it would nofelthat the assertion concerning the gods was true.
Thus the Jews could conclude that those men wiselyecalled gods, and Christ falsely called the
Son of God, and thus Christ’s argument would it we cannot say that Christ was mistaken in
his reasoning, and so it is necessary to say ikattatement is a universal one, embracing every
particular assertion of Scripture.

Third, one might say that the ‘scripturgjrdphg that cannot be annulled is not the Old
Testament in general, but that it refers to theigaear text cited. But this is not reasonable,
because Christ would not be understood to be makmgrgument that the text cited cannot be
false, but a mere assertion, while if ‘scripturetaken universally there is an intelligible argumtne
Nor can it be said that the reason that this tarhot be annulled is that it is expressed in the fo
of God’s own words. For if scripture in general lcbbe false, there could be statements falsely
attributed to God, and the statement, “I said, ‘wwa gods,” could be one such statement. One
must take ‘scripture’ to be Scripture in generhkrefore, if one wishes to understand Christ's
argument as a valid argument.

Similarly, Christ speaks against the idea tietvishes to abolish the law: “For truly | tellyo
until heaven and earth pass away, not one lett¢rome stroke of a letter, will pass from the law
until all is accomplished?® This has been used to argue that there are faisrents in Scripture:

Then Peter: “As to the mixture of truth with falsel, | remember that on one
occasion He, finding fault with the Sadducees, ,saidherefore ye do err, not
knowing the true things of the Scriptures; and ks ticcount ye are ignorant of the
power of God2® But if He cast up to them that they knew not thee tthings of the
Scriptures, it is manifest that there are falsegkiin them....

And His saying, ‘The heaven and the earth shalf pagay, but one jot or one tittle
shall not pass from the law,’ intimated that thengls which pass away before the
heaven and the earth do not belong to the lawality&’

24 John 10:34-35.

% Matthew 5:18.

2 Cf. Matthew 22:29.

2" The Clementine Homiliedll, 50-51, inAnte-Nicene Father8:247-248.



There are some things in the law that seem to pasgeed from the law. Thus it seems to follow
that these things were not part of the law. Theestbere are some things in the written law that do
not pertain to God'’s law, whether false statementommands which should not be obeyed. But if
one holds that everything in the written law doestgin to God's law, which appears to be the
meaning of Christ's claim, then by the same arguntke opposite conclusion follows. In the
written law there cannot be any false statementsoarmands that were not to be obeyed when
they were given, since these things would haveestrefected and thus would pass from the law.

In the words of Christ given above there ipliet testimony to Scripture’s inerrancy. In other
places in the New Testament there are impliciirtesties concerning this matter. The gravity of
the question is revealed in the following exampterf a letter of St. Peter.

So also our beloved brother Paul wrote to you atingrto the wisdom given him,
speaking of this as he does in all his letters.r@tee some things in them hard to
understand, which the ignorant and the unstablst twitheir own destruction, as they
do the other scripturéé.

St. Peter suggests that the ignorant and the Uastabinterpret Scripture in such a way that it
leads them to destruction. But since he says thddhil wrote according to the wisdom given to
him, it seems to follow that St. Paul wrote somedhrue, but the ignorant misinterpreted it to
mean what is in fact false. If this is extende®&¢twipture as a whole, as St. Peter suggests, tgen i
necessary to say that the authors of Scriptureesfiwktruth, according to the wisdom given to
them, and that any other understanding of Scrigtueemisunderstanding. This manifests the
importance of the issue under consideration, ssach a misunderstanding of Scripture leads to
destruction. Thus St. Peter continues, “You theeefbeloved, since you are forewarned, beware
that you are not carried away with the error ofldveless and lose your own stability’.”

As in the case of the words of Christ, onehnigpject that the word ‘scripturegraphag does
not necessarily mean Sacred Scripture. This objectight seem more likely in this case, because
at that time the New Testament, at least as a whalnot been written, collected, and recognized
as Sacred Scriptur@ But the precise sense of the term does not maftere St. Peter is speaking
of Sacred Scripture, and Sacred Scripture aloneny d@vhe does not speak of it under the formal
account of Sacred Scripture. It is not true of wgtin general that twisting the meaning due to
ignorance leads to destruction, but this consequana special property of Sacred Scripture.

Other arguments from Scripture could be méde,the ones that have been presented above,
and the testimony of Christ in particular, are wight to conclude reasonably that Scripture
testifies to its freedom from err8tNow, as was mentioned above, someone might ohjeittis
manner of argument. No authority can be used tabésh its own authority. The position that there
are false statements in Scripture cannot be préalee by Scripture, because any suggested proof
might itself contain false statements.

The answer to this objection is that no altiaan be used to establish its own authoritytsif
authority is entirely in question. But if authority already established in some way, the authority
can be used to establish its precise limits. Famgle, if one takes a teacher of mathematics as an
authority in mathematics, one will trust the teactide says that he knows the solution of some

282 Peter 3:15-16.

292 peter 3:17.

%0 Later it will be noted that even by the time oé thriting of the letters of St. Paul, the Gospelsat least
portions of the Gospels, were already recognizeslaased Scripture, equal in authority to the Oldtament.
31 Other particular texts that could be used to stipip@ position in various ways include Psalm 12@yrk
12:24, Luke 16:17 and 24:44-45, 2 Timothy 3:16, &aVelation 22:6 and 22:19-19. It is also posstble
argue more generally from the attitudes and wayspefking used by the authors of Scripture iniggiab
other works of Scripture. This argument is powdyfatade by Benjamin B. Warfield ifihe Inspiration and
Authority of the BibldPhillipsburg, N.J.: The Presbyterian and Reforiiraetllishing Company, 1948).
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differential equation but not of another. Thus lifeodoes not accept the authority of Scripture to
any degree, as one who is neither Christian nor trenabove arguments establish nothing. But the
purpose of this work is not to persuade unbelieter&mbrace the faith, but to offer a true

understanding of Scripture to Catholics. Now, adittidlics accept Scripture as an authority, and
thus a Catholic can use the authority of Scriptarerder to establish its limits in a more precise

manner.

But one could still raise an objection. Whesrean authority is not an absolute authority, it is
possible for the authority to state something faldeus the mathematician spoken of above might
say that he knows something of which he happersetmnorant, although in general he is to be
trusted. But according to the position being comsd, Scripture is not an absolute authority. Thus
it remains possible that the statements in Sceépiwrich extend its authority to all matters arsdal
statements, and so it follows that this argumemnot be used to establish the inerrancy of
Scripture in all matters.

In part it is necessary to concede the abdyection at this point’ If an authority is not taken
as an absolute authority, then it cannot be usesstblish anything with absolute necessity. One
nonetheless employs arguments from authority, ajhahey do not conclude with necessity, but
only with probability. Thus it is reasonable to ke above arguments with someone who does not
take Scripture as an absolute authority, if he ©ithat Scripture is an authority in any way.

B. Tradition
|. JEWISH TRADITION

Now that the authority of Scripture with respectttoinerrancy has been considered, it is necessary
to consider the Church’s tradition concerning theegiion, beginning with Jewish tradition,
because the truth possessed by the Jews was hdodedo the Church and perfected by Christ.
Now, one might object on Scriptural grounds toubke of Jewish tradition as an authority. It can be
seen from the teaching of Christ that the tradgtiah the Jews added many errors to the Law.
Christ addresses the Pharisees,

And why do you break the commandment of God forgalke of your tradition? For

God said, “Honor your father and your mother,” atWhoever speaks evil of father

or mother must surely die.” But you say that whoded#s father or mother, “Whatever

support you might have had from me is given to Gthtkn that person need not honor
the father’®

This accusation reveals that the Jewish tradit@netimes went so far as to contradict divine law.
Thus it seems that the traditions of the Jews ddawe authority.

It is possible to answer this objection bytidguishing between various kinds of Jewish
tradition, but this is not necessary for the puepokthis work. Jewish tradition is here considered
only insofar as it is a part of the Church’s tramit Thus Jewish tradition is considered to have
authority only insofar as it is confirmed and reeei by the later tradition of the Church. But then
it might seem that the Jewish tradition adds ngthothe tradition of the Church, and so it is not
necessary to discuss it. But even if the traditipassed down both by the Jews and by the Church
do not have greater authority than those passed dowthe Church alone, they have a more

32 When the various modes in which inerrancy candréeti are considered, it will be shown that if boéds
that Scripture asserts something false with resfgestich matters, then one must also hold thaptee has
no authority whatsoever in theology. But every @hthholds that Scripture has authority in theolo@yith

the addition of this consideration the argumeniftbe authority of Scripture concludes of necessity

¥ Matthew 15:3-5.
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fundamental status in the faith. The reason fas thithat the teaching of Christ builds upon and
perfects the revelation given to the Jews. For gtanthe teaching concerning the unity of God is
common to Jews and Christians, while Christiansalteach the doctrine of the Blessed Trinity.
Now, both he who denies the Trinity of persons hadvho denies the unity of God are mistaken,
but the latter makes a mistake with respect to suimg more fundamental. Thus, if it can be
shown that the inerrancy of Scripture is contaiiretoth Jewish and Christian tradition, it will
follow that this matter is most fundamental to thigh.

That this doctrine is contained in the tramitof the Jews can be shown from Scripture. In the
first place, the Jews receive the Old Testameimsgsred by God, and the Old Testament teaches
this doctrine, as was shown above. Similarly, tiguments given above from the New Testament
show that the Jews in fact accepted this doctiiieen Christ says, “If those to whom the word of
God came were called ‘gods'—and the scripture cahaannulled—" he makes it manifest that
the Jews accept this teaching. Even if one shoeiy dhat Christ accepted it himself, by saying
that this is only a conditional argument, it woudimain evident that the reason that Christ gives
this argument is that the antecedent is acceptttbuti question by the JeWsAgain, the fact that
the Jews held this doctrine can be seen from theSeapture is used as an authority in argument.
For example, when the Pharisees object to Chrigtishing concerning divorce, “Why then did
Moses command to give a bill of divorce, and to auay?*® it does not seem that they admit the
possibility that Moses was wrong. At times it essaems that some of the Jews, taking an extreme
position, give Scripture a negative as well as sitp@ authority. If something is not contained in
Scripture, it is judged to be false. This seembdothe reason for the Sadducees’ denial of the
resurrection, and is also implicit in the Jews’wangnt against Nicodemus: “Surely you are not
also from Galilee, are you? Search and you willteaéno prophet is to arise from Galil€&.”

If one investigates the Jewish testimony rdigar their tradition, one discovers, as was
suggested above, that some of the Jews go far detyendoctrine of inerrancy. Some seem to
maintain that Scripture is perfect in every respeacid reject all human limitations of the sort
posited by the Pontifical Biblical Commission iretquotation at the beginning of this work.

This can be clearly seen in the Jewish comangrin Genesigzenesis RabbaiThe root of its
teaching can be seen in its doctrine concerningtrtbation of the Torah:

Six things came before the creation of the worldme created, some at least
considered as candidates for creation.

The Torah and the throne of glory were createdojteethe creation of the world].

The Torah, as it is written, “The Lord made meles beginning of his way, prior to
his works of old” (Prov. 8:22%

So the Torah, according to this teaching, was etediefore the beginning of the world. The
meaning of this is not that it preceded the wonrdiritention alone, as is stated about Israel,
“Intention concerning the creation of Israel canedobe all else® Rather, the claim is that the
Torah existed as an actual work preceding the waortime. This can also be seen in the statement,
“Along these same lines, if the Holy One, blessedhb, had not foreseen that, after twenty-six
generations, the Israelites would be destined ¢e@cthe Torah, he would never have written in it,
‘Command the children of Israel’ God wrote the Torah before the creation of thelavolt
follows from this position that God alone is thatar of the Torah, and man played no part in its

% John 10:35.

% 1t should be noted, however, that one who takisspbsition leaves Christ open to the charge ofedtess
deception.

% Matthew 19:7.

37 John 7:52.

% Genesis Rabbaltrans. Jacob Neusner (Atlanta, Ga.: ScholarssPi€85), I.IV.1.A-C.

% Genesis Rabbath.IV.2.A.

0 Genesis Rabbal.IV.2.E.
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authorship. This position does not deny that Megas involved in giving the Torah to Israel, but it
does deny that he was involved as an author.

R. Samuel bar Nahman in the name of R. Jonathahef\Woses was writing out the
Torah, he wrote up the work of each day [in seqegri&hen he came to the verse,
‘And God saidLet us make man,’ (Gen. 1:26), he said, ‘Lord of the age, in sayi
this you give an opening to heretics.

“He said to him, ‘Write it anyhow, and if someonamts to err, let him erf?

According to this, Moses either copied down thegioal of the Torah, or he wrote it out from
God'’s dictation. It is not surprising that Jews dioy such a position would tend to deny the
existence of human limitations in Sacred Scripture.

One element of this denial is the rejectiorbr. Thus the Rabbis prove that there is onky on
God:

R. Isaac commenced [discourse by citing the follmwierse]: “The beginning of
your word is truth [and all your righteous ordinarendures forever]' (Ps. 119:16).
Said R. Isaac [about the cited verse], “From thgiréng of the creation of the world,
‘The beginning of your word was truth.’

“In the beginning God created’ (Gen. 1:1).

“And the Lord God is truth ‘(Jer. 10:9).

“Therefore: ‘And all your righteous ordinance ensliforever’ (Ps. 119:16).

“For as to every single decree which you lay doamyour creatures, they accept that
decree as righteous and receive it in good fag@hthat no creature may differ, saying,
‘Two powers gave the Torah, two powers creatednitidd.’

“[Why not?] Because here it is not written, ‘Anddgospoke,’ but rather, ‘And God
spoke’ (Ex. 20:1).

“In the beginning [gods] created’ is not writtelout rather, ‘in the beginning [God]
created’ [in the singular]®

The Rabbis cite verses showing that God and higl\aoe truth in order to show that no one is

permitted to reject his decrees as erroneous. dw [ completed with verses by which Scripture

attests to the unity of God. It is not difficult $ee that the Rabbis extend this teaching conagrnin
the truth of God’s word to all matters whatsoeVenr. example, the Rabbis discuss the structure of
the world:

R. Phineas in the name of R. Hoshayya: “Like thetgrnspace that lies between the
earth and the firmament is the empty space betweerfirmament and the upper
water.

“[That is in line with the verse]: ‘Let there befiamnament in the midst of the waters’
(Gen. 1:6), that is to say, right in the middletviien [the water above and below].”

There is no suggestion that Scripture might be giaout the distance between the firmament and
the waters above and below/it.

Genesis Rabbalihen, does maintain the complete freedom of 8mepfrom error. But it goes
beyond this, as has been stated above. Its gepesdlon seems to be that Scripture is entirely
intelligible in every respect, even if men cannlgteys understand it. For example, the Rabbis ask

! Genesis RabbalvIIl.VIII.1.A-B.

“2 Genesis Rabbah.VII.1.A-H.

3 Genesis RabbahV.111.1.A-B.

* Nor do they recognize the possibility that Scriptmay not intend to determine such a distance.

13



the question, “Why was the world created with [ardvbeginning with the letter] B% Various
answers are proposed:

“Just as [in Hebrew] the letter B is closed [at tiaek and sides but] open in front, so
you have no right to expound concerning what isvabor below, before or
afterward.”...

To tell you that there are two ages [this age &edaige to come, for the letter B bears
the numerical value of twaq]....

Because that is the letter that begins the wordlssing....

Because the letter B has two points, one pointimgand, the other backward, so that
[if] people say to it, “Who created you?” it wilbmt upward’®

None of the commentators suggest that thertetf Scripture might not be intelligible in
themselves, but only insofar as they are orderezbtoposing the words of which they are parts.
Now, even if the Rabbis were right to hold that Gdohe is the author of Scripture, it would not
follow of necessity that there would be a meanimghie letters of Scripture beyond the fact that
they are needed to form words. But it is more reabte for one who holds this position about
authorship to posit this intelligibility than it witd be for one who holds that Scripture was written
by men. The reason for this is that the works ofl @ nobler and therefore more intelligible than
the works of man. From this viewpoint it can berst®t if part of the Jewish tradition went to an
extreme in positing a perfect intelligibility in Bgture, this was an understandable consequence of
its position regarding the authorship of Scripture.

The argument that the inerrancy of Scriptsredntained in Jewish tradition is strengthened by
the argument that its position is sometimes muchermadical. If it wishes to assert a perfect
intelligibility in the choice and order of words dretters, then with even greater force it must
reject the possibility of error. What is false istrintelligible, since there is no sufficient reaso
present in the things of which one speaks for gagomething false. There may be a reason present
in the mind of the speaker to say what is falsd, this reason is not present in the things
themselves, since if the speaker understood tingghhe would speak the truth. But on the other
hand, the fact that the Jewish tradition preseatsle maintains an extreme position weakens its
authority with respect to the thesis of inerrantliis has been addressed above, since the Jewish
tradition is used only insofar as it is confirmedthe Church’s tradition. But one might use this as
an objection against the Catholic tradition as wedlrhaps the Church received an extreme position
from the Jews and only slowly corrected its positaver time. Perhaps this process has not yet
been completed, so that the Church still maintainchas maintained a greater perfection in
Scripture than actually exists in Scripture. Thigeation will be addressed later, since the precise
answer depends on the precise nature of the Catiadlition in regard to the question.

[I. CHRISTIAN TRADITION

a. Fathers of the Church

Next it is necessary to consider Christian traditiath respect to the inerrancy of Scripture, and
first the position of the Fathers of the Church.afTtthe Fathers teach the doctrine under

45 Genesis Rabbal.X.1.A.
46 Genesis Rabbat.X.1-5.
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consideration with at least moral unanimity canga¢hered from three thing&first from their
general remarks with regard to the issue, secooih ftheir attempts to reconcile even minute
differences in the Scriptures, and third from these of Scripture as an authority in argument.
Since the first reason is in itself sufficient, yrd few examples will be given illustrating the
second reason. It is not necessary to offer idigtns of the third reason because the Fatherst tru
in the authority of Scripture is sufficiently maastt in any text of any of the Fathers.

Examples will now be given illustrating thesfi reason, taken from the earlier Fathers. Justin
Martyr testifies,

If you spoke these words, Trypho, and then kegnsi in simplicity and with no ill
intent, neither repeating what goes before norragdihat comes after, you must be
forgiven; but if [you have done so] because yougimed that you could throw doubt
on the passages, in order that | might say thepsees contradicted each other, you
have erred. But | shall not venture to suppos® @aly such a thing; and if a Scripture
which appears to be of such a kind be brought fodwand if there be a pretext [for
saying] that it is contrary [to some other], sincam entirely convinced that no
Scripture contradicts another, | shall admit rattfext | do not understand what is
recorded.”®

Irenaeus holds the same opinion:

We should leave things of that nature [Scripturemvtve cannot understand it] to God
who created us, being most properly assured tleatStiriptures are indeed perfect,
since they were spoken by the Word of God and HisitSbut we, inasmuch as we
are inferior to, and later in existence than, theriof God and His Spirit, are on that
account destitute of the knowledge of His mysteries

If, therefore, according to the rule which | hatated, we leave some questions in the
hands of God, we shall both preserve our faith junéd, and shall continue without
danger; and all Scripture, which has been givenstdy God, shall be found to be
perfectly consistent??.

Theophilus testifies to the same thing, and exghfieixtends it to minute details:

On this account all the prophets spoke harmonioasig in agreement with one
another, and foretold the things that would compéss in all the world. For the very
accomplishment of predicted and already consummatedts should demonstrate to
those who are fond of information, yea rather, \&hmlovers of truth, that those things
are really true which they declared concerninggpechs and eras before the deluge:
to wit, how the years have run on since the word wreated until now>.

The claim found here that the Scriptures are atewraen in minor historical details, while other
historical writings are inaccurate, seems to beramon one in early Christian apologetics. Tatian
speaks thus:

“"n fact, | have not yet discovered a single exoepto this ‘moral’ unanimity. But unless one hasd all of
the works of all of the Fathers, one cannot depypibissibility of an exception.

“8 Dialogue with Tryphp65, in ANF, 1:230.

49 Against Heresie2, 28, in ANF, 1:399.

0 To Autolycus17, in ANF, 2:116.
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Thus, concerning the age of the aforesaid poegdmtHomer, and the discrepancies of
those who have spoken of him, we have said enaughsummary manner for those
who are able to investigate with accuracy. Fos ipassible to show that the opinions
held about the facts themselves also are false.\iAwgre the assigned dates do not
agree together, it is impossible that the histthgusd be true. For what is the cause of
error in writing, but the narrating of things ttzat not true?

But with us there is no desire of vainglorgrdo we indulge in a variety of
opinions>*

That is to say, the Greeks disagree in historicastjons because they do not have the truth. But
Christians, possessing the inspired Scripturesiadalisagree even with respect to minor questions.
Tertullian briefly summarizes the teaching of tharle Fathers as presented above, “The
statements, however, of Holy Scripture will neverdiscordant with truth>®

The testimony of the early Fathers shows ti@atcommon opinion of the early Church was in
favor of the infallible truth of Scripture. Next i necessary to show that the later Fathers also
testify to the same truth. The opinion of St. Augws has been made sufficiently manifest in the
first few pages of this work. St. Ambrose, St. Astie’s teacher, is fully in accord with his
student. He addresses the teaching of the Arians,

“It is written they say, that ‘There is none goaudt I6od alone.’ | acknowledge the
Scripture—but there is no falsehood in the letteould that there were none in the
Arians’ exposition thereof. The written signs arelttgss, it is the meaning in which
they are taken that is to blarte.

In the context St. Ambrose is making a statementeming a particular verse of Scripture, but
there is no reason to think that he would not wwismake his claim universal. St. Athanasius holds
the same position in the East that St. AmbroseStndugustine hold in the West:

Now it is the opinion of some, that the Scriptudesnot agree together, or that God,
who gave the commandment, is false. But there idismgreement whatever, far from
it, neither can the Father, Who is truth, lie; ‘fois impossible that God should lie,” as
Paul affirms>’*

St. John Chrysostom reveals his position by spgakinthe apparent disagreements among the four
Evangelists:

“But the contrary,” it may be said, “hath come tasp, for in many places they [the
Evangelists] are convicted of discordance.” Nayis thery thing is a very great
evidence of their truth. For if they had agreedlinthings exactly even to time, and
place, and to the very words, none of our enemiasldvhave believed but that they
had met together, and had written what they wrgtsdime human compact; because
such entire agreement as this cometh not of sifhpliBut now even that discordance
which seems to exist in little matters deliversnthffom all suspicion, and speaks
clearly in behalf of the character of the writers.

But if there be anything touching times or gals, which they have related
differently, this nothing injures the truth of wihey have said’

51 Address to the Greek31-32, in ANF, 2:78.

52 A Treatise on the Squ21, in ANF, 3:202.

53 Of the Christian Faith2, 1, in NPNF, ¥ Series, 10:225.

5 Letter XIX in NPNF, 29 Series, 4:546.

%5 Homilies on the Gospel of Matthelyin NPNF, £ Series, 10:3.
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The fact that Chrysostom says that discordancétie matters ‘seems’ to exist, and that he says
that this does not detract from the truth of therratives, shows that he does not believe that
discordance exists in any matter whatsoever. Hefiie proceeds to reconcile such discrepancies,
as will be illustrated below.

Many other similar testimonies can be broughivard. Gregory of Nyssa states: “No one can
say that Holy Scripture is in errot.”Similarly, Hilary denies the existence of contridins in
Scripture, “lest these [seemingly contradictorybsmges, as the heretics think, should prove that
the contradictions of the law make it its own enéfyEusebius the historian, who cannot be
unaware of apparent contradictions in historicattens, claims, “One who understands this [the
relation between the Gospel of John and the otlesp&s] can no longer think that the Gospels are
at variance with one anotheP”An earlier writer, Julius Africanus, states thagen that false
statements cannot be found in Scripture:

For if the generations are different, and trace mlow genuine seed to Joseph, and if
all has been stated only with the view of establighhe position of Him who was to
be born—to confirm the truth, namely, that He whaswo be would be king and
priest, there being at the same time no proof gibenthe dignity of the words being
brought down to a feeble hymn,—it is evident thatpnaise accrues to God from that,
since it is a falsehood, but rather judgement restam him who asserts it, because he
vaunts an unreality as if it were realffy.

A false statement brings no praise to God, androust hold that all of Scripture glorifies God.
Thus no false statement can be present in Scripgves for the sake of bringing about some good.

Now that the general position of the Fatheas heen presented in their own words, several
examples will be given to illustrate the secondsoeamanifesting their opinion, namely, their
attempts to reconcile apparent contradictions. rElason that this reveals their position is thét if
is possible for false statements to exist in Sarigtthen there is no reason to attempt to rec®ncil
apparently contradictory passages if it would cdnme to assert something which seems very
unlikely. Rather, in such cases one would admit e sacred author had erred.

St. John Chrysostom offers an example of arckattempt: “But Mark saith, ‘In the days of
Abiathar the High Priest:’ not stating what wastcary to the history, but implying that he had two
names..* The history in question says, “David came to Nolhe priest Ahimelech’® Later it
appears that Abiathar is the son of Ahimelech. “Bu¢ of the sons of Ahimelech son of Ahitub,
named Abiathar, escaped and fled after Da%idb at first it might appear that St. Mark confused
the father and son. But St. John Chrysostom asdetshe father had two names, Ahimelech and
Abiathar. This is not impossible, especially simcson is often named after his father, and so this
account would explain the name of the son. Yebésdnot seem to be a very likely account, since
the supposed double naming of the father goes uiionex in the Old Testament, and so there is
no apparent means by which St. Mark could have kndhis. Consequently, if St. John
Chrysostom believed that the authors of Scriptorddbe mistaken, he would be likely to say that
in this particular instance St. Mark was mistakad eonfused the two men in his mind. At another
point Chrysostom reveals his general position witbpect to such possible disagreements: “But
since Luke, also relating this miracle [of the ceimn], inserts by the way a good many things

% Answer to Eunomius’ Second BpokNPNF, 2 Series, 5:273.

57 0On the Councils85, in NPNF, ¥ Series, 9:27.

%8 Church History 3, 24, in NPNF, % Series, 1:153.

% Epistle to Aristidesl, in ANF, 6:125.

0 Homilies on the Gospel of MatthedXXIX, in NPNF, 1% Series, 10:255-256.
611 Samuel 21:1.

621 Samuel 22:20.
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which seem to indicate disagreement; these too brisixplained by u$® He intends to explain
them in the sense that he intends to show that sd&ms to be a disagreement between Matthew
and Luke is not a disagreement at all.

A somewhat similar example can be taken frond&ome:

“So that there might come upon you all of the joistod, which has been shed upon
the earth, from the blood of Abel the just everthe blood of Zachariah the son of
Barachiah, whom you killed between the temple &edaitar.” ... But others wish [this
Zachariah to be understood as] Zachariah, who Wbl by Joas the king of Juda
between the temple and the altar, as the histothe@Kings narrates. But it is to be
observed that that Zachariah is not the son of @éah, but the son of Joiada the
priest.... We ask why he is called the son of Baiedt, and not of Joiad8arachiahin
our tongue meanslessed of the Lordand thgustice of the priest Joiada is shown by
the Hebrew word?

St. Jerome attempts to reconcile what appears tdisagreement concerning names by showing
that the things signified by the names agree wite another. This would reconcile the texts,
presuming that the names are to be understooddingdo what they signify, rather than merely as
names. But once again this kind of interpretatoevidently a consequence of St. Jerome’s belief
that Scripture cannot be in error, not simply aultesf a careful consideration of the texts
themselves. Pope Leo Xlll summarizes this argurf@rthe position of the Fathers:

And so emphatically were all the Fathers and Dactmgreed that the Divine writings,
as left by the hagiographers, are free from atirethat they labored earnestly, with no
less skill than reverence, to reconcile with eattteothose numerous passages which
seem at variance—the very passages which in greasume have been taken up by the
“higher criticism”; for they were unanimous in lag it down that those writings, in
their entirety and in all their parts were equdtlym the afflatus of Almighty God,
and that God, speaking by the sacred writers, coatdset down anything but what
was true’”

The third argument establishing the positidrthe Fathers is their trust in the authority of
Scripture. They assume that a teaching in theobagybe established by a single text in Scripture,
given that the meaning of the passage is clearifButvere possible for false statements to be in
Scripture, then such an argument would be inseffici In fact, as was conceded above, the
Scriptural reasons for any position, even if abudeould never be conclusive, until one limited
the possibility of error in Scripture. But the Fath do not need to make such a limitation because
they do not admit the possibility of error in angtter whatsoever.

There might seem to be one exception to tinerge agreement of the Fathers that error cannot
be found in Scripture. Origen seems to teach thad @ut false statements into Scripture for a
useful purpose.

But since, if the usefulness of the legislationd dhe sequence and beauty of the
history, were universally evident of itself, we slbnot believe that any other thing
could be understood in the Scriptures save whatobkaus, the Word of God has
arranged that certain stumbling-blocks, as it ware] offences, and impossibilities,
should be introduced into the midst of the law #relhistory... And this also we must
know, that the principal aim being to announce ‘th@ritual” connection in those

3 Homilies on the Gospel of MattheXXVI, in NPNF, I Series, 10:178.
4 Commentarium in Evangelium MatthaB¥, 23, inPatrologia Lating 26:180. The translation is my own.
% Providentissimus Deyg7.
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things that are done, and that ought to be donerevihe Word found that things done
according to the history could be adapted to thegstical senses, He made use of
them, concealing from the multitude the deeper nmggauibut where, in the narrative of
the development of super-sensual things, theraalidollow the performance of those
certain events, which was already indicated by rtiystical meaning, the Scripture
interwove in the history (the account of) some évkat did not take place, sometimes
what could not have happened; sometimes what cbutdjid not....

It was not only, however, with the (Scriptureemposed) before the advent (of
Christ) that the Spirit thus dealt; but as being same Spirit, and (proceeding) from
the one God, He did the same thing both with thengelists and the apostles—as
even these do not contain throughout a pure histbgvents, which are interwoven
indeed according to the letter, but which did rmtially occur®

In these passages Origen appears to hold that déhherkalse statements in Scripture which are for
the sake of some useful purpose, and for the sfke spiritual sense. But even if this is his
position, Origen alone cannot be taken as an atgha@specially in this particular workOn
Principles which contains many other erréfsThus the authority of the Fathers stands on e si
of the doctrine of inerrancy, even if this exceptis granted.

But it is not necessary to grant the exceptionanother place Origen asserts that apparent
contradictions between various passages of Sceptmist be reconciled. “If the discrepancy
between the Gospels is not solved, we must givewptrust in the Gospels, as being true and
written by a divine spirit, or as records worthyooédence..’® Here Origen maintains, along with
the rest of the Fathers, that it is not permissibladmit the existence of errors in Scripture.mhe
he attempts to reconcile this claim with his pasitpresented above.

We must, however, try to obtain some notion of ititention of the Evangelists in
such matters, and we direct ourselves to this. &pphere are several men who, by
the spirit, see God, and know his words addresseithe saints, and His presence
which he vouchsafes to them, appearing to them haisen times for their
advancement. There are several such men, and then different places, and the
benefits they receive from above vary in shape elmaracter. And let these men
report, each of them separately, what he seesiiih gpout God and His words, and
His appearances to His saints, so that one of gmeaks of God's appearances and
words and acts to one righteous man in such a ptaw another about oracles and
great works of the Lord, and a third of somethifeg éhan what the former two have
dealt with. And let there be a fourth, doing withigard to some particular matter
something of the same kind as these three.... &fe thiho takes the writings of these

 On Principles IV, 15-16, in ANF, 4:364. It seems that Origedictrine is partially a consequence of his
opinion concerning providence. If one holds that@othe author of both Scripture and history, thae can
say that God composed history so that it wouldnfity signify spiritual realities. But if one belies that
history is merely an accidental consequence of\irils, one may be compelled to maintain a theamghsas
Origen’s. Origen holds that history is such an destal consequence because he denies God’s causalit
relation to free will, as in this passage: “Nowattlit is our business to live virtuously, and tkatd asks this
of us, as not being dependent on Him nor on angrottor, as some think, upon fate, but as beingoaur
doing, the prophet Micah will prove when he saifsit has been announced to thee, O man, whatasl gor
what does the Lord require of thee, except to dtige and to love mercy?"Qn Principles Ill, 6, in ANF,
4:305).

7 A few examples of erroneous opinions that appedret held by Origen in this work include that allén
men and angels will be restored at the end of tthra, there are no wholly immaterial created beitigest all
creatures were created equal, that human soulexsted, and that the free will of creatures dossdepend
on God. Se®n Principlesin ANF, 4:260-262, 266, 270, 292, and 302-328.

%8 Commentary on Johri0, 2, in ANF, 10:382.
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men for history, or for a representation of reahdls by a historical image, and who
supposes God to be within certain limits in spa®d to be unable to present to
several persons in different places several visofrtdimself at the same time, or to be
making several speeches at the same moment, hdegith it impossible that our four
writers are all speaking truth....

In the case | have supposed where the higrisire to teach us by an image
what they have seen in their mind, their meaninglldidoe found, if the four were
wise, to exhibit no disagreement; and we must wided that with the four
Evangelists it is not otherwisa.

Thus Origen’s position is that the four Evangelstem to contradict each other because they did
not always intend to write history, but sometimesytintended to communicate the spiritual truth
through an image. But there is no disagreementdezivthe spiritual truth given by one Evangelist
and that given by another. Nor is there disagreéméh respect to the historical facts, when the
Evangelists intended to convey these facts. Thuge@rholds that there is no error in what the
authors of Scripture intended to communicate, bat there is sometimes error in the sentences of
Scripture taken in the proper sense of the wordsabise the writer did not always intend this
sense. Origen also intended to say this in the gssage fro®n Principles This can be shown
from his examples. He says, “And if God is saidvidk in the paradise in the evening, and Adam
to hide himself under a tree, | do not suppose #émgone doubts that these things figuratively
indicate certain mysteries.”>"This example shows that when Origen says that tongeis false
according to the letter, he intends to indicateragive expressions such as God'’s ‘walking,” which
are true according to the intention of the autigen’s more specific claim is that there are many
statements mixed into the histories and into thep8ts which at first sight seem to be historical
statements, but which are actually figurative egpi@ns for spiritual truths. This might seem to be
a very strange position, but it indicates the isiignof Origen’s agreement with the rest of the
Fathers concerning the truth of Scripture accordinghe meaning intended by the authors. The
reason for this is that if there is any error ia thtended meaning, “we must give up our trusha t
Gospels.™

Thus it has been shown that the position efRathers is that no error whatsoever may be found
in Sacred Scripture. As Vincent of Lerins says evning a similar determination of the teaching
of the Fathers,

A much greater number of the ancients might haen lz@lduced; but it was needless,
because neither was it fit that the time shouldd®upied by a multitude of witnesses,
nor does anyone suppose that those ten were dalgifferent mind from the rest of
their colleague$’

With reference to the authority of such teachinmpcent states, “whatsoever these may be found to
have held, with one mind and with one consent, dlight to be accounted the true and Catholic
doctrine of the Church, without any doubt or sceupf

The force of Vincent’s claim can be intendifigy the consideration that this teaching was held
with one mind not only by the Fathers, but alsathiy entire Christian people. In some instances

9 Commentary on Johri0, 3-4, in ANF, 10:382-383.

00On Principles 4, 16, in ANF, 4:365.

L Commentary on Johri0, 2, in ANF, 10:382.

2 A Commonitory 30, in NPNF, ¥ Series, 11:155. Vincent's witnesses are Peterlefahdria, Athanasius,
Theophilus, Gregory Nazianzus, Basil, Gregory os$8y Felix and Julius of Rome, Cyprian, and Amhrose
More than ten witnesses have been cited aboveguglthnot all can be considered to be the equivaiént
these ten.

3 A Commonitory29, in NPNF, ¥ Series, 11:154.
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cited above the Fathers mention certain men whd ti@ contrary position. It is not difficult to
determine that these men are not faithful Cathpbias rather belong to heretical groups.
A first illustration of the nature of those m&ho deny this teaching can be found in Irenaeus.

So firm is the ground upon which these Gospels that the very heretics themselves
bear witness to them, and, starting from these Johmts], each one of them
endeavours to establish his own peculiar doctrirer the Ebionites, who use

Matthew's Gospel only, are confuted out of thiswsame, making false suppositions
with regard to the Lord. But Marcion, mutilatingathaccording to Luke, is proved to
be a blasphemer of the only existing God, from ¢hjpassages] which he still retains.
Those, again, who separate Jesus from Christ, imfjethat Christ remained

impassible, but that it was Jesus who sufferedgpiag the Gospel by Mark, if they

read it with a love of truth, may have their erroestified. Those, moreover, who
follow Valentinus, making copious use of that aciog to John, to illustrate their

conjunctions, shall be proved to be totally in etvg means of this very Gospel, as |
have shown in the first bodk.

Thus, each heresy denies various parts of Scrifiupeder to maintain its own truth, although, as
Irenaeus points out, it remains possible to rethie heresy from the Scripture that remains.
Irenaeus is not merely saying that each heresyedestome part of Scripture implicitly, as one
might say that a Protestant denying the primacthefPope implicitly denies Christ’s gift of the
keys to St. Peter. The heretics of whom he speagicigly deny the truth of some parts of
Scripture, just as most Protestants reject theT@ktament works absent from the Hebrew canon.
For example, the Marcionites reject parts, sometibmoks, sometimes individual statements, from
both the Old and New Testaments.

For all those who are of a perverse mind, havingnbeet against the Mosaic
legislation, judging it to be dissimilar and comyr&o the doctrine of the Gospel, have
not applied themselves to investigate the causeaheoflifference of each covenant.
Since, therefore, they have been deserted by tteenah love... they have apostatized
in their opinions from Him who is God, and imagingtht they have themselves
discovered more than the apostles, by finding ootleer god; and [maintained] that
the apostles preached the Gospel still somewhatrutite influence of Jewish
opinions, but that they themselves are purer [iatritee], and more intelligent, than
the apostle$> Wherefore also Marcion and his followers have kestathemselves to
mutilating the Scriptures, not acknowledging sonoels at all; and curtailing the
Gospel according to Luke and the Epistles of Pdndy assert that these are alone
authentic, which they have themselves thus shalténe

Thus Marcion rejected the Old Testament as comiom fa God inferior to the God of the New
Testament, and rejected parts of the New Testaageneémaining under the influence of the Old.
This of course is not consistent, as Irenaeus point:

It follows then, as of course, that these men maiiker receive the rest of his [Luke’s]
narrative, or else reject these parts [containelduike alone] also. For no persons of

4 Against Heresies3, 11, in ANF, 1:428.

> One might notice some similarity between the Manites and those who say that the reason thathbect
maintains the doctrine of inerrancy is that it ieed an erroneous opinion from the Jews. JamexBart
seems to hold such an opinion, as will be seen late

" Against Heresies3, 12, in ANF, 1:434-435.
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common sense can permit them to receive some thamminted by Luke as being
true, and to set others aside, as if he had notikrbe truth’’

The same might be said of all others who rejectthih of parts of Scripture. For the argument is
not that it is impossible for a man to be right atbeome things and wrong about others, but that it
is impossible for a man teaching with God’s auttyad do this.

Another example can be found in tBéementine Homiliescited earlier as maintaining the
existence of false statements in Scripture. Rinstust be noted that this work has no authority, bu
is the work of a heretical sect or individual, suab those mentioned by Irenaeus. This is
sufficiently established by the following purportednversation between the Apostle Peter and
Simon Magus:

And Peter answered: “Our Lord neither asserted thate were gods except the
Creator of all, nor did he proclaim Himself to bed; but with reason pronounced
blessed him who called Him the Son of that God Wase arranged the universe.” And
Simon answered: “Does it not seem to you, then, flgawho comes from God is
God?” And Peter said: “Tell us how this is possilite we cannot affirm this, because
we did not hear it from Him.

“In addition to this, it is the peculiarity tie Father not to have been begotten, but
of the Son to have been begotten; but what is bagatannot be compared with that
which is unbegotten or self-begotten.” And Simoiusés it not the same on account
of its origin?” And Peter said: “He who is not tkame in all respects as some one,
cannot have all the same appellations appliedrtods that person.” And Simon said:
“This is to assert, not to prove.” And Peter sditthy, do you not see that if the one
happens to be self-begotten or unbegotten, theyotdre called the same; nor can it
be asserted of him who has been begotten that dletle same substance as he who
has begotten him?

In this conversation Simon Magus is represkateholding the Catholic position concerning the
nature of Christ, while St. Peter is representechrguiing for what is substantially the Arian
position. Thus is it evident that an Arian or or@ding some equivalent position is the author of
the Clementine Homilies

As was shown above, the book’s general pasitegarding Scripture is that it contains false
statements mixed with revealed truth. The reasortHis doctrine seems to be that the author
believes it to be necessary in order to defendliviee perfection. The following passage offers an
example of this belief:

“... But if thou say in thy heart, How did he dattsign or wonder? thou shalt surely
know that he who tried thee, tried thee to sebdfitdost fear the Lord thy God.” The
words, “he who tried thee, tried thee,” have rafeseto the earliest times; but it
appears to be otherwise after the removal to Babytor God, who knows all things,
would not, as can be proved by many argumentsntorder that He Himself might
know, for He foreknows all things. But, if you likket us discuss this point, and | shall
show that God foreknows. But it has been provetlttteopinion is false that He does
not know, and that this was written to try us. Thugs Simon, can be led astray neither
by the Scriptures nor by any one else; nor are @eeigted into the admission of many
gods, nor do we agree to any statement that is mgaiest God®

" Against Heresies3, 14, in ANF, 1:439.
" The Clementine HomilieXVI, 15-16, in ANF, 8:316.
® The Clementine HomilieXVI, 13, in ANF, 8:315.

22



Here “Peter” asserts that a false addition was nmiadée text of Scripture, indicating that God
needs to test men in order to discover somethingrder to defend God’s perfection, therefore, it
is necessary to say that God allowed the additiofelse statements to Scripture for a useful
purpose. But the irony is that this writer, so steht on the perfection of God, falls himself into
statements against God, and not only against Gzatnate as cited above, but also against God as
God. “For He [God] has shape, and He has every pnharily and solely for beauty’s sake, and
not for use.® Thus this author asserts that God has a body.

It is sufficiently manifest from these exanmphhat those who maintain the existence of false
statements in Scripture are not faithful Cathollmst belong to heretical sects. But this becomes
even more evident from the testimony of this samtba:

Simon, therefore, as | learn, intends to come jntiolic, and to speak of those chapters
against God that are added to the Scriptures himrsake of temptation, that he may
seduce as many wretched ones as he can from thetdsod. For we do not wish to
say in public that these chapters are added tdBthke, since we should thereby
perplex the unlearned multitudes, and so accompli&h purpose of this wicked
Simon. For they not having yet the power of disoernwould flee from us as
impious; or, as if not only the blasphemous chaptgere false, they would even
withdraw from the word. Whereby we are under a ssitg of assenting to the false
chapters, and putting questions in return to himceoning them, to draw him into a
strait, and to give in private an explanation & thapters that are spoken against God
to the well-disposed after a trial of their faitmd of this there is but one way, and that
a brief oné’!

Here the author testifies that it cannot be stateghublic that there are false statements in
Scripture, because the multitude will either coasiitlimpious or reject Scripture as a whole. Thus
it is manifest that the opinion of the multitudehst there are no false statements in Scriptune. A

so it is sufficiently evident that both the Fatharsl the early Church as a whole held this opinion.

b. Later Doctors

The teaching of the later Doctors of the ChurcH mdit be explicitly cited here, for three reasons.
First, in this matter they follow the teaching b&tFathers, and consequently the argument would
be repetitious and somewhat tedious. Secondnibtidikely that many will doubt that the teaching
of the Doctors agrees with that of the earlier €ChuiThird, the teaching of the Doctors can be
sufficiently summarized by the teaching of St. TlasnfAquinas, the greatest among the Doctors
according to the mind of the ChurthAt this point, therefore, it will be sufficient toite the
authority of St. Thomas, and his teaching will Isediin more detail later. He teaches this doctrine
in many places, including the first question of iemma Theologia€ln this it is evident that
something false can never be [contained] undelitéral sense of Sacred Scriptuf&.”

c. The teaching of the Magisterium

8 The Clementine HomilieXVII, 7, in ANF, 8:319.

8 The Clementine Homilied, 39, in ANF, 8:236.

82«pns we well know from the experience of centuritt® method of Aquinas is singularly preeminentifot
teaching students and for bringing truth to ligti doctrine is in harmony with divine revelati@md is most
effective both for safeguarding the foundation aé faith, and for reaping, safely and usefully, thits of
sound progress” [Pius XIHumani GenerigBoston, Mass.: Daughters of St. Paul, n.d.), 12].

8 Summa Theologiaé, 1, 10, ad 3 (Ottawa, Canada: Commissio Pia8&3). All translations of St. Thomas
are my own.
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Now it is necessary to proceed to consider the &rmaching of the Church in regard to the
question. It seems that the Church found it necgdsaissue formal statements relating to the
matter on account of the opposition of heretichsagthose discussed above. In the year 260 Pope
Dionysius condemned the position of the Marcionites

For foolish Marcion’s doctrine which divides andoaeates the monarchy into three
principles is surely diabolical; moreover, it istrwd the true disciples of Christ or of
those to whom the teaching of the Savior is pleashor these know well that the
Trinity is indeed proclaimed in Scripture, morequiiat three gods are taught neither
in the OId nor in the New Testaméft.

This statement directly concerns the position fBatl the Father and God the Son are diverse
Gods. This was reformulated by the Council of Tol¢d00): “If anyone says and [or] believes,
that there is one God of the Law, another of thesgets, let him be anathem®.'Later this
becomes the statement that God is the author oftide of Scripture. “I believe also that there is
one author of the New and Old Testament, of the Batihh of the Prophets and of the Apostles,
namely the omnipotent God and Lof. The same was forcefully taught by the Council of
Florence (1441Y’

It was shown above that various heresies niyt ®jected various books of Scripture, but also
denied the truth of particular statements containe8cripture. Thus it became necessary for the
Church to reject the positions that would allowtsecrors. For example, the Church condemned a
certain error regarding the poverty of Christ,

Since among learned men it often happens that deumain raised as to whether it
should be branded as heretical to affirm persistéhat our Redeemer and Lord Jesus
Christ and His apostles did not possess anythingaiticular or even in common...
we, in a desire to put an end to this controvedgglare on the advice of our brethren
by this perpetual edict that a persistent asservibthis kind shall henceforth be
branded as erroneous and heretical, since it esfgresntradicts Sacred Scripture,
which in many passages asserts that they did hawe possessions; and since with
regard to the aforementioned it openly submits 8edred Scripture itself, by which
surely the articles of orthodox faith are approveahtains a ferment of falsehood and
consequently, in so far as in it lies, completadyding the faith of Scripture it renders
the Catholic faith, by destroying its approval, ddul and uncertaifi®

Here the Pope echoes the opinion of the Fathetdfthiae asserts that there are false statements in
Scripture, then one must reject it and the Churshediable teachers. But in this case such an
opinion is declared to be definitely heretical. By, Clement VI suggests that the faith requires
one to reject such opinions: “In the fourteenttcpldwe ask] if you have believed and now believe
that the New and Old Testaments in all their boeksch the authority of the Roman Church has
given to us, contain undoubted truth in all thitgsThis time the claim is formulated positively. It

is necessary to say that the whole of Scripturgue with respect to all the things of which it
speaks.

8 From an epistle against Tritheists and Sabellifmsn H. DenzingerThe Sources of Catholic Dogma
(Binghamton, N.Y.: Vail-Ballou Press, 1957), n. 48.

% Creed of the Council of Toledm Denzinger, n. 28.

8 Pope St. Leo IXCongratulamur vehementét053), in Denz., n. 348.

8741t [the Church] professes one and the same Gdteaauthor of the Old and New Testament, thaifithe
Law and the Prophets and the Gospel” (Denz. n..706)

8 pPope John XXIICum inter nonnullo§1323), in Denz., n. 494.

8 Super quibusdarfi351), in Denz., n. 570q.
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The Council of Trent and the First Vatican @ailipromulgated similar teachings, but in earlier
and more general terms. The Council of Trent tesclighe Synod] following the examples of the
orthodox Fathers, receives and holds in veneratitim an equal affection of piety and reverence
all the books both of the Old and of the New Testaimsince one God is the author of boti°..”
Then it condemns an opposing opinion: “If anyornayéver, should not accept the said books as
sacred and canonical, with all their parts... let Him anathema’™ The First Vatican Council
makes a similar statement:

And, indeed, these books of the Old and New Testgmeéhole with all their parts,
just as they were enumerated in the decree of @mee sCouncil [of Trent], are
contained in the older Vulgate Latin edition, arré &0 be accepted as sacred and
canonical. But the Church holds these books asdaand canonical, not because,
having been put together by human industry alohey twere then approved by its
authority; nor because they contain revelation eitherror; but because, having been
written by the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, thdyave God as their author and, as
such, they have been handed down to the Churdh tse

This statement intends to say not only that Scrépfa free from all error, but also that it is so

because God is the author who inspired it. But beeaof the contrast between inspiration and
containing revelation without error, it would besgible to interpret this text otherwise. Similarly,

the Council of Trent, although demanding acceptaricdl the books of Scripture and all the parts
of the books, does not specifically assert thetposof John XXII and Clement VI that Scripture is

true with respect to all things. On account of tloisrtain Catholics after Vatican | suggested that
there might be minor errors in Scripture. For extnjpohn Henry Newman wrote the following in

an essay on the inspiration of Scripture:

And now comes the important question, in what respge the Canonical books
inspired? It cannot be in every respect, unlessameboundde fideto believe that
‘terra in aeternum staf® and that heaven is above us, and that there aa@timodes.
And it seems unworthy of Divine Greatness, that fenighty should, in His
revelation of Himself to us, undertake mere secdldies, and assume the office of a
narrator, as such, or an historian, or geographarept so far as the secular matters
bear directly upon the revealed truth. The Courdil§rent and the Vatican fulfil this
anticipation; they tell us distinctly the objectdathhe promise of Scripture inspiration.
They specify ‘faith and moral conduct’ as the doft that teaching which has the
guarantee of inspiratiofi.

Here Newman seems to suggest that inerrancy apdatisn extend only to matters of faith and
morals. But this is not his final position. Aftehawing that Trent and Vatican | seem to relate
inspiration especially to matters of faith and nierhe proceeds:

But while the Councils, as has been shown, lay deavemphatically the inspiration
of Scripture in respect of ‘faith and morals,’ § iemarkable that they do not say a
word directly as to its inspiration in matters atf. Yet are we therefore to conclude
that the record of facts in Scripture does not cameer the guarantee of its

% Session IV (1546), in Denz. n. 783.

%1 Session IV, in Denz. n. 784.

%2 Session 11l (1870), in Denz. n. 1787.

% “The earth stands forever.”

% “Inspiration in its Relation to Revelation,” i@n the Inspiration of Scriptureed. J. Derek Holmes and
Robert Murray (Washington, D.C.: Corpus Books,)nt08. The essay was written in 1884.
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inspiration? We are not so to conclude, and fos thiain reasomi the sacred
narrative, carried on through so many ages, whathist the very matter of our faith,
and rule of our obedience? What but that narratsedf is the supernatural teaching,
in order to which inspiration is given? ... Such le tclaim of Bible history in its
substantial fulness to be acceptdzl fideas true. In this point of view, Scripture is
inspired, not only in faith and morals, but ini#dl parts which bear on faith, including
matters of fact’

Thus Newman does believe that history and othetemsafall under inspiration at least to some
degree. But nevertheless he accepts the possitfilityinor errors in Scripture.

And here | am led on to inquire whethaiter dictaare conceivable in an inspired
document. We know that they are held to exist, eweh required, in treating of the
dogmatic utterances of Popes, but are they conipatiibh inspiration? The common
opinion is that they are not....

By obiter dictain Scripture | also mean such statements as weitfitikde Book of
Judith, that Nabuchodonosor was King of Nineve. Nbig in favour of there being
such unauthoritativebiter dictg that, unlike those which occur in dogmatic utteres
of Popes and Councils, they are, in Scripture, duittrinal, but mere unimportant
statements of fact: whereas those of Popes and cl®umay relate to faith and
morals, and are said to be utterditer, because they are not contained within the
scope of the formal definition, and imply no bingliof the consciences of the faithful.
There does not then seem any serious difficultya@mitting their existence in
Scripture®

Elsewhere Newman gives an example of what he n@aokiter dicta

St. Paul speaks of ‘the cloak which he left at redgth Carpus.” Would St. Timothy,

to whom he wrote, think this an infallible utteraffcAnd supposing it had been
discovered, on most plausible evidence, that thesfe left his cloak with Eutychus,

not with Carpus, would Timothy, would Catholics nomake themselves unhappy,
because St. Paul had committed what the Profesdory ppposed Newman’'s essay]
calls ‘a falsehood'? Would Christians declare tifegty no longer had any confidence
in Paul after he had so clearly shown that he ‘mad'the Spirit of God'?’

Thus Newman’s position is that it is at least poiesthat certain statements in Scripture, due to
their unimportant character, are not strictly asamuence of inspiration, and are therefore possibly
false’® Others held similar positiorfs.

% “Inspiration,” inOnN the Inspiration of Scripturel09-110.

% “Inspiration,” inOnN the Inspiration of Scripturel 25-126.

97 “Further lllustrations,” irOn the Inspiration of Scripturd43-144.

% As quoted above, Newman had said only, “There doeshen seem any serious difficulty in admittthgir
[obiter dictd existence in Scripture,” not that they definitely exist in Scripture. Thus Newman did not say
that there are errors in Scripture, but that pdgditere are possible errors in Scripture. Newmaa differs
from many others who held or hold that there arersrin Scripture insofar as he was willing to sitthn the
judgment of the Church: “I conclude... by unreseryesilbmitting what | have written to the judgmenttod
Holy See, being more desirous that the questionldhme satisfactorily answered, than that my owswaan
should prove to be in every respect the right aofifspiration,” in On the Inspiration of Scripturel28).
Later it will be seen that Newman's position, altgh not simply true, contains an element of truth.

% The Modernists, for example, maintained more op#ré existence of errors in the Bible, as willdeen in
the papal teaching about to be cited. For the regsen in the previous footnote, however, Newmaougd
in no way be associated with the Modernists.
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On account of such misunderstandings of thehiag of the Councils, the Popes after the First
Vatican Council reinforced the earlier teachingdgarly linking the two errors addressed above,
that God is not the author of all of Scripture dhdt there are false statements in Scripture. Leo
Xl teaches, “But it is absolutely wrong and fadlden either to narrow inspiration to certain parts
only of Holy Scripture or to admit that the sacmedter has erred®® To narrow inspiration to
certain parts of Scripture is equivalent to theoerf the heretics who denied that the Old
Testament was from the true God, while to admit tha sacred author has erred is the second
error of the same heretics. Leo XllI then relatesse two errors:

For all the books which the Church receives aseshand canonical are written wholly
and entirely, with all their parts, at the dictatiof the Holy Spirit; and so far is it from
being possible that any error can coexist with iiggion, that inspiration not only is
essentially incompatible with error, but excludew aejects it as absolutely and
necessarily as it is impossible that God Himsdlé supreme Truth, can utter that
which is not true....

Hence, because the Holy Spirit employed men asingguments, we cannot,
therefore, say that it was these inspired instrusamo, perchance, have fallen into
error, and not the primary author. For, by supemahtpower, He so moved and
impelled them to write—He so assisted them wheiingri—that the things which He
ordered, and those only, they, first, rightly ureeod, then willed faithfully to write
down, and finally expressed in apt words and witlallible truth. Otherwise, it could
not be said that He was the Author of the entingpBare**

Leo XIlll, therefore, teaches that there can beatgefstatements in Scripture precisely because God
is the author of Scripture.
St. Pius X follows Leo XIll in the same teauyi

Thus, even according to themselves [the Modernistsjh in the Sacred Books within

the field of science and history is affected byert. Now We, Venerable Brethren,

for whom there is one, unique truth, and who reghml Sacred Books thus, “that
written under the inspiration of the Holy Spiriethhave God as their author” declare
that this is the same as giving the lie of utility the officious lie to God Himself*

If God is the author of Scripture, and there atesfatatements in Scripture, then God tells lieg. B
this cannot be admitted, and so one cannot saytibed are false statements in Scripture.
Benedict XV repeats the teaching of his predsors:

By the doctrine of Jerome those statements are ewmifirmed and illustrated by
which Our predecessor, Leo XIll, solemnly declattieel ancient and constant faith of
the Church in the absolute immunity of Scripturesnf any errorsTantum abest.
And, introducing the definitions of the Councils [eibrence and Trent, confirmed in
the Vatican Synod, he has the following: “Thereformthing at all matters...
otherwise He Himself were not the Author of all @atScripture.**

Pope Pius Xl shows that he holds the saméapin a certain Motu Proprio:

190 providentissimus Deud.893), 25-26.

191 providentissimus Deyg6.

192 pascendi Dominici Gregi€l907), in Denz. n. 2102.
193 gpiritus Paraclitug1920), in Denz. n. 2186.
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Since non-Catholics and rationalists have by ibl[bal studies] advanced with
temerity and audacity to attack Holy Scripture’shawity and immunity from error, it
was necessary for our [scholars], instructed wigremt abundance of sound learning,
to descend into battle, that they might defenddikime gift of Heavenly Wisdom from
the contrivances of the false sciefite.

Pope Pius Xl also reiterates the same daetrin

For just as the substantial Word of God was mdggertian in all things “without sin,”
so also the words of God, expressed in human layggua all things have been made
like human speech, without error... Therefore, let @atholic exegete, in order to
satisfy the present day needs of Biblical matierexplaining Sacred Scripture, and in
showing and proving it free of all error, prudentise this aid [investigation about the
time of the writing, the literary genres in usedasther such things], to inquire how
the form of expression and the kind of literaturapioyed by the Sacred writer,
contribute to a true and genuine interpretatioff...

This text and the previous text do not explicithy ghat the men who wrote Scripture did not say
anything false; they simply state that Scripturevithout error-"° But because of the teaching of
the previous Popes, and because Pius Xl is heygesting that when one rightly understands the
sense intended by the men who wrote Scripture, gbisse is found to be free of error, it is
necessary to understand this as a repetition ofptheious teaching in its integrity. The later
teaching of Pius Xl also makes this evident.

To return, however, to the new opinions mentionbdva, a number of things are
proposed or suggested by some even against theedivithorship of Sacred Scripture.
For some go so far as to pervert the sense of #dtiedh Council’s definition that God
is the author of Holy Scripture, and they put fordvagain the opinion, already often
condemned, which asserts that immunity from erxtereds only to those parts of the
Bible that treat of God or of moral and religiouatters. They even wrongly speak of
a human sense of the Scriptures, beneath whickimedsense, which they say is the
only infallible meaning, lies hidden.... Everyone sdww foreign all this is to the
principles and norms of interpretation rightly fikdoy our predecessors of happy
memory, Leo Xl in his Encyclical “Providentissireli and Benedict XV in the
Encyclical “Spiritus Paraclitus,” as also by Ouvss in the Encyclical “Divino
Afflante Spiritu.™’

In this text Pius XII holds that the human sense¢hef Scriptures is the same as the divine sense,
and therefore that the human sense is free froor.efnd he clearly affirms that the previous
teaching is to be held in its fullness, speakinglieitly of the principles found in the earlier
encyclicals.

Thus it is clear that the doctrine of the inerrandyScripture has been taught by the Popes
repeatedly. The force of this teaching can be gathffom the Second Vatican Council’s statement
on the authority of the Pope.

104 Bibliorum scientiam(1924), inEnchiridion Biblicum(Rome: Editiones Comm. A. Arnodo, 1954), n 505.
195 Divino Afflante Spiritu(1943), in Denz. n. 2294. As will be seen lateiewthe Pope speaks of “proving it
free of all error” by means of such investigatian $peaks only of probable arguments, not of a csiva
proof.

1% The possibility of distinguishing these two stagens will be discussed below.

97 Humani Generis9. Pius XII wrote this encyclical in 1950.
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This religious docility of the will and intellectust be extended, in a special way, to
the authentic teaching authority of the Roman Piormtven when he does not spasak
cathreda in such wise, indeed, that his supreme teachirigoaity be acknowledged
with respect, and that one sincerely adhere tosdets made by him, conformably
with his manifest mind and intention, which is mda®wn principally either by the
character of the documents in question, or by teguency with which a certain
doctrine is proposed, or by the manner in whichdbetrine is formulatedf®

The precise doctrine under discussion was taughitoityy and solemnly by five successive Popes
within 60 years, and was characterized as pergitoithe ancient and constant faith of the Church,
and the opposite teaching characterized as abbolteng and forbidden. Thus it is clear that
according to the mind and intention of these Pdpesdoctrine of the inerrancy of Scripture must
be accepted with the assent of faith. In ordemtaf@rm to their mind and intention, thereforesit i
necessary to accept the doctrine as pertainirigetdéposit of faith.

Even many of those who oppose this doctrindiqu that it pertains to the deposit of faith. For
example, Norbert Lohfink, whose position will beaexined later, says, “If it is necessary today to
discuss the inerrancy of the Bible, it is not thea itself which is under dispute, for this is an
ancient and unequivocal tradition of faiti*’But he then proceeds to make it quite equivocal by
distinguishing various ways in which the doctrirza de proposed:

In reading the patristic writers, medieval theokogi and modern treatises on
inspiration, we can clearly see that the inerraotyhe Bible is predicated of three
grammatical subjects: the Bible (as a whole), thekb of the Bible, and the biblical

writers (for which the technical term is “hagioghaps” or “sacred writers”). The three
ways of speaking of the matter are used simultasigothe context deciding the

choice. In the past century, however, the third enags brought into the foreground.
This happened in treatises on inspiration, as agelh ecclesiastical documents (which
we should, in this case, consider not in so fathayg state doctrine, but only as they
reflect contemporary modes of thought and languabe—problem of the exact

subject of the statements concerning inerrancyneasr subjected to analysis).

Here Lohfink suggests that the doctrine does niotashel that the human authors of Scripture stated
nothing false, but only that in some way Scriptdogs not say anything false. But with respect to
the teaching of the Papal encyclicals previoustgd;iit is clearly not true that the Popes spoke
according to custom rather than carefully considgthe subject of predication. In the passage
cited from Providentissimus Deuyd.eo XllII carefully distinguishes the human autHoom the
divine author, and makes not only the divine auttort also the human author the subject of
inerrancy, and he was followed in this teachindnisysuccessors’

Similarly, with respect to the teaching of {hrevious Catholic tradition, it is not true thaet
earlier writers did not think about the subject mfedication. For example, St. Augustine
distinguishes between what God intended and whatintanded in the writing of Scripture:

Thus, when one shall say, “He [Moses] meant as,1 d@lod another, “Nay, but as |
do,” | suppose that | am speaking more religioughen | say, “Why not rather as
both, if both be true?” ... He, surely, when he wrttese words, perceived and
thought whatever of truth we have been able toodisc..

1% | umen Gentiumllil, from Vatican Council 1] ed. Austin Flannery, O.P. (Northport, N.Y.: Cdiste
Publishing Company, 1996), 25.

19 The Inerrancy of Scripture and Other Essésrkeley, Calif.: BIBAL Press, 1992), 24.

191 ohfink, 25-26.

M1 The purpose of Lohfink’s distinction of the sulipeof inerrancy is in order to deny this doctririeectly,
by saying that although the divine author assestBing false, the human authors do assert whatse f
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Finally, O Lord, who art God, and not fleshdaslood, if man doth see anything
less, can anything lie hid from “Thy good Spirityho shall “lead me into the land of
uprightness,” which Thou Thyself, by those wordgrtwabout to reveal to future
readers, although he through whom they were spakmig the many interpretations
that might have been found, fixed on but one? Whikcit be so, let that which he
thought on be more exalted than the rest. But t@uisord, either point out the same,
or any other true one which may be pleasing unteTH"

Thus, St. Augustine says, there is no good reassaogpose that the human author of Scripture did
not see all the true meanings of a passage. Butiéirefact he only saw one, and God saw others,
nonetheless the meaning intended by the human raighaiso true and intended by God, and
perhaps even more exalted than the other mearBtgaugustine is not speaking according to a
custom or by chance, but he understands whatdayiag.

Similarly, if one returns and examines thelitian regarding the consistency of the Evangelists
and of Scripture in general, it becomes manifeat the position being maintained is that the
assertion of the human author of Scripture, asabgertion, is without error. The only exception
seems to be elements of the Jewish tradition, iitlwthe distinction between the human author
and the divine author is not always cl&Zr.

Thus Lohfink, while granting that the inerrgiraf Scripture is a dogma of the Church, suggests
that the doctrine does not have to be understoditkinvay that the Church has understood it in the
past. But this is not to develop doctrine, but émyl doctrine: “If anyone shall have said that it is
possible that to the dogmas declared by the Charcheaning must sometimes be attributed
according to the progress of science, differentfithat which the Church has understood and
understands: let him be anathermd.A true development of doctrine must preserve teamng of
the doctrine. In the words of Vincent of Lerins,

The intelligence, then, the knowledge, the wisdamwell of individuals as of all, as
well of one man as of the whole Church, oughthie ¢ourse of ages and centuries, to
increase and make much and vigorous progress;dbutnyy in its own kind; that is to
say, in the same doctrine, in the same sensenahe same meaniny’

Thus it is necessary to say that the doctrine efitlerrancy of Scripture taken precisely in this
sense, that the human author of Scripture doesse®rt anything false in the part of Scripture
written by him, belongs to the deposit of faith.

The Church as a whole reaffirmed this teachitntipe Second Vatican Council:

To compose the sacred books, God chose certainuinenall the while he employed
them in this task, made full use of their powerd &atulties, so that, though he acted
in them and by them, it was as true authors ttet tonsigned to writing whatever he
wanted written, and no more.

Since, therefore, all that the inspired awthar sacred writers, affirm should be
regarded as affirmed by the Holy Spirit, we musknaevledge that the books of
scripture, firmly, faithfully and without error, aeh that truth which God, for the sake
of our salvation, wished to see confided to theeshscriptures®

12 confessionsXIll, 31-32, in NPNF, T Series, 1:188-189.

113 From this one can begin to answer the objectian tihe Catholic tradition derives from an errortiué
Jews. This will be more carefully considered later.

M4 yatican Council I, Session lll, canon 3 on Faitld &eason, in Denz. n. 1818.

115 A Commonitory 23, in NPNF, 2 Series, 11:148. A true development of doctrind bé part of the
purpose of the second major part of this work.

18 Dei Verbum I, in Vatican Council 1) 11.
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Here the Council teaches that the reason thatdbksbof Scripture are without error is that allttha
is affirmed by the human author is affirmed by thaly Spirit. But it is assumed that everything
affirmed by the Holy Spirit is without error. Thitsfollows that all that is affirmed by the human
author is without error.

But two objections can arise at this pointstialthough the Second Vatican Council certainly
seems at first sight to confirm the earlier teaghif the Church, it has been interpreted by some
men in such a way that it is taken to contradie #arlier teaching. Alois Grillmeier says of
Chapter 3 oDei Verbum

Chapter lll of the Constitution gives a short acaoaf the Church’s doctrine on the
inspiration of Scripture, its truth (inerrancy) atie principles of Catholic exegesis. In
the course of the growth of the text as a whole, fbsition, title and text of this
chapter underwent important changes. At a cursoigncg they may seem
unimportant; but in their development they revephaticular intention of the Council
that cannot be found directly in the actual worfishe text. Hence it is essential to
indicate the different stages of the growth of teet in order to have an historical
basis for the interpretation of its final forf.

Grillmeier's claim is that the document in its firfarm does not express everything the Council
intended to teach, and that in order to show whatGouncil intended to teach it is necessary to
understand the historical process by which the ehecu came to be. He then raises the issue of the
inerrancy of Scripture:

It is of special interest to look at the versiontbé teaching on the inerrancy of
Scripture, as it is set out in the former articke 1

“Ex hac divinae Inspirationis extensione adn@ndirecte et necessario sequitur
immunitas absoluta ab errore totius Sacrae SceptuAntiqua enim et constanti
Ecclesiae fide edocemur nefas omnino esse conces&ceum ipsum errasse
scriptorem, cum divina Inspiratio per se ipsam taetessario excludat et respuat
errorem omnem in qualibet re religiosa vel profagaam necessarium est Deum
summam Veritatem, nullius omnino erroris auctorssee*'®

Thus the “absolute inerrancy” of Scripturetated here in very strong terms, being
presented as the ancient and constant convictiotheofChurch. With this text, in
contrast to the final form of the Constitution, thaestion of the development of
teaching on inerrancy at Vatican Il must begh.

From the previous parts of this work, it is cldzattthe form of the teaching on inerrancy presented
here quite accurately expresses the faith of therec@h Nor is there any apparent contradiction
between this form and the form that was ultimatalyght by the Council and presented above. But
Grillmeier wishes to use the changes in order tyydke truth of the earlier formulation.

In the course of the discussion on the schemadrmatiiumn of 1964, various fathers
from the Eastern and Western Churches made impgaspmeches on the necessity of

Y7 «“The Divine Inspiration and Interpretation of SedrScripture” (Commentary on Chapter 3 Déi
Verbun), in Commentary on the Documents of Vaticaretd. Herbert Vorgrimler (New York, N.Y.: Herder
and Herder, 1969), vol. 3, 199.

118 “The absolute immunity from error of the whole®dcred Scripture follows directly and necessariyrf
the extension of divine inspiration to all thing%r by the ancient and constant faith of the Chwvehare
taught that it is entirely wrong to concede that sacred writer has erred, since divine inspiraitiovirtue of
itself as necessarily excludes and rejects any @rrany thing whatever, whether religious or prefaas it is
necessary that God the highest Truth should bautier of no error at all.”

119 Grillmeier, 200.
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an interpretation of the inerrancy of Scripturettivauld be in harmony with the latest
findings of exegesis....

In this respect the most important contributivas undoubtedly the speech by
Cardinal Konig on 2 October 1964. Several othehdet who took part in the
discussion from 2 to 6 October either verbally romiriting came back to this point.
The Cardinal first of all pointed out the new sttaa that exists in relation to the
guestion of inerrancy. As a result of intensive e@tal studies our picture of the
veritas historicaand thefides historicaof Scripture has been clarified. Many of the
19th century objections to the Old Testament intigpalar and its reliability as an
account of historical fact are now irrelevant. Biiental studies have also produced
another finding: “...laudata scientia rerum orientali insuper demonstrat in Bibliis
Sacris notitias historicas et notitias scientiaurgts a veritate quandoque deficet&.”
Thus Cardinal Kdnig admitted that not all the diffities could be solved. On the
contrary, in certain cases they have an urgendyigHzorne out by scientific research.
His speech mentioned a few examples: accordingkd2M6 David had entered the
house of God under the high priest Abiathar andre#te bread of the Presence. In
fact, however, according to Sam 21:1 ff. it wasunder Abiathar, but under his father
Abimelech. In Mt 27:9 we read that in the fate oflds a prophecy of Jeremiah was
fulfilled. In fact it is Zech. 11:12f. that is quext**

Here it seems that the Cardinal objects to theusich of profane truths under the inerrancy of
Scripture on the grounds that scientific studiegehshown that there are mistakes with respect to
particular matters of history and science in Saript* But as Grillmeier points out, the Cardinal
“chose a cautious phrase in order to describeithation.”? If the Cardinal is taken to be saying
only that the sacred authors did not know all thiilgscience and history, or even held erroneous
positions with regard to these things, and thait thek of knowledge is manifested in some way in
the Biblical text, then he does not contradict tthectrine of inerrancy, even in its strict
formulation’** But if he means that the sacred authors assedmething false with respect to
science and history in the Biblical text itselfethhe does contradict the doctrine. Grillmeier
understands him in such a way that he does contrdmdi teaching:

Thus Cardinal Konig implicitly gives up that premithat comes from the aprioristic
and unhistorical thinking that has dominated teagloin inerrancy since the age of the
Fathers: if one admits that a sacred writer hasenganhistake, then one is necessarily
admitting that God has made a mistake with the muacghor'*®

But the doctrine is precisely that whatever is desgeby the human author is asserted by the Holy
Spirit, and thus it follows, in accord with the ‘fagristic” thinking of the Church Fathers, thatlife
human author has made a mistake, then God has aadistake. But Grillmeier says that the
Cardinal implicitly denied this conclusion. Thus;carding to Grillmeier's understanding, the

120« the excellent science of Oriental things alsows that in the Holy Books historical knowledge dhe
knowledge of natural science sometimes fall shbttie truth.”

2L Grillmeier, 204-205.

221t is not clear that his objections have anyttimglo with modern science or research, since tie $ands
of objections and even many of the very same objestwere raised in the time of the Fathers. Orzangle
is the apparent disagreement regarding the higéstpuinder which David entered the temple, whichl&tn
Chrysostom directly addressed. Thus there do rmapto be any stronger reasons against the decttitne
present time than in the time of the Fathers.

123 Grillmeier, 206.

124 This will be clarified later.

125 Grillmeier, 206.
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Cardinal denied the previous teaching concernirgrramcy at least implicithy?® Grillmeier
continues by quoting several other Council fathete “refer to him [Cardinal Koénig] as an
authority™*’ in rejecting the traditional teaching regardingrimncy:

On 5 October 1964 Cardinal Meyer of Chicago called both a more profound
doctrine of inspiration... “Etenim facilius intelligaus, quomodo divina revelatio
componi possit cum humanis debilitatibus, et lithitaibus, in instrumento humano,
sicut constat ex haud paucis exemplis ipsius Sodpt ad quae etiam Em. Card.
Koenig ultima sessione se retultt®

But this does not support Grillmeier’s point comirg the rejection of the traditional teaching,
since Cardinal Meyer does not say that there ae fatatements in Scripture, but that it is
necessary to understand how divine revelation isistent with the limitations in Scripture present
in Cardinal Konig's examples. It is possible th&é bBxamples reveal human limitations without
false statements.

The same is true in a second example:

Archbishop Joao J. da Mota e Albuquerque [receivinig from[* S. Luis do
Maranhao of Brazil, made the same point (in writing The Council father closes his
remarks on Article 11 of the Constitution with tiwerds: “Criterium veritatis Sacrae
Scripturae non est illa accurata adaequatio cutisfacaeteritis, quam periti scientia
historicae profanae obtinere conantur; sed eshtiot@uctoris inspirati, quae semper
aliquo modo se refert ad revelationem saluti$.”

Once again it is not clear that the Archbishop essko deny the traditional doctrine. Rather he
says that the reason that Scripture is true eveenwhere is not an identity between what is
narrated and the past facts is that the sacredmdith not intend to give the account of a historia
but intended to give the revelation of salvatiohefle are problems with this explanation, since in
some cases the sacred authors may have intendgdeta historical account for the sake of the
truth of salvation, and in this case truth is naserved unless historical truth is preserved.iBut
any case the Archbishop does not explicitly derat thuth is preserved, even if this may be an
implicit consequence of his position. In any cdss,explicit position is that the truth of Scriptur
is indeed preserved.

The same is true in the rest of Grillmeien@amples. None of the fathers explicitly deny the
traditional doctrine, but they seek a general engian for difficulties such as those raised by

Cardinal K6nig. Grillmeier gives the following exatas**

126 Grillmeier’s claim that the human author can makenistake without God making a mistake does not
contradict the traditional doctrine if it means ythat the human author manifests a mistake, bat dmt
assert his mistake in the text of Scripture. Butli@eier’'s statement that not all the difficultiean be solved,
and his rejection of the Scriptural encyclicalshtocited later, reveal that his claim is that tlhenan author
asserts his mistake in the text of Scripture itself

127 Grillmeier, 207.

128 1pid. “For so we might more easily understand hdiwine revelation can be composed with human
weaknesses and limitations in the human instrumentis proven from the examples, not few in number,
which His Eminence, Cardinal Kénig, brought forwémaim Scripture itself in the last session.”

122 The English text has the wovdn here, apparently left untranslated.

130 |bid. “The criterion of the truth of Sacred Scrife is not that accurate identity with past factsciv the
experts of profane history desire, but it is themtion of the inspired author, which always in goway bears
on the revelation of salvation.”

131 The translations are my own.
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For in his speech to the Fathers on October 2 Britnence Cardinal Konig rightly
showed and contended that Sacred Scripgdhébitserrors of fact. But Scripture does
not teachthese errors. In other words: if the text is cdastd materially, there are
errors, but if the intention with which the sacimmbks are written is considered, then
errors are not taught. The expression ‘without emgr’ is not only merely negative,
but also ambiguous, as the same speaker showedulld be a great help for the thing
to be proposed in a clear and positive marifer.

On one hand the general principle of inerrancyibd asserted; on the other hand its
theological elaboration should remain open, thatight be perfected by the positive
study of Sacred Scripture; for it is very dangertwudevelop this principle by a purely
deductive method, ignoring biblical reality. Themef the most certain and undebated
formula taken from the First Vatican Council is posed. Further, from semantic
change, it is evident that the term “error” is albgctoday, and if it is not accurately
defined, its indiscriminate use can generate gsaeadal>’

The affirmation of the inerrancy of Sacred Scriptshould be made in other words.
This formula is proposed: Since therefore all tiwat inspired author or hagiographer
says ought to be held to be said by the Holy Spirihe way in which it is said by the
hagiographer, thence the books of Sacred Scripiteréo be said to exhibit truth in all
their parts, but in diverse ways according to theliy of the affirmation of the
hagiographer. The reason is that the text [of teerBe in progress] just as it lies does
not seem to have considered the diverse strengtiutf in diverse sentences of
Sacred Scripture, according to the common teaabfiegegeted®

The first example claims that the sacred authorifiesiis erroneous beliefs, but does not teach his
errors. This may or may not contradict the tradiglodoctrine, depending on the precise meaning
of ‘teaching’. The second statement does not cditrahe doctrine, but merely says that it is
dangerous to make demands on the text without derisg the text, and that a clear statement of
absolute inerrancy without an explanation of tHaital text as it stands could cause scandal. The
third statement explicitly affirms the traditiondbctrine, but states that it is necessary to qualif
inerrancy by saying that the statements of theeshauthor are true in the sense that he asserts
them to be true. They are not necessarily true iflbes not assert them, or if he only asserts them
to be probable, or sets them down as the opiniaritedrs, or other such things.

Thus none of the Council fathers cited by IGwlier expressly contradicts the traditional
teaching, although a denial of the traditional béag could be the implication of several statements
cited. From this it is reasonable to say that #ithdrs did not wish to contradict the traditional
teaching, but wished to add something to it thatild@xplain the appearances of the biblical text.
A clear statement, even if true, of the doctrinalo$olute inerrancy such as was first proposed does
not explain these appearances, and so the fathpmEosed that such a statement without an
explanation of the appearances of the biblical texild be a cause of scandal. If some of their
statements contradict the traditional teachingheirtimplications, this is not because the fathers
wished to contradict the teaching, but becauseithielem had not been fully worked out.

Grillmeier continues by stating that thesentsded to a new understanding of inerrancy:

We have quoted these points made by the Counbiéfatin some detail, for we must
be aware of this background if we are to understhadinal formulation of the nature
of the truth of Scripture. In accordance with tegifimate method of the interpretation

132 Archbishop J.F. Cornelis, in Grillmeier, 207.
133 Archbishop Anibal Mufioz Duque, in Grillmeier, 208.
134 Bishop Alberto Devoto, in Grillmeier, 208.
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of conciliar documents in general, here also thela/hliscussion in the Council and
the Theological Commission must be used as sofwcesbetter understanding...

We can see clearly that the old account of inegradid not fit in with the general
trend of the whole Constitution. Thus the basiaidé Chapter Il was to be further
developed. This was attempted in a new formulationthe inerrancy of Scripture:
“Therefore, since everything asserted by the imspauthors or sacred writers must be
held to be asserted by the Holy Spirit, it follothat the books of Scripture must be
acknowledged as teaching firmly, faithfully, and theiut error the truth of
salvation.**

But an objection was raised to the new formula:

The first difficulty was not long in coming: if ivas only and exclusively theeritas
salutaris that was intended as the material object of imeyathen theveritates
profanaeare simply placed outside this truth. Would thig mean that the Council
was coming close to an interpretation of the ex¢éimspiration that had been rejected
in the nineteenth century, namely as being limttedoctrines of faith and morals? ...
The vote of 22 September 1965 showed, inntloeli submitted, that the fathers feared
this false interpretation of theeritas salutaris Hence a large number of fathers
suggested simply returning to Form E, i.e., cuttng) “salutaris’ and speaking now of
“truth”. Their reasoning was that the expressianth of salvation” would, as against
the documents of the teaching office, limit inempto matters of faith and mordfs.

This objection manifests what was stated above exmirng the intention of the Council fathers.
They object that the new formulation seems to euli¢t the traditional doctrine concerning
inerrancy. Thus it is manifest that they accept titlaglitional doctrine. This objection caused a
change in the document:

Only in order to avoid a misuse of this expressiam-the direction of a limiting of
inspiration—a new formula is chos&l Veritas salutarithus becomes “veritas, quam
Deus salutis nostrae causa litteris sacris consignhuit.”** ...

Here the Theological Commission has followgahdicular aim—in opposition to
the marked activity of a particular group in theuBoil and the attitude of the Pope to
it—namely, to present the doctrine of the inerrantyscripture in a way that was in
harmony with the concept of Chapters | and Il & @onstitution on Revelation and
took more account of the modern difficulties tharaswpossible in the strict
formullggtion of the papal encyclicals on Scriptued especially the schema of
1962.

Grillmeier claims that the document was changedanount of the objection that it seemed to limit
inspiration to the truth of salvation, and that fhkeological Commission wished to extend
inspiration to all matters, but did not wish to endl inerrancy to all matters. Thus Grillmeier
concludes that the Second Vatican Council is tdanberpreted in opposition to the traditional
teaching regarding inerrancy:

135 Grillmeier, 209-210.

1% Grillmeier, 210-211.

137 The suggestion is that this change was in ordgréwent a limiting of inspiration, but not to pest a
limiting of inerrancy.

138«The truth which God wished to be consigned tohhly books for the sake of our salvation.”

139 Grillmeier, 214-215.
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In interpreting the doctrine of inerrancy we mustrisfrom this point: “veritas, quam
Deus nostrae salutis causa Litteris Sacris consigohiit”. “To have the truth written
down in the sacred books for our salvation” is tpossented as the motive (formal
object) of inspiration. Whereagritas salutarishad rather the character of a material
object from whichveritas profanawas distinguished, the words “to have written down
for the sake of our salvation” show a more carafyproach, which makes possible a
new solution of the problem of inerrancy, and thésintentional. It would be a
simplification of the Council's position if one werto say that the inerrancy of
Scripture applied only to the material that corgdirthe truth of salvatiorvéritates
salutare$ as opposed to secular truth®irftates profani This would be to confront
Scripture again with the 19th century positionvtiuld also be a misunderstanding of
the Council’s intentions if one said that it hadt pooduced anything new on the
question of inerrancy beyond the position of thdl-keown scriptural encyclicals.
The Council starts from a profounder understandihthe nature of Scripture, which
presents an inseparable combination of divine anddm activity and yet leaves to
each its own area. The development of the texshawn us that “monophysitism” in
the understanding of inspiration and inerrancyoibé given up, as presented in the
thesis of verbal inspiration, but also in the vensof the teaching on inerrancy found
in the form of 1962 (and in the scriptural encyal&)*°

In this passage Grillmeier’s position is that theu@cil must be understood to deny the traditional
doctrine of the inerrancy of Scripture. He does mately divide statements regarding faith and
morals from other statements and say that onlyctass is free from error, but he does say that not
all statements are free from error. Thus he hdltieethat some statements regarding matters other
than faith and morals are false, or that errordtf@ven statements regarding such mattérs.

But there are four reasons that this integti@t of the Council cannot be correct. First, #sw
sufficiently shown above that the traditional teaghis a dogma of the Church, and so the Council
should not be interpreted to contradict this teaghinless it does so according to its plain sense,
and unless no other interpretation is possible.tBatplain sense of the Council is fully in accord
with the traditional teaching. Grillmeier himselfould admit that the inerrancy of Scripture is a
dogma of the Church, but would assert that there ben a development in the Church’s
understanding of the teaching. But the possibdityhis kind of development in the teaching of the
Church has been refuted above.

Second, Grillmeier's method of interpretatisrflawed from the start. The Council cannot be
interpreted according to the historical method thetemploys, because the Council fathers who
voted for the document could not assume that allldvé&know this historical process. Thus the
fathers voting for the document must be taken téebehing what the document asserts in its final
form and in its plain sense, which is not only exi consistent with the traditional teaching, but
reaffirms this teaching. It is true that one maietanto account the discussions which went into the
formation of a document, but not in order to intetpit against its manifest sense. And if one
maintains nonetheless that their teaching mustnoienstood to oppose the traditional teaching, a
Council has authority only insofar as it has Paymadfirmation. But Grillmeier concedes, as cited
above, that the Pope did not wish to put any litigtaon inerrancy. Thus even if some of the
Council fathers desired such a limitation, the Gualumsofar as it has authority cannot be
interpreted in this way.

Third, even if it is granted that Grillmeielsas the correct method of interpretation, he
misunderstands the intention of the Council fathtravas shown above that the Council fathers

140 Grillmeier, 234-235.

1411n regard to the division between secular mateis questions of faith and morals, one might canstide
teaching of Christ: “If | have told you about edytthings and you do not believe, how can you helié | tell
you about heavenly things?” (John 3:12).

36



did not wish to contradict the traditional teachimginerrancy, but wished to avoid scandal and to
explain in a general way the presence of diffiedltin Scripture.

Fourth, even if it is granted that Grillmeigses the correct method of interpretation and has
rightly understood the thought of the Council fathét does not follow that what they said in the
Council itself contradicts the former teaching. farthe text of the Council itself it is evident tlitat
does not contradict that teaching. One cannot thé&estatement that whatever is asserted by the
human author is asserted by the Holy Spirit to megtirer that the human author asserts some false
things, or even that it is not necessary to hold the human author does not assert anything false.
But the authority of the Council could be used agtaihe former teaching of the Church only if the
Council contradicted that former teaching or stateat it was not necessary to accept that former
teaching. It thus follows that to use the Counggiast the former teaching of the Church is rather
an abuse than a use of the Council.

Thus the Second Vatican Council must be undedsaccording to its plain sense, which is that
God asserts everything asserted by the human authdrit follows from this that Scripture is
perfectly free from error.

But it is not sufficient to show that thistie meaning of the Council. Besides the objectitat t
interpretsDei Verbumto contradict the earlier teaching, a second dlgjlechat has been made is
that regardless of the meaning Béi Verbum the earlier teaching does not bind, because the
Church has in any case rejected the teaching ipehied after the Council. Raymond Brown holds
such a positiori?

Essential to a critical interpretation of churchcdments is the realization that the
Roman Catholic Church does not change her offistahce in a blunt way. Past
statements are not rejected but are requoted witisgpand then reinterpreted at the
same time. It is falsely claimed that there hasnbee change towards the Bible in
Catholic Church thought because Pius XlIl and Vatitgpaid homage to documents
issued by Leo XllI, Pius X, and Benedict XV andréfere clearly meant to reinforce
the teaching of their predecessors. What reallyge@isg on was an attempt gracefully
to retain what was salvageable from the past andaee in a new direction with as
little friction as possible. To those for whom & & doctrinal issue that the Church
never changes, one must repeat Galilsoso voceresponse when told that it was a
doctrinal issue that the earth does not move: ‘E giumuove’ (‘Nevertheless, it
moves’). And the best proof of movement is the kifidbiblical scholarship practiced
by ninety-five percent of Catholics writing todaykind of scholarship that would not
have been tolerated for a moment by church autesrih the first forty years of this
century™®®

142 Brown accepts the first objection as well, bus ttibes not need separate treatment because hg sirfigss

to Grillmeier’s interpretation of the Council.

143 Raymond BrownThe Critical Meaning of the BibléRamsey, N.J.: Paulist Press, 1981), 18-19, faetno
41. ‘Ninety-five percent’ is not one hundred peitcéPardinal Bea interprets the Council in accoreéawith
the traditional doctrineThe Word of God and Mankinhicago, lll.: Franciscan Herald, 1967), 184-193]
cited by Brown in the following footnote. SimilarlfPierre Grelot did his best to maintain the doetrof
inerrancy while attempting to explain the appeaganaf Scripture, just as the Council fathers wistzedo.
See his bookintroduction to the Bibletr. G. Patrick Campbell (New York, N.Y.: HerderdaHerder, 1967),
esp. 400-404. More recently, Fr. William Most hagten a rather more polemical work defending ineay,
Free From all Error(Libertyville, lll.: Franciscan Marytown Press, 8%). Fr. Most spends a great deal of
time on particular objections and exegetical walydefending inerrancy, and often seems not to ajbgtee
the force of the more general objections to theridue
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In the first place, Brown’s position cannotdmrect because it asserts the mutability of dggma
openly and deliberately contradicting the definitinf Vatican | cited above?

Second, Brown is not quite accurate in hiscdpson of the facts. The injustice that Brown
does to Pius XlI by saying that he intended to maweay from the teaching of his predecessors is
manifest from the previous pages. It is indeed evidhat Pius Xl intended to reinforce the
teaching of his predecessors in its integrity, dmedsays explicitly that this is his intention.
Similarly, as was shown above, Vatican Il did n@wto oppose the earlier teaching, but wished to
avoid scandal and to seek an explanation for diftfies. And thus it is not falsely but rather truly
claimed that there has been no change in the Clutehching in regard to the doctrine of
inerrancy.

Brown’s “best proof of movement” is answereudte simply by the fact that biblical scholars do
not constitute the Church’s teaching office. Evethere were no explanation for the Church’s
relative silence since the Council, one would hetréby be justified in rejecting the past teaching
of the Magisterium, or in saying that the past @@ is no longer binding. In any case, it is
reasonable to suppose that the reason for thisvelsilence is the same as the Council’s reason
for not adopting the more rigorous formulation: mdynthat there has not yet been an adequate
explanation for the appearances of Scriptfite.

Thus the teaching of the Second Vatican Cowecnhains binding, and must be understood
according to its plain sense, which is that alt tkasserted by the human author is assertedeby th
Holy Spirit. But the Holy Spirit cannot be said dssert any error whatsoever, and therefore it is
necessary to say that the original formulation waise correct. Everything asserted by the human
authors of Scripture is free from error in everytt@a whether sacred or profane. But it is
necessary to reconcile this truth with the genapglearances of the text of Scripture as it stamds i
order to fulfill the intentions of the Council fats, and so this will be in part the purpose of the
remainder of this work.

144 1n various places Brown attempts to justify thtanse byMysterium Ecclesigea document of the
Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. Bustdbcument merely says that the way in which a doigm
stated is changeable, while the substance of tiggndds unchangeable: “As for tlmeaningof dogmatic
formulas, this remains ever true and constanténQhurch, even when it is expressed with greataitglor
more developed”Nlysterium Ecclesigefrom an excerpt in BrowrBiblical Reflections on Crises Facing the
Church(New York, N.Y.: Paulist Press, 1975), 117-118].

145 The Church has not been entirely silent. Magiatatocuments continue to quote Scripture as atedplut
authoritative, manifesting a continued belief ie thoctrine of inerrancy. The Catechism reaffirnestéaching

of the Council, “The inspired books teach the tru8ince therefore all that the inspired authorssacred
writers affirm should be regarded as affirmed by Hioly Spirit, we must acknowledge that the books o
Scripture firmly, faithfully, and without error teh that truth which God, for the sake of our sabrgtwished

to see confided to the Sacred Scripture€atechism of the Catholic Chur¢Ban Francisco, Calif.: Ignatius
Press, 1994), 107]. Similarly, Pope John Paul lhifeats his belief in this doctrine in various wajr
example, he said during an address given on ABrill293, “Thus we note that, despite the greaeurdfice in

the difficulties they had to face, the two encyalic[Providentissimus DeumndDivino Afflante Spiritliare in
complete agreement at the deepest level. Both ehtheject a split between the human and the divine,
between scientific research and respect for thé,faetween the literal sense and the spirituasesemhey
thus appear to be in perfect harmony with the mysdé the Incarnation. The strict relationship ingt the
inspired biblical texts with the mystery of the amnation was expressed by the Encyclidalino Afflante
Spiritu in the following terms: Just as the substantialriVof God became like men in every respect except
sin, so too the words of God, expressed in humagulages, became like human language in every respec
except error” (fromThe Interpretation of the Bible in the Churgtar. 5-6). Thus Pope John Paul Il shows
that he accepts the teaching of the encyclicalstlzrtfore refuses to divide the human sense fhendivine
sense in order to allow for error in Scripture.
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lll. The Rule of Faith considered by Reason
A. Inerrancy considered in itself

The doctrine of the inerrancy of Scripture must rfmenvconsidered by reason. It will be considered
first in itself and second in relation to theology a whole. With respect to the first task, the
doctrine in itself will be considered and then alijens to the doctrine will be answered. The
consideration of the doctrine in itself has twotpaFirst the doctrine will be proven by reason and
then contrary positions will be considered. It ésessary to begin with some other revealed truth in
order to prove the doctrine, because the inerraricgcripture cannot be established by natural
reason alone. Now, the Church not only teachedab&ine of inerrancy, but also gives reasons for
its teaching, some of which have been seen in pgasithe first part of this work. The best way to
approach the issue, therefore, is to consult thieoaity of the Church once again, in order to find
the argument. Then the argument can be considerg@ater detail.

I. INERRANCY PROVEN BY REASON
a. Direct proof of the inerrancy of Scripture

Pope Leo Xlll offers a fairly long argument estahlng the inerrancy of Scripture, which has been
cited above in considering the teaching of the Chult would be useful to return once again to
this argument.

It may also happen that the sense of a passagense@mabiguous, and in this case
good hermeneutical methods will greatly assistl@aiing up the obscurity. But it is
absolutely wrong and forbidden either to narrowpiretion to certain parts only of
Holy Scripture or to admit that the sacred writasterred. As to the system of those
who, in order to rid themselves of these difficesti do not hesitate to concede that
divine inspiration regards the things of faith andrals, and nothing beyond, because
(as they wrongly think) in a question of the trothfalsehood of a passage we should
consider not so much what God has said as the messh purpose which He had in
mind in saying it—this system cannot be tolerated.

For all the books which the Church receivesased and canonical are written
wholly and entirely, with all their parts, at thietation of the Holy Spirit; and so far is
it from being possible that any error can coexighwnspiration, that inspiration not
only is essentially incompatible with error, butckies and rejects it as absolutely
and necessarily as it is impossible that God Him#e® supreme Truth, can utter that
which is not true....

Hence, because the Holy Spirit employed merhiasinstruments, we cannot,
therefore, say that it was these inspired instrusnamo, perchance, have fallen into
error, and not the primary author. For, by supemshtpower, He so moved and
impelled them to write—He so assisted them whetingri—that the things which He
ordered, and those only, they, first, rightly ureleod, and then willed faithfully to
write down, and finally expressed in apt words auiitth infallible truth. Otherwise, it
could not be said that He was the Author of thé&eScripture....

It follows that those who maintain that anoelis possible in any genuine passage
of the sacred writers either pervert the Cathotitian of inspiration or make God the
author of such error. And so emphatically werdlal Fathers and Doctors agreed that
the divine writings, as left by the hagiographeass free from all error, that they
labored earnestly, with no less skill than reveegrio reconcile with each other those
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numerous passages which seem at variance—the assages which in great measure
have been taken up by the “higher criticism”; fbey were unanimous in laying it
down that those writings, in their entirety andalhtheir parts were equally from the
afflatus of Almighty God, and that God, speaking by thersdanriters, could not set
down anything but what was tru&.

This argument proceeds by the following steps. FPbpe’s first proposition is that all Scripture is
inspired by God. From this it follows that God etauthor of all of Scripture, and from this that
not even the human instrument can fall into erb@Gause this would “either pervert the Catholic
notion of inspiration or make God the author oftsecror.” But God cannot be the author of any
error. Therefore even the human author cannotédadkhor of any error.

In brief, the argument consists of the majanpise that nothing that has God for its author is
false, and the minor premise that every part ofr&hScripture has God for its author. The
conclusion is that no part of Sacred Scripturealsd. This is the same argument that was made
from the authority of Scripture itself in the figgart of this work.

But one might object that this does not prthat the human author of Scripture cannot make a
mistake, because the conclusion is not that nogda®cripture contains error in any way, but that
no part of Scripture contains error insofar as @Gadtie author. For example, Scripture says, “In the
pride of their countenance the wicked say, ‘God mdt seek it out’; all their thoughts are, ‘There
is no God.”™ Thus the sentence, “There is no God,” is part aipfure, and this sentence is
certainly false. But God is not the author of thisitence as asserting it himself, but as expressing
the mind of the wicked. But some do indeed belitnat God does not exist, and so the sentence is
not false insofar as God is its author. Similadge might think that because God and man are not
authors of Scripture in the same respect, somegbatripture can be false insofar as man is the
author, but not false insofar as God is the autBat. according to Pope Leo Xlll this position
perverts the Catholic understanding of inspirationorder to understand this it is necessary to
consider the argument in greater detail.

First the major premise will be considered] &émen the minor. That God is not the author of
error is not explicitly denied by anyone involved the debate concerning the inerrancy of
Scripture, but nonetheless this consideration isesgary in order to attain a complete
understanding of the matter. In regard to this ibéneficial to consider St. Thomas’ treatment of
the virtue of faith.

St. Thomas argues that one cannot believetbimealse by divine faith:

It should be said that nothing falls under any powebit, or act, except by reason of
the formal object, as color cannot be seen exdeptugh light, and a conclusion
cannot be known except through the medium of detratitsn. But it was said that the
formal account of the object of faith is the fitaith. Whence nothing can fall under
faith except insofar as it stands under the fingstht under which nothing false can
stand, just as non-being cannot stand under beorgevil under goodness. Whence it
follows that nothing false can stand under fafth.

The formal object of faith is said to be the fitaith because one assents by faith to what is
revealed by God, who is the first truth.

146 providentissimus Dey&5-27.
147 psalm 10:4.
148 Summa Theologiadl-Il, 1, 3, corp.
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So therefore in faith, if we consider the format@ant of the object, it is nothing other
than the first truth: for the faith of which we gedoes not assent to anything except
because it is revealed by God; whence faith isdapen divine truth as a mediufi.

The reason that faith cannot assent to anythingeféd therefore that faith assents to what is
revealed by God, while nothing revealed by God banfalse because something false cannot
“stand under” the first truth. The same reason lwargiven in order to explain the fact that God
cannot be the author of error. It is not necessannderstand the precise nature of authorshig or o
revelation in order to see that these two parallems are necessarily true, because these pasition
are particular forms of a more universal truth. Gbe first truth, cannot be the proper cause gf an
error at all, and authorship and revelation argiq@dar ways of causing something. God is truth
itself, and therefore he cannot be the cause of,ejust as heat cannot be the cause of cold, or
good of evil.

Thus it follows that faith can assent to Sddseripture, and error is excluded from it, insatar
God is its cause.

But infidelity can be all about all the things tlae contained in Sacred Scripture: for
whatever of these a man should deny, he is heldetanfaithful.... And to them
[revealed truths concerning created things, inclgdhe matters contained in Sacred
Scripture] also we assent on account of the ditrimt *>°

But the problem raised above still remains. Pertggss of Scripture is false, not insofar as it is
from God, but insofar as it is from man. In orderésolve this difficulty it is necessary to coresid
the minor premise of the argument for the inerrasfc@cripture, which is that God is the author of
the whole of Scripture.

It seems that the original sense of the cl#iat God is the author of the Old and New
Testaments was that God is the source of both mestis. Testament was also understood broadly,
because it included the whole temporal dispensafitve Church condemned Marcion and his
followers because they claimed that one God wasdtlece of the Old Covenant and a different
and better God was the source of the New. If authanderstood in this wide sense, one cannot
say that God is not the author of some part ofpBaré without implying the existence of another
God. But as the doctrine developed the term waswaid to mean something much more specific,
by analogy with the use of the term as appliedhéohtuman author of a book. This more narrow use
of the term can be seen in Pope Leo XlII's argunpeesented above.

One form of the Modernist heresy maintaing f8ad is author only in the sense that he is
Creator. One claims, “God is the author of the 8ijlst as he is the architect of St. Peter’s in
Rome and Notre Dame in Pari$"Similarly, another says,

In one sense therefore God, in this view, is théh@uof prophecy only in the same
way that He is the author of everything that any says or writes.... Hence, that God
is the author of our thoughts does not mean thah&e thought them; nor has He
willed what we will; or said what we have said;dmne what we have don¥.

The second example, by Tyrrell, shows the consempseaf this position. If God is the author of
Scripture only insofar as he is the Creator, thefsmot more the author of Scripture than heas th

149 Summa Theologiadi-l, 1, 1, corp.

150 5ymma Theologiadi-Il, 1, 1.

151 Alfred Loisy, Simples Réflexions sur le Décret du Saint-Offiamentabili sane Exitet sur 'Encyclique
Pascendi Dominici Gregis Red.; Ceffonds: chez l'auteur, 1908), 45; citedJayes BurtchaellCatholic
Theories of Biblical Inspiration since 18{Gambridge: University Press, 1969), 228.

152 George Tyrrell, The Church and the Futuré_ondon: The Priory Press, 1910), 165-166; citgd b
Burtchaell, 206.
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author of every book that has ever been writtennfthis it would follow that Scripture has no
more authority than any other book. This is noteaatidental consequence of the Modernist
position, but is the reason for the position. AgtBaell points out, “It should be noted that in
1907 Loisy admitted that he had no belief in Godnoany spiritual reality...*** Loisy thus does
not actually hold the stated position, but wishesth@lics to hold this position in order that
Scripture’s authority may be removed. Thus he says,

To imagine that God has written a book is to comthié most infantile of

anthropomorphisms; but, naive as it sounds infjtseé ambiguity is terrific in its

consequences. As one imagines that God has writtem,affirms also that he has
taught, that he has defined Himself in Scripturendf that revelation are drawn the
laws of thought; and all that does not conformi thdo say all effort toward a greater
truth, every new acquisition of the human spirit rejected. It is thus that a
mythological concept becomes a barrier that oneladviike to make insurmountable,
not only for the progress of science, but for atigress of humanity’”

If this statement is compared with the teachingStf Thomas on the authority of Scripture, it
becomes clear that Loisy is not entirely wrong dtibe traditional authority ascribed to Scripture,
although he may be wrong to assert that this aityhorevents progress: St. Thomas teaches that
sacred doctrine judges all other sciences:

And therefore it does not pertain to it [sacredtdoe] to prove the principles of other
sciences, but only to judge about them; for whatése€ound in the other sciences
opposed to the truth of this doctrine, the wholedsdemned as false; whence it is
said in 2 Corinthians 10:4, “destroying counselsd @&very height extolling itself
against the science of Got®

The strongest form of argument used in sacred idecis the argument from the authority of
Scripture.

It is to be said that to argue from authority issinof all proper to this doctrine,
because the principles of this doctrine are hatelglation, and so it is necessary that
it be believed on the authority of those to whoma thvelation was made. Nor does
this derogate from the dignity of this doctrine;r falthough the argument from
authority which is founded upon human reason isweeakest, the argument from
authority which is founded upon divine revelatianthe most efficacious.... But it
[sacred doctrine] uses the authority of canonicaip®ure properly, and as concluding
with necessity”’

Thus St. Thomas holds the position attacked byyl.digat anything whatever found in the other
sciences contrary to Sacred Scripture must beedntiejected. This disagreement shows the
necessity of taking the divine authorship of Seniptin a more specific sense, as do St. Thomas
and Pope Leo Xl if one does not wish to denydhéhority of Scripture entirely, as Loisy does.

On the other hand, one cannot say that Gtkisuthor of Scripture in the precise manner that
a man writes out a book with his own hands. Sonmggthin Scripture are more attributed to the
man writing Scripture than to God. St. Thomas gitlesexample, “Whence also the Apostle said

153 Burtchaell, 228.

154 oisy, Simples Réflexiond5; cited by J. Burtchaell, 228.
1% This depends on what one considers as progress.

156 summa Theologiaé, 1, 6, ad 2.

157 Summa Theologiag, 1, 8, ad 2.
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in 1 Corinthians 7:12, when he would give a cerwonnsel, ‘I speak, not the Lord"*® And in
general the human authors of Scripture often aifeitthings to themselves that they do not intend
to be attributed to God, as was stated in the dniction to this work. “If it is well told and to ¢h
point, that is what | myself desired; if it is podone and mediocre, that was the best | could
do.” The author of this text does not wish to asseit @od could not write a better account. It is
therefore necessary to account for the fact thatesthings are to be attributed to the human author
that cannot be attributed to God, but without degyias do the Modernists, that God is truly the
author of Scripture.

In order to understand the truth of the maités useful to consider the source of the cl#iat
God is the author of Scripture. At the beginnindghaf discussion of this claim as the minor premise
in the argument for the inerrancy of Scripturewis stated that the original meaning of this
statement, in the Church’s teaching, was that Gothé source of Scripture, and of the whole
temporal order. Later the statement was taken imoee specific sense, as was said above. The
reason for this development is that this teachifighe Church rests upon something more
fundamental, namely, Scripture. This foundationvjates a source of development, and therefore
also a source of understanding the doctrine ideteloped form.

Scripture asserts that God is its author ious ways.

Concerning this salvation, the prophets who projgldesf the grace that was to be
yours made careful search and inquiry, inquiringuatthe person or time that the
Spirit of Christ within them indicated when it tiéigd in advance to the sufferings
destined for Christ and the subsequent gidty.

Here St. Peter teaches that when the prophetfigddid the future coming of Christ, the Spirit of
Christ, who is a divine Spirit, also testified teetsame. King David makes a similar remark about
himself: “The spirit of the Lord speaks through rhés word is upon my tongué® Thus David
says that when he speaks the spirit of the Lordlspthrough him, and that David’s words are the
words of the divine Spirit. Similarly, in other gles the words of Scripture are directly attributed
the Holy Spirit. “Paul made one further stateméfhie Holy Spirit was right in saying to your
ancestors through the prophet Isaiah'®*In several of these cases the reason for théatitsh
could be that the quotation was of a text spokemfthe person of God. But as was said in the first
part of this work, this does not happen only whHemwords of God spoken as from his own person
are quoted. “Of the angels he [God] says, ‘He mdkesngels winds, and his servants flames of
fire.” *°*In such places it is claimed that God said whatthman authors of Scripture said.

All of the above passages can be summarizetiebyast one, which says that the words of the
men who wrote Scripture are also the words of Gloal is, that what these men said, God said.
Writings of which this is true are called inspirdxbing the effect of the Holy Spirit. This name is
also taken from Sacred Scripture.

But as for you, continue in what you have learned frmly believed, knowing from
whom you learned it, and how from childhood you éndwmown the sacred writings
that are able to instruct you for salvation throfigith in Christ Jesus. All scripture is
inspired by God and is useful for teaching, forroe, for correction, and for training
in righteousness, so that everyone who belongstbr@ay be proficient, equipped for
every good work®

%8 Summa Theologiaé-1l, 92, 2, ad 2.

1592 Maccabees 15:38.

1601 peter 1:10-11. A similar example, quoted infitg part of this work, can be found in Acts 1:26-
1612 samuel 23:2.

162 pcts 28:25.

153 Hebrews 1:7.

1642 Timothy 3:14-17.
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Which “Scripture” graphg, or “sacred writings” lfiera grammat® are inspired by God is not
entirely clear from this passage. If Scripturedken as writings in general, then it seems to be
asserted that all written things are inspired byl Gehich is neither true nor the meaning intended
by St. Paul. Thus this must be taken in a moretdidhsense. It is reasonable to say that St. Paul
refers to the Old Testament, because it is custpiarefer to it as what is ‘written.’ Christ argie
against Satan, “It is written, ‘One does not liyelvead alone..*® Thus it seems that inspiration
is attributed to the Old Testament. But one mighip®se from the context that St. Paul also refers
to certain New Testament writings, because he Hmtsthese writings instructed Timothy with
respect to the faith in Jesus Chtf§tBut regardless of which books St. Paul speaka tfis place,
the Church recognizes that the inspiration of Sargpextends to all the books of both the Old and
New Testaments, as was shown in the first parhisf work. Whether or not it can be proven
conclusively from Scripture, according to the umstiending of the Church it is necessary to extend
the words of David concerning himself to the whoteScripture: whatever the human authors of
Scripture said, the Holy Spirit said through them.

Thus the claim that God is the author of Sarip rests upon the more fundamental position,
taught by Scripture itself and extended by the €huto the whole of Scripture, that God said what
the human authors of Scripture said.

This belief [in the authorship of God] has beenpp&ually held and professed by the
Church in regard to the books of both Testamentg] there are well known

documents of the gravest kind, coming down to wsnfithe earliest times, which

proclaim that God, who spoke first by the Prophttsn by His own mouth, and lastly
by the Apostles, composed also the canonical $tdaptand that these are His own
oracles and words—a Letter written by our Heavdfayher and transmitted by the
sacred writers to the human race on its pilgrimsmyéar from its heavenly countt¥.

The words of Scripture, words of men inspired bydGare the words of God. From this the
solution to the original difficulty, namely, thaeghaps something in Scripture might be true insofar
as God is its author and false insofar as marsisuthor, is evident. If the human author said
something false, then God said something falsegsivhat is said by the human author is said by
God. But this is opposed to the major premise efdalgument establishing Scripture’s inerrancy
insofar as it is from God, and so it is necesshat Scripture should be true also as regards the
human authors.

But someone might attempt to preserve theef@t the objection by saying that it is not
necessary to take ‘saying’ in such a strong sefse Psalmist did not say that there is no God, but
he did speak words that signify the denial of Gaksstence, in order to express the mind of the
wicked. Similarly, perhaps the human author of [Bare said something false, while God did not
say something false, but spoke words that signifiyjething false, but with another purpose in
mind, just as did the Psalmist. The Psalmist didsay that God does not exist, but that some men
believe this.

In order to answer this form of the objectibis necessary to consider the nature of speech. |
his consideration of the Second Person of the firifit. Thomas discusses the nature of words.

185 Matthew 4:4, Luke 4:4.

188 This conclusion does not follow of necessity, sifiémothy could also be instructed by the Old Tiestat
insofar as it is understood as prophetic of ChEsen so, certain New Testament writings seem te lheen
counted as Scripture even at the time, as in tsae: “For the scripture says, ‘“You shall notzimian ox
while it is treading out the grain,” and ‘The labodeserves to be paid™ (1 Timothy 5:18). The tyumtations
are taken from Deuteronomy 25:4 and Luke 10:7. Tha€ld Testament and the Gospel of Luke are equat
as Scripture.

157 pope Leo Xl Providentissimus Deys-4.
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In order to understand this, it should be knowrt #raong us word is said properly in
three ways, while in a fourth way it is said impedy or figuratively. More manifestly
and commonly among us that is called a word whichrought forth by the voice.
This proceeds from the interior with respect to tvimgs found in the external word,
namely voice itself and the signification of voié@r voice signifies the concept of the
intellect, according to the Philosopher in booK Om Interpretation and again voice
proceeds from signification or imagination, as a&dsin the bookOn the SoulBut
voice that does not signify anything cannot beethth word. The external voice is
called a word, therefore, from this, that it sigesfthe interior concept of the mind.
Thus the interior concept of the mind is first gomahcipally called a word; secondarily
voice that signifies the interior concept; thirdhe imagination of voice.... But in a
fourth way, what is signified or effected by a wasdiguratively called a word, as it is
customary to say, this is the word that | said aa,y® or that the king commanded,
pointing out something which was signified by therdiof the one simply speaking, or
commanding®®

St. Thomas does not mention the written word is ffassage, because it is not necessary for an
understanding of the Trinity, but it could be addlealt the written word is called a word insofar as

it signifies the spoken word. In another placeT®iomas explains how one can use these senses to
speak of the word of God.

The word of the voice, therefore, because it issgogh in a bodily manner, cannot be
said of God except metaphorically: insofar as eitbeeatures, or their motions,
produced by God are called his word insofar as #igyify the divine understanding
as an effect signifies its cause. Whence, for #maesreason, neither will the word
which bears an image of voice be able to be saidGofl properly, but only
metaphorically; and thus the ideas of things tartzele are called the word of God.
But the word of the heart, which is nothing otheaurt what is actually considered by
the understanding, is said properly of God, becatse entirely removed from
materiality and every defect; and things of thiadkiare said properly of God, as
knowledge and the thing known, understanding aadtmg understoot’

Here St. Thomas distinguishes several metaph@@wes, while in the previous passage he speaks
of only one. The reason for this is that in thaeiatpassage he shows how the senses can be
modified so that something can be called God's wavbile in the former passage he simply
distinguishes the senses present in common spéednder to understand the relation between
these two passages, it is necessary to considésdhsenses distinguished in the first passage, an
how these senses can be used to speak of God's word

The first kind of word is the interior wordhet concept of a thing understood. For example, one
who understands man must form a concept of mars. Hihd of word is said properly of God, and
signifies the concept proceeding from the mind ofdlG'In the beginning was the Word, and the
Word was with God, and the Word was Géd.”

Second is the word of the voice, and alondn whis the written word, which is called a word
because it signifies the word of the voice. Thithis most manifest kind of word. St. Thomas says
that God can be said to have a word of this kingt oretaphorically, but this metaphorical sense is
not the metaphorical fourth sense in the first agesFor St. Thomas explains that something is
called a word in this second sense because iffiggrihe divine understanding, while something is

188 1t is now more customary to say, “That's whaaids’ or something of the kind.
189 symma Theologiaé, 34, 1, corp.

0De Veritate(Rome: Marietti, 1914), 4, 1, corp.

1 John 1:1.
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called a word in the fourth sense because it isesioimy signified by a word. Thus something is
said to be God’'s word in the second way when iprigduced in order to signify the divine
understanding, and it is metaphorical in this regpthat God does not produce it in a bodily
manner. “And a voice from heaven said, ‘This is Bgn, the Beloved, with whom | am well
pleased.”’* This was not a voice produced by bodily organsitis called a voice because it was
the sound of a voice, and because God produceaditdier to signify the mind of the Father. Thus
there are two things involved that make this thedaaf the Father. First, God produced a voice.
Second, he produced it in order to signify his watdnding. It is for this reason that this voice is
the voice of the Father alone, although the Sonth@dpirit cooperated in producing the voice. It
is only intended to signify the understanding of thather, which happens to be the same as the
understanding of the Son and Spirit.

In the same way a written word can be calleded of God. The prophets offer good examples
of this. “The word of the Lord came to JeremiaheSeam the Lord, the God of all flesh; is
anything too hard for me?? It is not clear whether Jeremiah actually heardoime, or only
perceived this by imagination or intelléét.But the written text of Scripture first signifiésese
words as sounds, and through the words as sousimities the divine understanding, even if the
words as sounds might not have actually existemil&ily, the written text of this work signifies
speech, and concepts through speech, although gantseof it have never been spoken.

The example from Jeremiah signifies the divimalerstanding in the manner of something
spoken by God himself. Most of the text of Scriptdoes not signify in this manner, and some of it
has direct reference to man as the speaker, abdwas seen previously. But nonetheless it is
necessary to say that the whole of Scripture isathieel of God in this sense. Scripture is not the
eternal Word of the Father, and it will shortlysiewn that Scripture is not the word of God in any
of the other senses besides the one considered Ihavédl then be necessary to return to the
problem of Scripture’s manner of signifying theider understanding.

The third kind of word is the imagination dietword to be spoken. In order to speak one must
first imagine the words to be spoken. This canm@ten God properly because God does not have
an imagination, since the imagination is a powesent in a bodily organ. But St. Thomas says
that it exists in God metaphorically, and thus Gaddeas of things to be created are called words.
The first chapter of Genesis offers examples af tisage. “Then God said, ‘Let there be light’; and
there was light*”® God’s word in this example is not a created belng,his own idea of the thing
to be made. The words of Scripture are not word§&odfl in this sense, because the words of
Scripture are created beings, while words in thitsse are uncreated ideas.

Fourth, the thing effected or signified by ardids called a word. This usage is metaphorical
even in earthly matters. If someone points to soewilt and says, ‘This is what | said,” the
meaning is ‘This was signified by what | said.” 8arly, in the Lord’s prayer, when we say, ‘Thy
will be done,” we mean, ‘May the thing signified Hyy command be doné”® In this sense all
created things could be called the word of Godfausas they are effected by and expressed in the
divine Word. “In the beginning was the Word, ane ¥Word was with God, and the Word was
God. He was in the beginning with God. All thingar® into being through him, and without him
not one thing came into beiny.* Thus all created things are taffectof the divine Word, and are
expressed ithe divine Word. “Because God in one act undedstdroth himself and all things, his
single Word is expressive not only of the Fathet,aiso of creatures:*®

Scripture is the word of God in this sens@fasas it is part of creation, but one cannottkay
some parts of Scripture are the word of God inskisse alone. Something is a word of God in this

172 Matthew 3:17.

173 Jeremiah 32:26.

174 Cf. De Veritate 12; Summa Theologiaél-Il, 171-174.
175 Genesis 1:3.

176 cf, Summa Theologiadi-Il, 83, 9, ad 1.

7 John 1:1-3.
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sense not becausesdignifiesthe divine understanding, but because it isdfiectof the divine
understanding. But this is true of all created gkinas was said above. Thus if Scripture or pdrts o
Scripture are the word of God in this sense alone, must conclude with Loisy that Scripture or
parts of Scripture have no special authority whateo, and are not more the word of God than any
other words, or even than anything else. But tlsisclearly incompatible with a Christian
understanding of Scripture. Thus it is necessargay that Scripture is the word of God in the
second of the four senses discussed, since the thitee have been excluded. It is necessary to
insist on this because one might be tempted to teatycertain parts of Scripture express the mind
of God in order to resolve difficulties or in order account for the manner of expression used in
Scripture.

Scripture is therefore the word of God in #emnse that it is a written word produced by God
with the purpose of signifying and communicatingnething present in his understanding. Now
the two problems raised above can be resolvedt ffieshuman manner of expression found in
Scripture will be considered, and then the objectiat the human author of Scripture could make
a false statement without God saying anything fdisav, God does not speak words in a bodily
manner as men do, and so words signify his thougharious ways depending on the way in
which his words are produced. Sometimes his worelpaduced as if from his own person. “Then
a voice came from heaven, ‘I [the Father] haveifigat it [the name of the Father], and | will
glorify it again.”" In this case the voice from heaven is not produnea bodily manner, but it
expresses the mind of God in the same way thatrawaald express his mind if he spoke these
words.

At other times God expresses himself in othiays. An example of this can be found in the
conversation between Balaam and his donkey.

Then the Lord opened the mouth of the donkey, aisdid to Balaam, “What have |
done to you, that you have struck me these threes®?” Balaam said to the donkey,
“Because you have made a fool of me! | wish | havard in my hand! | would Kkill
you right now!” But the donkey said to Balaam, “Anmot your donkey, which you
have ridden all your life to this day? Have | baerthe habit of treating you this

way?” And he said, “No*®

In this passage it is God who “opened the mouthhef donkey.” Nonetheless the words are
attributed to the donkey, and the donkey referésilf as Balaam’s donkey. But if one considers
this example, it is necessary to say that the wofdke donkey are more truly the words of God.
The donkey is an irrational animal, and has no ghbto express. Thus the thought expressed in
the words of the donkey can only be God’s thougjinice God is the one responsible for the words.
But the donkey’s words signify God’s thought in trerticular manner proper to the situation. The
words are produced as proceeding from the donkeytlaus signify in the corresponding manner.
When the donkey refers to itself as Balaam’s donk@g shows neither that the donkey knows that
it is Balaam’s donkey, since it knows nothing, tiwat God calls himself a donkey, but rather that
God knows that the donkey is Balaam's. Thus theeradcsignification of the words is taken from
the fact that the words proceed from the donkeyleathe mind expressing itself in the words is
the mind of God.

Now, Scripture is not only the word of Godt liuwas also written by men. St. Augustine
combines these two elements. “And in reading itif8are], men seek nothing more than to find
out the thought and will of those by whom it wastien, and through these to find out the will of
God, in accordance with which they believe these toehave spoken* The meaning of this is
that Scripture is noonly the words of God expressing something of his wstdading, but also

170 3ohn 12:28.
189 Numbers 22:28-30.
181 On Christian Doctrinell, 5, in NPNF, i Series, 2:536-537.
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human words expressing men’s understanding, thahas men and God are authors of the same
written work as communicating a certain understagdit follows from this that Scripture receives
its mode of signifyingrom the men writing it, just as the speech ofdaah’s donkey received its
mode from the fact that the words were producepraseeding from the donkey. Nonetheless the
thoughtexpressed in Scripture is the divine thought,hasthought expressed in the words of the
donkey is the divine thought. Thus it is not neaeg$o limit the claim that Scripture is the word o
God in order to understand how it can be writtea uman manner.

Next it is necessary to resolve the probleat 8tripture might be false insofar as it is fromnm
but true insofar as it is from God. Scripture was written by one man alone, but by many men.
The four Gospels, for example, were not writtendmg and the same man, but by several men.
Each man was therefore an author of a part of &cdpather than the whole. Now, there are some
things belonging to part of a written work precysgisofar as it is a part of a greater whole. For
example, the conclusion of an argument cannot stborte, but it is a conclusion only by following
from the argument. It therefore follows that some@annot be an author of a conclusasa
conclusion unless he understands the argumenteasdlewn the conclusion as following from the
argument. Similarly, the subject of a sentence isubject only in relation to the rest of the
sentence. With respect to such matters none dfiih@n authors of Scripture is a perfect author,
because none perfectly understands the whole apt8ex. God alone is the perfect author of
Scripture with respect to these things. The humahaa might even be able to make mistakes with
respect to the larger framework, because this woatdseem to prevent his true authorship of the
substance of the part, but only of the @ert part:** This would not involve a false statement, for
reasons to be given below.

There are other things belonging to a texa ashole, even if the text is a part of something
larger. For example, the conclusion of an arguniena certain statement, even without the
consideration that it is a conclusion, and thiophbgs to it as itself a whole. Similarly, the subjet
a sentence signifies something as a whole worchase, even without the consideration that it is
the subject of a sentence.

With respect to these matters, a human auwth@&cripture may be a perfect author, since he
might understand the whole of which he is an autBat it cannot be said that it is necessary that
he should understand the whole, because the huuatharas a deficient instrument: “Because the
mind of the prophet is a deficient instrument... etrele prophets do not know all the things which
the Holy Spirit intends in their visions, words, deeds.**®* Thus the human author may not know
everything which belongs to his text even insofauitas itself a whole. But even if he does not
understand all, it is impossible that anything dtidaelong to his text as a whole in itself that sloe
not belong to his text when it is understood aara @f the larger whole. The reason for this id tha
he would not only not be an author of the partas, pout he would no longer be an author of even
the substance of the part. For example, if theesuilgjf a sentence has one meaning as an individual
word, but does not have this meaning when it is gaa sentence, then one who is an author of the
individual word is not strictly speaking the autlodrany part of the sentence. If someone writes the
word ‘bat’, intending to signify a flying creaturand another man adds to his word in order to
complete a sentence, but intending to use this worarder to signify a wooden stick, the first
writer is an author of no part of the sentence piogaterially. That is to say, he is not the author
of a word, something signifying understanding, batis only the author of matter which can be
used in order to signify. But it was said that btitb human and divine authors of Scripture are
authors of it insofar as it is significant. Thusalows that nothing belongs to the whole of which
man is the author which is not present when hisitenderstood as a part of a greater whole.

182 To a certain degree the human author must be tabieake such an error. For example, if one author
inserts something into the text of a previous auytiioe intentions of the first author with respéatthe
division of the text can no longer carry their fidtce, since the original divisions do not allowr the inserted
text. Thus whenever a book of Scripture has moaa time author in such a way, it follows that somnghs
intentions of the original author are revoked ie fimal form of the text of Scripture.

183 5t. Thomas Aquina§umma Theologiadi-1l, 173, 4, corp.
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From the distinction between things pertairimg part as a part and things pertaining to & par
as a whole in itself, it follows that if assertipertains to a sentence only insofar as it is phe o
larger text, the human author might be able to rassemething false without God asserting
something false. But assertion and denial belongetiences as wholes, not only to sentences as
parts of a larger text. This can be seen in thempia of the conclusion of an argument. If a
conclusion is considered apart from the argumédipés not remain a conclusion. But it remains a
statement asserting a certain truth. Thus assgrédains to a sentence as a whole in itself.

But what pertains to the part insofar as ianisertain whole remains even when the part is
understood in relation to a greater whole, as vead above. Thus it follows that whatever is
asserted by the human author of a particular seatemust be understood to be asserted by the
sentence even when it is taken as a part of thdewbio Scripture. From this it follows that
whatever is asserted by the human authors of Siceijis asserted by God, who is the author of the
whole of Scripture.

It therefore follows that if the human auttafr Scripture asserts something false, then God
asserts something false. But this is impossibleerdtore it is impossible that the human author
should assert something false in any part of SamptThus the difficulty raised above has been
resolved.

In one sense the question of this work has heen sufficiently resolved, since it has been
shown that it is necessary to hold that Scriptarege from error both from the Church’s tradition
and by the use of reason. Now, some object not nthe doctrine itself, but also to manner in
which the doctrine is considered. This objectionuti therefore be answered before going on to
consider opposing positions. The objection is ¢yeaxpressed by Burtchaell:

Yet throughout our period conciliar documents héesn reverenced with mystic
adulation. Like papal documents they have beenaggddo release arcane reserves of
decisive insight; and like papal documents theyehawt been dispassionately
evaluated or criticized.

What | question here is the fetish that thgi@ps have made of authority. They
have done the same with the classic dicta of theas. Some have relied uncritically
on the axiomDeus est auctor Sacrae Scripturd@thers have found it better to build
upon Aquinas’ medieval psychology. Scholars hawsaged over all seas in search of
any small islet of authority upon which to unfutietr syllogisms. They have
meanwhile turned their backs on the one solid daxge at hand: the Bible itself. Most
inspiration theory has not been talk about the éBilil has been talk about talk about
the Bible. Rather than examine the Book itself, abderve what it has meant to the
Church, and how it may have been produced to this they have preferred to erect
elaborate and rickety constructs of formula upormfda—all based on faultless
authorities, but none very illuminating, none te fhoint.

It is possibly this hyperfascination with aotity that has led scholars to follow a
priori methods of argumentation. Some have discugise ultimate cause, God, and
pondered how he would have to have behaved haddtedvto embark upon a career
as author. Others have looked at the proximateegahe human writers, to find out
how men write and what God must have done to gotlein composition. But the
proper methodology for investigatory theology sldomiove from effect to cause, from
better-known to lesser-known. Advance would begorarsurely and rapidly from the
Book itself™®

There are two criticisms here. First, says Burtbthaee ought not to base oneself on authorities
concerning Scripture, but rather on Scripture fits&tcond he says that one should not use “a priori
methods of argumentation.” In context this seemsnemn that one should not make universal

184 Burtchaell, 283-284.
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arguments about the nature of Scripture, but onaldhmake judgements from the text of Scripture
itself. Thus Burtchaell calls into question theienimethod of this work.

The answer to the first objection is thatéldngs to the nature of authority that it should be
received as authoritative. Therefore to say thatsitould not submit to authority is simply to deny
the existence of authority. But as theology is iarse received from divine revelation, it must be
received on the authority of God and on the authamf those men who communicate what is
divinely revealed® But this objection implicitly maintains that suetuthority does not exist.
Therefore it must also hold that theology and divievelation do not exist. But to prove the
existence of divine revelation does not pertairtht® subject of this work, but this existence is
presupposed to the whole discussion. Because timeda of this revelation exists in the Catholic
Church, the same answer holds if the objectiomken as rejecting the authority of the Catholic
Church alone, rather than authority in general.

The second objection, even if it were a vallglection, would not be sufficient to establish
anything against arguments such as those contameidis work. If someone begins from an
inappropriate starting point, he is likely to fatto error, but it is not necessary that all of his
arguments should be invalid. Thus, even if it wete that it is better to begin from Scripture
itself, universal arguments such as ours would havee addressed individually.

But at least with respect to the particulauestreated in this work, universal consideratiames
the right beginning, while it would be a mistakerpto resolve the issue from Scripture itselfeTh
examination of Scripture could not prove that dllits statements are true, since some of its
statements are known to be true from Scriptureeal@mne might establish the opposite by taking
one particular statement of Scripture and showirad it was false. But for various reasons this
kind of proof is not conclusiv€® In each particular case, the text might be corrapt
misunderstood. Even those who assert that therereses do not attempt to prove this by a single
example alone, which indicates that they do natktlhey can give a perfectly certain example of a
statement certainly false. The actual use of paetrcobjections will be discussed in more detail
when the objections to the doctrine are considered.

Nor can the question be resolved by considetiie visible character of Scripture. It will be
shown later that one of the consequences of thgideof inspiration is that the text of Scripture
must have general characteristics similar to thinse text containing errors. To argue from its
visible character to the existence of errors ini@are is therefore like arguing that Christ is not
present in the Eucharist on the grounds that theh&ist can be seen to be bread. For the same
reason one cannot establish the doctrine of ineyréom such visible characteristics of Scripture,
any more than Christ's presence in the Eucharistbeaestablished by the sen¥¥st is therefore
necessary to resolve the question by means of tegivarguments such as those contained in this
work, rather than by arguments depending on pdatiswf the text of Scripture. Thus the objection
concerning the manner of treating the doctrineldegs) answered.

b. Opposing positions
Next it is necessary to consider opposing posititmshe words of Leo XIll, those who deny the

inerrancy of Scripture “either pervert the Cathal@tion of inspiration or make God the author of
such error.**® It does not seem that any man of good sense wishiesid a position making God

185 Cf, Summa Theologiaé, 1, 8, ad 2.

18 The most basic reason that this cannot be doitshere are no false statements in Scripturbaadeen
shown above.

187 The two doctrines are not entirely equivalenthis tregard. The doctrine of the Real Presence ean b
shown in no way by the use of the senses, whiledibtrine of the inerrancy of Scripture cannot be
established by the appearances, but in a certanitvean be defended by the appearances, as witebea
later.

188 providentissimus Deyg7.
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the author of error, and such a position is intdaldy impossible because it makes truth itself the
source of falsehood. Thus it is only necessaryottsier the positions that “pervert the Catholic
notion of inspiration.” It was shown above that therrancy of Scripture follows from the doctrine
that both men and God are true authors of Scripflines, one who denies inerrancy must deny
either that men are authors of Scripture or thadl Gathe author. First the position denying that
men are authors will be considered, and then tisitipo denying that God is the author. In each
case an example of the position in question wilphen, and then the general problems of such a
position.

Norbert Lohfink holds a position implicitly dging the human authorship of Scripture. As has
been stated in the first part of this work, Lohfimkintains that Scripture is inerrant considered as
whole, but the particular books and the particalathors are not inerrant.

An example of this [the limitations of form critgrhn] is the creation text in Genesis 1.
It has been said that on the basis of its litetegory, this text is only concerned
with a single statement, that God created evergthitinyone who is making a
judicious use of form criticism would probably bem cautious here. Does not the
category here also intend to imply a further statetmvith regard to the creation itself,
its structure and construction? The statement @eiesis 1 is merely concerned to
state the fact of the creation is only true witttie horizon of the Bible as a whole.
There different world views are juxtaposed and ezneach other more relative. On
the basis of the principal emphasis of the Gospethay are laid down in the New
Testament, it is in fact only the statement that @oeated everything which is at
issue, so that one can rightly regard this alonm@sant, and not also the statements
which describe the form of the universe in Gengsfé

Here Lohfink presupposes that Genesis 1 contailsg fstatements concerning the form of the
world, but that considered as a part of the whaldeB it only asserts that God created the world.
The human author asserted something false whenrbie whe text, but God asserted something
true, that God is the Creator, by causing latem@stto oppose the author of Genesis.

Lohfink’s argument has several steps. Firssdyes that many or most of the books of Scripture
have many authors.

In the meantime, the picture of the great writenspaality who wrote a work in one
single draft has proved itself to be untenable amyncases. In the world of the ancient
Near East it is the exception, and so it is inBitlde. The Pentateuch was worked on
for fully 700 years, from Moses onward. Our bookshe prophets were, before their
acceptance into the canon, the sacred books oérasdatircles of disciples of the
prophets, which were constantly being enlarged,eented upon and even altered
with regard to their messag®&.

Lohfink’s claim is that the books of Scripture hawany authors. He also seems to suggest, by the
phrases “worked on for fully 700 years” and “conglya being enlarged,” that the authors are
practically innumerable, which does not seem t@lvery credible position. But in any case, it is
not necessary to determine the truth or falsehdaaltioer the claim or the suggestion, because it
will be shown that the conclusions that Lohfinkwsafrom this statement do not follow. His first
conclusion is that in light of the existence of mamthors of each book of Scripture it is necessary
to find a new formula to express the inerrancy affure.

189The Inerrancy of Scripturel7.
190 ohfink, 28.
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The consequence was that in the light of the neswledge, the old formula of the
“inerrancy of the sacred writers” no longer medogt $ame as that of the “inerrancy of
the books of the Bible,” but far more. Not only timelividual book in its final form
and content had now to be considered as inerrahglgo every individual phase in its
growth, a process that was admitted to be complicaind lengthy, for each stage
corresponded to the intention of an “inerrant séeveater” as he wrote. Each time the
book was lengthened, added to, glossed, commepid, combined with other texts
or adapted to a new situation, a new and inerat statement of the book came into
being.... Thus in the light of our new knowledge lo¢ tway the scriptures come into
being, the retention of the formula “the inerraméythe sacred writers” at once takes
on a new doctrinal content... Anyone who regards ehdy stages of the biblical
books as being free from error must in fact acedlghe statements contained in them
as the object of his belief as well.... It is therefmecessary to attempt to state the old
truth in a new way, simply in order to maintaimst it was-*

Here Lohfink misunderstands the meaning of the sEhranerrant sacred writer.” But this will
become clearer after considering his possible tessints of the doctrine.

One might simply regard the last man who had worked biblical book in the course
of its gradual evolution as the “inspired authon’ the sense understood by the
doctrine of inspiration. All earlier stages in theok would then be characterized as
“sources. " Their authors would not be seen asrgpthie charisma of inspiration, and
so there would be no valid reason for regardingntias inerrant.... This solution of
the problem definitely does not contradict the twsi doctrinal demand of
ecclesiastical documents, although it departs i flom the underlying conceptions
and from the language found, for example, in pdgialical encyclicals. One might
nevertheless ask whether this solution does noestat neglect others who worked
on a book of the Bible, and who did not have thedgfortune to be the very last hand

to touch it

Once again Lohfink suggests without proof that shghors are innumerable, in virtue of the
phrases “gradual evolution” and “the very last héamdouch it.” It may well be that the very last
man who touched a biblical book basically wroterntirely himself, in which case it would not
seem so strange to call him the one and only iedpiuthor of the book. But Lohfink’s position
can be granted for the sake of argument. It wilshewn that this does not make it necessary to
modify the doctrine of inspiration and inerrancydduse the position that the final author alone is
inspired seems to be unacceptable, Lohfink offactheer possibility:

It [the second solution] is based on the idea #hatryone who has made a real
contribution to the wording and sense of a bookhef Bible should be regarded as
being infallibly guided by God with regard to thetdre book, that is to say, as being
“inspired.” One would then have to speak of a numdeénspired authors, with regard
to a book which came gradually into being. The iiredfwn of these authors, therefore,
did not relate to their immediate work, consideiredself, but to that work insofar as
it was directed by God, in wording and sense, towhe ultimate biblical book. Thus
the inerrancy consequent upon the inspiration cooldbe predicated directly of all
the individuals who worked on the book and theirtipalar intention, but only upon
the book which finally resulted.... One could hardy that this attempt at a solution
was not logically sound or that it was not comgdatiith a true understanding of the

1911 ohfink, 29-30.
192| ohfink, 30.
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concept of inspiration. It does not detract in gtightest either from the influence of
God or from the inerrancy of the final productrnis sensus omniumque sententiarum
of the books of the Bible, in the words®iritus Paraclitus 1920)™*°

In some ways this solution seems much more reakotiadn the first solution. God guides many
writers in such a way that in the end he produbesbok he wants written, but the authors are not
inerrant with respect to the abandoned stagesyriiytwith respect to the final product.

But in the words of Leo XIII, this solution épverts the Catholic understanding of inspiration.”
The reason for this is that it says that the eadighors were inspired because God guided their
activity according to his purpose of producing final book. He did not guide the earlier authors in
the sense of producing their words as his own wdrtle things written in the earlier stages are not
things that God said. But only words caused by ®oarder to signify his own understanding are
inspired, and so these earlier stages cannot lexldatpired, but only guided and caused by God.

From this one might conclude that it is neaeg$o revert to the first solution, but this doeg
follow. The reason for this is that even in theliearstages the authors might have made a real
contribution to the final work. Insofar as eachhautis an author of something contained in the
final product, he must be said to be producing Gaabdrd, and therefore to be inspired. Thus it is
necessary to say that the earlier authors arera@tspiith respect to everything contained within the
final work, and not inspired with respect to evhigyy not contained within the final work,
although they are guided and moved by God even repect to such thind®! Thus it becomes
evident that it is not necessary to change the dtarfinerrant sacred writers.” The writers are
inerrant insofar as they are sacred, that is, arsas they write the word of God. No one claimg tha
the sacred writers are inerrant in everything thvate, but only in what they write of Scripture.

Thus, once inspiration has been correctly tstded, Lohfink’s second solution of the problem
becomes reasonable, but it no longer requires adifivation of the traditional statement of the
doctrine. Lohfink’'s conclusion, “it seems advisalite any case to allow the formula of the
‘inerrancy of the sacred writers’ to recede inte background* therefore does not follow.

But this is not Lohfink’s final conclusion. Hakes one more step.

Hitherto, the terms “final author” and “final senska biblical book” were treated as
established and familiar entities. This, howevenao longer so. In the definition of the
relationship between “the books of the Bible” ahe Bible as a whole, our conception
has altered here again as a result of the prodottdistorical and critical
scholarship.... First, let us consider once againfrtdmmework of the understanding of
earlier generations, and try to see how they cdeditimately assert the biblical
inerrancy of every individual book. The theory wiémt each of the outstanding
personalities who were the sacred writers hasemwritis book (or his books) at a given
time. Once such a book had been composed, it walssped, and once it was made
public, then it was a fixed, unchangeable entity-was the case with books in the
nineteenth century.... Thus, according to the vietvthat period, books of the Bible
which already had been accepted into the canonimechéhe same when another book
was taken into the canon. They said exactly theesduing as before. They had long
received their final form....

This static conception of the canon has urategaq crisis. Even the compilation of
the canon is increasingly seen, from the pointiefwof historical criticism, as an
evolutionary process. The boundary between thedyistf the formation of individual
books and the history of the canon becomes les¢matisThe growth of the canon

193 ohfink, 30-31.

194 As was said before, all things are subject to ghevidence of God, and so such subjection is not a
sufficient reason for calling anything inspired. S8mma Theologiaé, 22, 2.
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seems to be no more than a further stage, somaliffexent in form, of the process
which brought the individual books into being.... Been the alternation and
interweaving of the Yawhist, Elohist, and priestlsitings within a single “book,” and
the alternation and juxtaposition of the historigalrks of the Deuteronomist and the
Chronicler within the “canon” there is no real gieal difference. In both cases
different versions of history are associated, cemant and correct each other, and
constitute together a new and higher unity of attee. The same is true, within the
canon, of the wisdom books. They complement aniitizé each other, and at the
same time, as a unity within an even greater whbley form a counterpoint to the
Torah and the prophet®

The old position was that the meaning of the irdiial books of Scripture was fixed when the
books were completed. But, says Lohfink, it is navewn that the meaning of the books changed
when they were taken into the canon together witierobooks. Thus it is evident that Lohfink’'s
position necessitates a denial of the human authpi Scripture. If the meaning of the books
changed, it was not men who changed the meaningnVdhman took the Torah and added the
prophets or the wisdom books, he did not go overTtbrah and decide on a new meaning for its
statements. If a new meaning came to be, it wasaning given by God but not by men. Thus this
position destroys the nature of inspiration by degyhe true human authorship of the books of
Scripture™®’

But this position is impossible even withoaference to the demand of the faith that men are
true authors of Scripture. When a man takes sebe@its or essays and publishes them together,
this never changes the meaning of the individuakbwr essays. The reason for the selection may
well be that a new understanding can arise frodingathe whole collection. If some of the works
present false views and others true views, one tnaigime to see the truth of the correct views by
reason of the contrast with the false. If somehefworks contain a mixture of truth and error, one
might distinguish these portions by considering titleer works. In many other ways it can be
beneficial to read several works together. Butdncase does the meaning of an individual work
change by being placed together with other workenef the understanding that one can gather
from the whole collection goes beyond the contehtmny individual work.

Lohfink’s position also requires that the Aldstament was not the word of God, since it had
not yet achieved its ultimate meaning by beinggdinvith the New Testament. Thus he says, “In
any case, it is not possible to claim inerrancyadransitory layer of meaning in the Old Testament
in the name of the Christian doctrine of the inecsaof the Christian Bible!®® He does not say
that the Old Testament was not the word of God,thist is the necessary consequence of his
position, since he holds that the ultimate meawihtipe words is the one intended by God. This is

191 ohfink, 33-35.

197 Raymond Brown holds a similar position, but hissiion goes a bit further. After making similar
statements about a development in Scripture’s mgamn account of the formation of the canon, héesta
“But even the placing of a book in the Bible does tell us fully about its meaning. For this Bikike be
normative for Christian life, it has to be acceplgdthe Church and proclaimed as part of a liviiaglition in
the community of believers. ‘Biblical meaning’ istrsimply what a passage meant to the author wietewt
(literal meaning), or what it meant to those whistfiaccepted it into a normative collection (cacahi
meaning); biblical meaning is also what the passagens today in the context of the Christian Chufeid
when one speaks of the Bible ‘teaching without rethat truth which God put into the Scripture foe tsake
of our salvation,” one is speaking of biblical megnas a whole and not of an isolated stage ofrtietning”
(The Critical Meaning of the BibJ&0). Thus if there is any the inerrant sensegiatiog to Brown, it is even
more remote from the text. It is a sense imposetherext from without. The problems with this fimsi are
basically equivalent to the problems with Lohfink'ssition, but with the additional problem that aating to
this position, God diahot put truth “into the Scripture for the sake of saivation.”

198 ohfink, 41.
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clearly opposed to the practice of Christ and & HApostles who used the Old Testament as
already possessing the decisively authoritativeadtar of Sacred Scripture.

But perhaps Lohfink’s position would be moeasonable if he abandoned the position that
placing a written work together with other worksaobes its meaning. As soon as any part of the
text of Scripture is written in its final form, hmight say, it possesses the meaning intended by
God, although this meaning is unknown to the humvater. For something to be written in this
way is not impossible. When Caiphas said, “You dounderstand that it is better for you to have
one man die for the people than to have the whatiem destroyed**® he spoke in this manner. He
intended to say that it was better to kill Chrisan to allow the Romans to “destroy” the Jewish
nation. This statement is evidently false, but Gddnded to say that it was better that men might
be saved through the passion and death of Chast tiat all men should be lost. Thus Caiphas
was the author of a false statement, not of thdigtien that Christ would die for the human race.
“From which it is evident that he cannot be mortecha prophet than Balaam’s donké{’"Thus
it is not impossible for a man to speak or writenething by which God expresses a truth, even if
the speaker or writer does not understand the gxginessed. But such a speaker or writer is not a
true author. “But when [a prophet] is moved [to saymething], but does not know [the meaning of
what he says], this is not perfect prophecy, begtréain prophetic instinc*

The position that Scripture expresses truththia way is Lohfink’'s position, but understood
more generally, since Lohfink's position taken cmtely has additional difficulties, as shown
above. If the position is considered in its gengzains, however, there are three problems with the
position. First, the denial of human authorshipodates from the excellence of God’s providence.
God wishes to communicate to creatures not onlygbisdness, but also a participation in his
causality. St. Thomas therefore says that God “gmvénferior things by superior things, not on
account of a defect of his power, but on accourthefabundance of his goodness, that he might
communicate to creatures even the dignity of citysaf? Just as it is better if fire receives from
God the power to heat than if God alone causes beittis better if men receive true authorship of
the words of God than if this authorship is resdngeGod alone.

Second, the purpose of the position seemttwlleny God’s responsibility for flaws in the
text of Scripture, but this position cannot succiethis purpose. If there seems to be some defect
or error in Scripture, this position says that ight be a defect or an error insofar as it has one
meaning from man, but it is not defective insofaiitehas another meaning from God. But if one is
to hold this, one must show that it is reasonableay that this text has the meaning that one
attributes to God'’s authority. But if one can shtivat this is reasonable, then it will also be
reasonable to attribute the same sense to humharayt The reason for this is that the meaning of
a text must fit into its immediate context, and ooty into something more general. For example,
Lohfink’s suggestion that the human author of Geneaid something false, but that God only
meant to say that he created everything, cannoblrect. Lohfink determines that this was God’s
meaning by comparing the text with other parts ofiffure and concluding that God does not
really hold that the world was created in six ddgs,example. But in fact one could not conclude
from this that the six-day creation was not the mmeg of the text in Genesis, but rather that the
text in Genesis was a divine lie. If one determifresn what someone says in one place that he
does not believe what he says in another pladegs not follow that he did not mean what he said,
but that he lied, or that he was uncertain or ignorThe only way that one can determine that he
meant something else is by showing that his wasdgords are able to mean something else. But if
one shows from the text of Genesis that it doesneoessarily assert that God made the world in
six days, then there is no longer any necessasonet think that the man who wrote it asserted

199 3ohn 11:50.

2005t Thomas Aquinasn Evangelium S. Joannis CommentafiRkome: Marietti, 1919), cap. 11, lect. 7.
201 st. Thomas Aquina§umma Theologiadl-Il, 173, 4, corp.

292 gymma Theologiak 22, 3, corp.
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this?® One might go on to object that this answer reguiinat the human authors should have been
practically omniscient, since it seems that in oftdeavoid all historical and scientific inaccuracy
the human authors must have known all the histbdod scientific details. But later it will be
shown that if one says that the human authors ammr@scient, then it follows that they were liars
or deceptive, while it is reasonable to hold thegtyt spoke the truth precisely because one holds
that they did not know all things. From this thelgem regarding God's responsibility becomes
even greater. If God is the sole author of Scrigttiten one must hold him responsible for apparent
defects and errors. Thus the position denying huraathorship does not absolve God of
responsibility for defects in Scripture, but ratineskes him entirely responsible, because it makes
him the sole author.

The third problem with this position is thatmust deny the usefulness of considering the
intention of the men who wrote Scripture. This dsnshown from a passage in which Lohfink
asserts the contrary.

Even the tracts on hermeneutics which are nornirallyse observe, in their discussion
of such problems [as in Qoheleth], that the texthe Bible must naturally be read in
the light of tradition or of the faith of the ChlcAre they not aware that by so doing
they have already abandoned in many cases thetain the Old Testament it is the
original sense which is inerrant? Or do they wislassert in every case that it is the
historical and critical interpretation of the tehich is in error, and that, for example,
Qoheleth sought throughout to say what criticalotats have only found in later
books of the Old Testament and in the New TestaPm@rg hope not; for this would
imply a mistrust of modern methods of Biblical slkewship which sinceDivino
afflante Spirituis hardly permissibl&®*

Lohfink wishes to say that the original sense @f txt of Qoheleth asserts something false, such
as that the human soul does not exist after deatpmething of this kind. But when one reads the
text within the faith of the Church the text doed have this meaning. But if historical methods
only give rise to the interpretation which say< i@ text means something false, then one should
not use these methods, since this is not the mgamiended by God. If one wishes to hold that one
should use such methods, and also that one sheatt Scripture within the faith of the Church,
then one must say that the meaning of the origin#ttor is the same as the meaning when the text
is read within the faith of the Church. Nor does imply distrust of historical methods, but only o
certain conclusions of certain scholars, conclusiot given authority byDivino afflante
Spiritu.*® Thus, if a Catholic denies that the meaning ofdtiginal sense of Scripture is the same
as its sense when it is read it within the faithth@f Church, then he must deny the usefulness of
considering the original sense.

Next it is necessary to consider a positiooepting the human authorship of Scripture, but
denying the authorship of God. This is implicittie position that Grillmeier suggests, perhaps not
holding to it with certainty. First he presentsuggestion of Pierre Grelot.

He [Grelot] starts practically from the idea s#lutis causaand says that in Scripture
not only are truths of salvation communicated asriaterial object”, but that “the
communication of saving truths” is the whole “forlnadject” of Scripture. Thus the
so-called secular truths or narratives also acghireugh this a relation to salvation.
They are chosen and presented not as saving fruthemselves, but as the medium

203 seeSumma Theologiaé, 65-74 for several suggestions concerning teaning of the six days.
204 !

Lohfink, 46.
295 | ohfink’s appeal to the authority of this encyelidgs somewhat odd, given that he rejects a magment
in its teaching, the inerrancy of the original senEhe authority of the encyclical can in fact sedi against
such conclusions insofar as it rejects falsehodteroriginal sense.
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of the communication of salvation. They serve dsamework to what is essential,
“locating” saving truth and the history of salvati¢cf. e.g. Dan. 1 or Lk. 1). They are
chosen and presented only in so far as they fiffi$i purposé®

Grelot distinguishes between the goal of commuirigasaving truths and other statements in
Scripture, which are for the sake of the 8aGrillmeier then states what he believes to be the
consequence of this distinction:

In the light of thesalutis causave can see Scripture as a complex entity with many
levels—analogous to the way in which the Church aéole saw itself at the Council.
There are direct statements and accounts of saivati which this formal object
salutis causas clearly verifiable. But there are also partsSofipture which have only
an auxiliary function in relation to these direttths of salvation. Here, from the point
of view of the secular sciences, somewhat less thariruth can be expressed. The
guestion of inerrancy is not to become a mattea bld conscience or false attitudes
but should open one’s eyes to the full nature ofpBare. God’'s word communicates
itself to us unfalsified in the fragile vessel afitman language and human writing.
God'’s purpose is that his word of salvation is inee in all its fullness. To it he gives
the guarantee of full authority. This is the trueaming of inspiration, the assistance of
the Holy Spirit. Everything else only serves thehrthat is written down without error
“for the sake of our salvation”. It is a means mnfiework of the statement that is
actually intended and thus only has a part-sharmémrrancy, namely to the extent
required in its service of the saving word. Thug @an accept inerrancy in a true
sense of the whole of Scripture, as inspiratioo algplies to all the books and their
parts. Everything in Scripture has a share in the&H that God wanted to have written
down for the sake of our salvation”, either dirgahd in content or indirectly and by
reason of its service for the statement of salwafid

Grillmeier’s position as stated here is that bypiration the sacred writer is assisted so thatrgavi
truths themselves are inerrant, while what he write the sake of this truth is not simply inerrant
but only insofar as this is necessary for the sdkae saving truth. This position therefore acsept
the possibility of false statements in Scripturbjch are said to be useful for the communication of
the truth of salvation. This position implicitly ies that God is the author of Scripture, becatse i
is impossible that God should say anything falsenefor the sake of something good. But this
denial is only implicit, because Grillmeier expligistates the opposite:

The truth of Scripture is bound up with what thersd writer or writers intended to
convey, in which what God desired to convey exmesself. This point is important
primarily for the understanding of the inspiratioh Scripture. The Church is not
committing itself to the idea of a verbal inspioatithat can be understood more or less
“mechanically”. The truth of Scripture is containedmeanings that have first to be
discovered in the single words and sentences. giiss to the idea of inspiration

28 Grillmeier, 235.

27 The purpose of Grelot’s distinction is to defehd tnerrancy of Scripture while explaining the prase of
difficulties in the text of Scripture. Thus Grelsays, “Our approach to the sacred books, not antpeir
divine reality, but in their human peculiaritiesillwgive us a correct understanding of tineth of the Bible.
Inspiring the sacred authors, God assumed the prinegponsibility and the guarantee for their wgs. He
would not teach error. And since his teaching pasis®ugh the channel of an inspired man, we must

in faith all thatthe man affirms as trd€ Introduction to the Biblg400). Grelot wishes to use his distinction to
defend this truth, while Grillmeier has the oppesittention. It will be seen below that the distioc is more
useful for Grelot's purpose.

208 Grillmeier, 236.
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itself a new depth and a particular relation to tbeelation of salvation. However
much the Church’s understanding of inspirationelated to the “written” word and
Scripture is, through this inspiration, “the writtevord of God”, it is not the letter or
the sentence, but the intention of the sacred mgritbat decides the meaning of
Scripture. But because of inspiration what theyirdet® express is the same as what
God desires to express. Because, however, thenstatef God, according to Article
11, is a statement of salvation, $&utis causas the formal point of view from which
the sacred writers compose their writings. HenanafterDei Verbum—as inDivino
afflante—the truth of Scripture and inerrancy is bound ughwhat the sacred writers
desired to express. It is not separated from tMs. have shown how the so-called
veritates profanaeare also included, though in their own way. Thugifure
becomes—despite all its humanity and its conditignby the age in which it was
written—God'’s address to us in the human werdpter salutem nostrarf?

Here Grillmeier says that Scripture is the writteord of God and God’s address to us. But he also
says that what the sacred writer desired to expgeeise same as what God desired to express.
Now, if the sacred writer desired at times to exprerhat is in fact false, then it follows from this
that God desired to express what is false, and thad becomes a liar. Clearly this is a
consequence that Grillmeier does not wish to acdgyit this conclusion can be rejected only if
God’s authorship is denied, although Grillmeier sloet see the necessity of this, as is evident in
the following passage.

The Council leaves it to theologians to considerthe basis of the history of the text,
the nature of the cooperation of the divine authipror influence with the human
literary authorship. It is possible to ask whettier new nuances in the account of the
divine and the human share in the writing of th@Ksoallow one to give a new
account of the nature, goal and effect of the diviffluence and then to describe the
human share in the writing of the books in suchag that God retains, in relation to
them, his true authorship—and yet does not havdirtiigations of these authors laid
to his account, whether in the form of the naretiv in its contents; in the latter it is a
question of what they are contributing from the ghyrhuman, secular sphere and
hence by their own powef&

The reason for the contrast of “divine authorshipith “human literary authorship” is the
suggestion that the words of Scripture might bevtbeds of men, with God as author only in the
sense that he is the first cause, who producededkisvith a certain intention. The question, “does
God retain true authorship,” asks whether it issgme in some way to continue to hold that the
words of Scripture are words of God. Grillmeierdwthat this is possible, and asserts this in the
text quoted above. But this position makes Godia If one is to hold such a position consistently
and without making God the author of error, it &assary to say that men are the sole authors of
Scripture, while God is the cause of Scripture vétleertain intention. This intention is that the
truth of salvation should be communicated to memw thus statements conveying this truth are
inerrant, while other statements are inerrant @sas this is necessary in order to convey thé trut
of salvation. According to this view inspirationrieerely an assistance assuring the truth of certain
things, but not of others. This kind of writingrist the word of God, but is not in itself impossibl
God assists the Church in its decisions in suchyathat it is infallible with respect to some théng
and not infallible with respect to others. Simijarthe documents of the Church’s teaching office,
even when infallible, never become the word of God.

209 Grillmeier, 238.
219 Grillmeier, 230.
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In addition to its contrariety with the faitfi the Church, this kind of position has two prabte
The first is that this position derogates from exeellence of God's providence even more than
positions denying the human authorship of Script8te Thomas says that there are two effects of
the divine government.

In another way, the effects of governing can besit®red according to the things by
which a creature is brought to likeness with GoddAhus in general there are two
effects of governing. For a creature is likened@od with respect to two things,
namely with respect to this that God is good, ias@fs the creature is good, and with
respect to this that God is a cause of goodnes®tfmrs, insofar as one creature
moves another to goodneds.

The positions denying human authorship deny caysaflithe word of God to man insofar as it is a
word, but leave room for a material causality, tdesogating from God’s providence insofar as it
makes some things causes of other things. But ¢s@igns denying divine authorship deny the
existence of the word of God entirely, thus alsoyileg all causality of the word of God, and
therefore derogating from God'’s providence botlofasas it is a cause of good things and insofar
as it communicates causality.

The second problem with this position is thanplicitly denies that Scripture has any authpori
whatsoever in theology. One can consider the ibflty of the Church as analogous with the
inerrancy maintained by this position. This positioolds that saving truth is communicated, or
things useful for the sake of this truth. The Chuisinfallible in matters of faith and morals, and
also in whatever is necessary to preserve thesgghBut it is not immediately clear how to
determine whether something pertains to the trfittatvation, or whether something pertains to
the truth of faith and morals. Now, in the casehef teaching of the Church, this determination is
done by the Church itself. If the Church definest §omething pertains to faith, then it does pertai
to faith. But Scripture does not in general distiisy) between things that pertain to the truth of
salvation and other things that do not. Therefbeequestion of whether something pertains to the
truth of salvation cannot be settled from Scriptareby the science of exegesis, but this quession
left to be resolved by the arbitrary judgementte exegete. It follows from this that this position
does not limit one to saying that there are cerkaids of false statements in Scripture. Whatever
does not pertain to what one regards as the tfighleation can be held to be a false statement, bu
useful in some way. Thus this position denies ttharity of Scripture, in much the way that one
would deny the authority of the Church if one st its infallibility is limited to certain mattsy
these matters not being determined by the Chuself.it

But if one accepts the infallibility of the @fch, then it might seem that this problem can be
resolved. One might say, for example, that if sameemterprets Scripture in such a way that it
contradicts the defined teaching of the Churchn tive necessarily have a misinterpretation. But
this does not follow. For God caused Scripture ¢owritten in such a way that the truth of
salvation would be communicated, but only so thawduld be communicated in the way and
manner, and at the time, that he wished. Thus $ongetontrary to the doctrine of the Church
could be found in Scripture, not because God widbetkach this as a truth, but because it was
useful in order to lead men to something betteusTthe truth of salvation would not be directly
stated, but something useful for that truth wouddvritten. For example, one might hold that
Qoheleth taught that man’s soul is not immortaldose it was useful that men should believe this
for a certain time. For the same reason this osiibes not demand inerrancy even with respect to
the doctrinal teaching of the New Testament. Orghtrfiold, for example, that the New Testament
is mistaken concerning homosexuality or women’sraiion. In addition, even if the infallibility
of the Church is accepted as a limitation on fats¢éements in Scripture, this would not suffice to
make Scripture oftself an authority. If Scripture speaks of a theologitaltter that has not been

21 Summa Theologiak 103, 4, corp.
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settled by the Church, one might say that a cegitement is false because it does not pertain to
the truth of salvation. Thus this position mustchdhat Scripture considered in itself has no
authority in theology, and serves no function othan a poetical or rhetorical one.

II. OBJECTIONS TO THE DOCTRINE

Next objections to the doctrine of the inerrancySafipture must be considered. There are two
kinds of objections to the doctrine. First objentido the truth of the doctrine will be addressed,
and then objections against the utility of the doet

a. Objections to the truth of the doctrine

First the objection that Scripture contains patéicexamples of statements that are clearly false
will be considered, and then objections againsatisver to this objection. Then objections that do
not depend on particular examples of apparentefatatements will be answered.

Some object that Scripture contains particeteamples of false statements, as was Cardinal
Konig's opinion concerning history and Norbert Litkfs concerning natural science and religion.
A particular objection says that some particulat far facts are contrary to some particular text or
texts of Scripture. In order to answer the objettioe must deny the reality or accuracy of what is
claimed to be a fact, or show that a genuine ‘ot truly contrary to the intention present ia th
text of Scripture. But it is impossible to answefy particular objection, because they are
indefinite in number, and one might always comewith more objectioné™ It is therefore
necessary to give a general account that explamsxistence of apparent false statements, and
shows that their presence in Scripture is neces€myge this has been done such objections have
no force, unless someone brings forward an objedtiat has no possible answer, which has not
been doné*®

When the problem of the manner of speech ehiiman authors of Scripture was discussed, it
was said that the mode of speech follows the natfitke instrument, while the thought expressed
by the speech is the divine thought. Now, the humaimument is a deficient instrument. “It should
be said that in prophetic revelation the mind of ffrophet is moved by the Holy Spirit as a
deficient instrument with respect to a principaleag® It therefore follows that the divine
thought will be expressed in the manner proper tteficient instrument. Consequently certain
defects will be present in the written text of $ture which follow the mode of the human author.
When the author of Maccabees says of his writiifgt fs poorly done and mediocre, that was the
best I could do he expresses this point. He does not say thatcGald not do better, but that he
himself could not do better. His writing expres#as divine thought, but it does so in the manner
proper to the human author. Thus certain defeegersent in Scripture. If the human author is a
bad grammarian, then the text of Scripture mayraengatically bad. If the human author is a bad
rhetorician, then the text of Scripture may be aheally bad.

It might seem from what has been said aboaeiffthe human author of Scripture is ignorant
and believes what is false, then it follows that téixt of Scripture will express ignorance andrerro
and thus that Scripture will contain errors. Bug thason that this does not follow is that Scriptur
contains the divine word, but expressed in the raaproper to the deficient instrument. From this
it follows that if the human author is ignorantiorerror, then the text of Scripture will expreks t
divine word, but in the manner proper to one ignbmr in error. But because the divine word

12|n any case, to answer particular objections pest® Scriptural exegesis rather than to the miteserk.
213 As has been said, this is impossible because #ereo such examples.

214 st. Thomas Aquina§umma Theologiadl-Il, 173, 4, corp.
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contains no falsehood, the text of Scripture wilbess something true, but in a deficient manner.
This deficient manner may well reveal the ignoraaoel error of the human writer, but these
defects are not the substance of his writing, beitnhanner of his writing.

It follows from this that when the human autholds something false, he will not necessarily
take care to write in such a way that he canndhtezpreted to assert his false view. Such care is
proper to one who knows the truth, while the absefcsuch care is proper to one who is ignorant.
This does not mean that in such a case somethisg f& asserted in Scripture, but rather that
something false might appear to be asserted iptBeei. The author does not assert his false view,
but he does not take care that one will not takethibe asserting it.

Such instances will be multiplied to the extdrat the human authors of Scripture are ignorant
or in error. Now, if one accepts Grelot's distincti between what is principal and what is
secondary in the text of Scripture, it can be shtvatt the human authors of Scripture will often be
ignorant or hold erroneous opinions. St. Thomasasaksimilar distinction.

Therefore it is to be said that ther seobject of faith is that through which a man is
made blessed, as was said above. Bart accidensor secondarily all the things
contained in Sacred Scripture divinely handed dbawve relation to the object of the
virtue, as that Abraham had two sons, that David tha son of Jesse, and other things
of this kind. With respect to the first things te believed, therefore, which are the
articles of faith, man is bound to believe exphgieven as he is bound to have faith.
But with respect to the other things to be believedn is not bound to believe
explicitly, but only implicitly or in the preparatn of his soul, insofar as he is prepared
to believe whatever is contained in divine ScriptuBut then only is he bound to
believe something of this kind when it is proverhitm to be contained in the doctrine
of the faith®*°

Man is not bound texplicit belief in everything contained in Scripture, bufyoin the principal
doctrines of Scripture, through which a man becobtessed. Now, all of Sacred Scripture is given
to man that he might become blessed. It followmfthis that the secondary teachings of Scripture
are for the sake of the principal teachings.

In order for a man to be an author of Scripttinen, he must know the principal doctrines about
which he is to write and the secondary teachingsfar as these are necessary for the principal
teachings. It follows that he must receive instarcfrom God, whether through natural means or
through supernatural revelation, concerning bothgtincipal doctrines and the secondary things
insofar as they are necessary for the sake ofrtheipal doctrines. But because not every author of
Scripture writes about every doctrine, and bec#usealetails concerning the secondary things may
not be very important, not every author of Scriptoeeds to be perfectly instructed. For example,
Qoheleth may not have been instructed concerniagntimortality of the soul because it was not
necessary to reveal this particular doctrine &t plairticular time. Similarly, the authors of Scunigt
in general may not have been well instructed in dbéails of science and history, because a
detailed knowledge of science and history is uguadit necessary for the sake of the principal
doctrines. But it was said above that to the extesit the authors of Scripture are ignorant or hold
erroneous opinions, the text of Scripture may rethegr ignorance or even seem to assert what is
false. Since the authors of Scripture are ofteorgnt in matters of science and history, therefore,
there are many apparent errors in Scripture.

Thus, the fact that there seem to be erro&ciipture is not an objection against the doctahe
the inspiration and inerrancy of Scripture. Ratlileis truth follows necessarily from the doctrine
of inspiration insofar as this doctrine is that wigecontained in Scripture is the divine thought
expressed in a human manner. But it also followmifthis doctrine that no errors at all are actually
asserted in Scripture. Thus apparent errors cdrenased as an objection against this doctrine.

21® Summa Theologiadl-Il, 2, 5, corp.
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One might object to this answer in two waygstf it could be said that this account is
unreasonable because it is too improbable. Burlichalels this position:

Almost to a man, Catholic divines who have writterour theme have taken inerrancy
for granted. Even more, they have dedicated themsdb it, bent their efforts to its
needs, written as if its defense gave all meaningheir exertions. They have so
written, not from conviction that the Bible is imant, but from faith that it must be so.
Many monographs have provided compendious and leetatudies of scriptural
passages with an eye to vindicating them of anygehaf error. But this does not
obscure the fact that their concern derives froslesgastical, not biblical premises.
The texts are forced to serve as proofs of a decthey did not themselves engender.

Catholics have achieved noteworthy exegetiekterity in their concern for
inerrancy. They have developed strong sensitivibesidden citations, literary forms,
primitive non-literal expressions, non-assertivecdurse, re-editing, and any other
feature that will allow them to shrink down theatoof biblical affirmations enough to
accommodate the axiom, ‘All that the sacred writeserts, enunciates, suggests, must
be held to be asserted, enunciated, suggesteabyaly Spirit.” Uncritical defense of
inerrancy has at times involved disturbing disredar the obvious facts. Divine faith
admittedly carries the mind beyond the obvious, Ikriow of no requirement that it
take the long way arourfd’

Burtchaell objects that it is not on the basis ofi@ure that men say that it is inerrant, but only
because of faith in the teaching of the Churchfakt, he says, it is obvious from the text of
Scripture itself that it contains errors. It is nikely that he wishes to deny the theoretical
possibility of answers such as those given by thth@ics of “noteworthy exegetical dexterity.”
Rather, his position is that there is no reasothittk that their answers are true, especially when
they must be multiplied to fit case after case aithnumber.

Burtchaell’s claim is true in part. It is iretkfrom faith that one holds that Scripture is liast,
and not from an examination of the text. This isessary because of the necessity of apparent
errors in Scripture. Because of this one cannotvgrthe inerrancy of Scripture from an
examination of the text. If one took a work notgimed by God and claimed that it was inerrant,
resolving possible objections by whatever meandabla, this would indeed be an unreasonable
procedure. This is because one would make an mtefiumber of improbable claims in order to
defend the inerrancy of the work. But in Sacredbgre the multiplication of unlikely resolutions
to difficulties does not happen by chance, but tisippens because of the power of the providence
of God who willed to communicate his thought inwman manner. It is not necessarily the case
that a particular resolution to a particular objmetis true, but there is necessarily some true
resolution. It is not less reasonable to believs tian it is to believe in the presence of Chist
the Eucharist, which seems contrary to the sefi$gs.is reasonable because the doctrine does not
demand that things should appear to the senseyyinther way, and similarly the doctrine of the
inerrancy of Scripture does not require that ther&o seeming errors in Scripture.

Second, one might object that the answer igagonable because it compromises the dignity of
the letter of Scripture to such a degree that oightras well admit the existence of errors. This
objection can take several forms. First, someonghimbay that the difference between an
explanation allowing that the author believed sdrimgt false, but did not assert it, and an
explanation in which he does assert it, is onlyifeegtnce of degree. In either case the author
believed something false and manifested his faddiefb

217 Burtchaell, 288-289. For many examples of techesqgeveloped by exegetes to defend inerrancy, rsee F
William Most’s book,Free From all Error Not all such techniques can be endorsed withoalification, but

an examination of these techniques and the detatimmof their application to various kinds of apga
errors are outside the scope of this work.
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But even if in some sense with respect tohtilmman author there is only a difference in degree,
from God’s point of view there is a substantialfeliénce. It is one thing to say something true
through a deficient instrument and thus in a defitimanner. It is quite the opposite to say
something false.

Second, one might insist that if in a purelyrfan writing someone manifested a false belief,
then one would say that this was an error. Raynignogdvn appears to hold this position, and thus
he concludes that Scripture contains historicairsrr

Despite the respect that bound Catholic scholangafmal statements, this effort [of
Pope Benedict XV by means 8piritus Paraclitu§to save historical inerrancy failed,
for the twentieth century produced indisputabledemice of historical inaccuracies in
the Bible.

[A footnote to the preceding] For instance, thecdi®ry of the Neo-Babylonian
chronicles made it lucidly clear that the datesigmexl to various Babylonian
interventions in Daniel were wrong; no longer coekegetes say that those dates
might be true because of our ignorance of Babytloolaronology. One may very well
answer that the author of Daniel was not writingtdry, but surely he used those dates
because he thought they were corfétt.

Brown’s opinion is that the author of Daniel ertegtause “he used those dates because he thought
they were correct.” Since Brown says that the authay not have been writing history, and since
it follows that he may not have asserted the toitthe dates, Brown can only be saying that the
manifestation of an erroneous opinion is itseleanmr.

In regard to merely human writings, there wlobke some reason for this position. This is
accounted for by what was said above. Merely hum@iing must be measured from the point of
view of man. In such writing the author would hasserted his false position if questioned about
it, and thus it does not make much difference wdretle only manifests his false opinion or states
his opinion. But God would not say what is falseny case whatsoever. Thus in judging Scripture
such things are not to be called errors simphhaalgh one might say that they are errors in a
certain respect. Scripture does not contain eproperly speaking, but certain errors are expressed
in the manner of the writing?

Third, one might say that if God were to saghtsthings in such a deficient manner from his
own self, this would be blameworthy. Spinoza githés objection.

If anyone thinks that | am speaking too generalyd without sufficient warrant, |
would ask him to set himself to showing some fiypdah in these histories [contained
in Scripture] which might be followed without blanby other writers of chronicles,
and in his efforts at harmonizing and interpretatiso strictly to observe and explain
the phrases and expressions, the order and theectioms, that we may be able to
imitate these also in our writing®.

Spinoza’s point is that if a writer were deliberat® set out to write an inerrant history suchisas
contained in Sacred Scripture, he would be blam#wyobecause he would mislead people.
Because Scripture is written in a manner propem&m who are often ignorant or in error, if
someone deliberately wrote in such a manner othewd necessarily be deceived either about the

218 The Critical Meaning of the BibJel5-16. One might be surprised by the assumptianit Daniel appears
to differ from the Neo-Babylonian chronicles, iosttd immediately be concluded that the book of Bhisiin
error, while the secular chronicles are assumdzttaccurate.

29 Thus in this sense Newman was right to saydhiier dictacan be found in the Bible.

220 A Theological-Political Treatiser. R. H. M. Elwes (New York: Dover, 1951), 139.
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writer or about the things of which the writer spolSimilarly it seems that God would be
blameworthy for writing in this manner. If he istnthen it seems that he is not responsible even if
the human author asserts what is false.

The answer to Spinoza’'s argument about theahuauithor is that Scripture was not written by
omniscient men, but by men guided by the providesit&od. Thus it is true that there is no
procedure for writing history that can be followgekcisely in order to compose history similar to
that in Sacred Scripture. If someone knowing théhtwrites as if ignorant of the truth, he may be
blameworthy, and this is why one cannot delibeyaitsiitate the Scripture without blame. But if
someone ignorant of some truth does not expressl&dge of that truth, this is not blameworthy,
and this is why the authors of Scripture are withiolame if they do not “know how to state a
fact.””*' They may not have known the facts and thus coatcbe expected to know how to state
them.

Nor is God blameworthy, precisely because geaks in the manner proper to his instrument.
God perhaps would be deceptive if he spoke in autianner from his own self, but he does not do
this. But on the other hand he would be decepfiveisaid what is false through any instrument
whatever.

Fourth, someone might object that God gavé&re so that men could understand something.
It might seem more likely that he would allow sohiey false to be written than that he would
cause something true to be written which is alncestain to be misunderstood. But the answer to
this is that he did not give Scripture in ordeddbmen know all things about all things, and so if
some things are present in an obscure manner ipt@er, this is no objection. In addition, because
God “has scattered the proud in the thoughts ofr thearts,* it is not surprising that the
assumption that one can immediately understandythweg in Scripture can easily lead one into
error.

Now that particular objections have been aber&d in a general manner, and objections to this
general response, it is necessary to consider gdraral objections. Most can be resolved without
great difficulty by means of what has been saidstFsomeone might say that if the human author
does not know everything concerning science antryisthen God must reveal such things to him
or hemustfall into error. This seems to be Burtchaell'siios.

To sum up: in early days men naturally assumedittlaastatement or a document were
God's work, then it must enjoy his absolute autiyprand if it were so authoritative,
then it must have become so by miraculous produocttovas as if the Bible needed
wondrous origins comparable to Jesus’ virgin bik¥e have, of course, abandoned
much of this myth of miraculous biblical origingjtithe residual belief, that the Bible
could not be God’s word were it not inerrant, hag theologians around in circles
these many yeafé’

Burtchaell says that it was assumed that Scripsuirgerrant because it is the word of God, and that
this happened miraculously. But because it is noamin that this did not happen miraculously, it

should be concluded that Scripture is not inerrBat.example, someone might say that either the
author of Genesis asserts that there is a donteeisky or God instructs him so that he says this in
a metaphorical sense. But the second does not gegnteasonable, since it is hot necessary for
men to know about the structure of the heavensreftie the human author must assert what is
false in this case. The answer to this objectiogvident from what has been said. In this particula

example it is not unreasonable to suppose thdtuh®n author knows that there is not a dome, but

221 3pinoza, 139.
222 |_uke 1:51.
228 Byrtchaell, 294-295.
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speaks in the customary manfférBut even if it is supposed that he believes inekistence of
such a dome and is not instructed by God, it dassfallow that he makes such an assertion.
Rather divine providence causes him to assert whigt God wishes to assert, perhaps in such a
way that the human author does not take care tisagxpression cannot be taken to assert the
existence of such a dome. The essential mistakiisnobjection is that it does not take into
account the power of divine providence. Burtchami#lkes this mistake in the text quoted. He
criticizes the early assumptions, but nonethelessadtepts the assumption that if Scripture is
inerrant, it must have become so through miracutbeans. But in truth this happened through
God'’s providence, which can use whatever mearigdisps.

Grillmeier’'s objection that the inerrancy afripture is Scriptural monophysitism has also been
answered implicitly in the general solution to wiffities. All aspects of the human author’'s
personality, writing style, and even mistaken peasdeliefs can become manifest in the written
text of Scripture. Nonetheless he asserts nothadgefin his text, on account of the divine
authorship. Thus the text of Scripture takes orhathan properties except those contrary to the
dignity of the word of God. Not only is it not Sgtiral monophysitism to hold the doctrine of
inerrancy, but Grillmeier's own position was shoalrove to be a kind of Scriptural Nestorianism.
Grillmeier holds that there are false statementSadripture, statements that must be attributed to
the human author alone. Thus these words are meuehan words, rather than the words of God.

Third, someone might say that the doctrinénefrancy cannot be true because it forces one to
twist the obvious meaning of the text, which ougihtbe judged on internal criteria. Spinoza
suggests this objection.

The commentators make many other assertions ofkthds [twisting the sense of a

passage], which if true, would prove that the amicléebrews were ignorant both of
their own language, and of the way to relate anpteirrative. | should in such a case
recognize no rule or reason in interpreting Scriptiput it would be permissible to

hypothesize to one’s heart’s contéft.

Spinoza’s claim is that one can only hold that Bare is inerrant if one twists the obvious sense
of the text, which ought not to be done. But if dakes this objection to mean that the meaning of
Scripture should be judged on internal criterianalovithout regard for the principle that Scripture

is inerrant, then the objection is not true evea@died to merely human writings. For example, if

one knows for certain that an author holds a d&fiview, and then one comes upon something in
his writing which seems contrary to his view, ohert attempts to interpret it in such a way that it
fits with his general position. Only if there is neasonable way to do this will one conclude that

224 Because Leo XlII said that the sacred authorsexaetording to custom, some say that the Popedittpli
admitted the existence of errors in Scripture. éaldy in 1893 Pope Leo XIlI iRrovidentissimus DeuU®BS
3288) excluded natural or scientific matters froiflibal inerrancy, even if he did this through thepedient
of insisting that statements made about naturerdicwpto ordinary appearances were not errors.g@ample
might involve the sun going around the earth.) Whtiis understanding of error echoes an anciergtiguof
inerrancy with freedom from deception, it soundargge to modern ears, for inculpable mistakes ceabe
errors. In any case, Pope Leo’s approach underntireedery purpose for which most people want tesstr
inerrancy, namely, so that they can give unlimitesfidence to biblical statements. The theory thaste
statements were made according to surface appesramc so are not necessarily correct from a #igent
viewpoint is a backdoor way of admitting human dtoding on the part of the biblical authors” (Ragn
Brown, The Critical Meaning of the BibJel5). Brown’s position is that one who speaks atdiog to the
appearances speaks falsely when the appearangest dorrespond with the things, at least when leakp
without knowledge of the things. Thus, accordinggtown, if someone does not know that the eartblies,
and he says that the sun rises, he makes a fateensint. From this it follows that if such a marreveo say
that the sun does not rise, he would speak tritis $eems a very odd claim, to say the least. MesdPope
Leo XIII undermine the purpose of the doctrine pérrancy, since the primary purpose of holding the
doctrine is in order to recognize the true natdr8aripture as written by men inspired by God.

225 gpinoza, 139.
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the author is contradicting his own opinion. Similabecause God is truth itself, and God is the
author of Scripture, it is reasonable to interpvbat he says to be in accord with the truth.

On the other hand, there is a difference betmibe two cases. In the case of a human author,
one can sometimes conclude that he contradictswiisopinion because there is no other possible
interpretation of the text. In the case of Scripfunowever, it might sometimes be necessary to
suspend judgement concerning the meaning of aicedat. If one does not see any reasonable
interpretation in accord with truth, then one msis¢épend judgement. It is not necessary either to
admit the existence of error in Scripture or toeaisghat the meaning of the text is something
unreasonable. If one jumps to such a conclusids, ithdue to intellectual curiosity, not to the
doctrine of the inerrancy of Scriptu#&.“There are some things in them hard to underst&dt
is necessary to be patient if one wishes to avor@asonable conclusions, and this is particularly
true in the study of theology because of its dififig.

Fourth, someone might object that the doctofeScripture’s inerrancy is itself contrary to
Scripture. In some cases it might seem to be dehiidScripture expresses God’s word. “To the
rest | say—I and not the Lord—that if any believers a wife who is an unbeliever, and she
consents to live with him, he should not divorcei& This appears to suggest that this particular
text of Scripture is not from God. But the contsikbws that St. Paul means to say that this is not a
command from God, not that the text itself is monf God. Either God gives this as advice, or he
asserts that this is St. Paul's advice. Other aindhses can be treated in a similar manner. In no
place does Scripture say that Scripture is nowibrgl of God or that it contains false statements.

Fifth, one might object, as was pointed outieq that the Church might have received an
erroneous doctrine of the inerrancy of Scriptumnfrthe Jews and only slowly purified it. In part
this is answered by seeing that the teaching ofirteerancy of Scripture is an unchangeable
doctrine of the Church, and so it is a true doetniegardless of what one posits as the original
reasons for the doctrine. In addition, the Chur¢kaslition distinguishes between man and God as
authors of Scripture and posits different thingggring to them, as was pointed out in regard to
Lohfink’s claim that the Church did not carefullgresider the subject of inerrancy. The Church has
never posited an absolute perfection in the humahoas of Scripture, but it has held with the
certainty of faith that none of them ever said wilsaflalse in the text of Scripture. Insofar as this
care in distinguishing the human and divine autlodrScripture is not so present in the tradition of
the Jews, one cannot say that the Church’s podilitmives from any extreme position held by the
Jews.

But if one insists that the Church’s traditidmes seem to emphasize too strongly the perfection
of Scripture, in a way that seems inconsistent withhuman deficiencies asserted by this work to
be necessarily present in Scripture, then it isessary to distinguish between essential and
accidental elements in the Church’s tradition. &mmple, St. Augustine raises the question of the
eloquence of Scripture:

Here, perhaps, some one inquires whether the autttorse divinely-inspired writings
constitute the canon, which carries with it a mes$iblesome authority, are to be
considered wise only, or eloquent as well. A guestivhich to me, and to those who
think with me, is very easily settled. For whenenderstand these writers, it seems to
me not only that nothing can be wiser, but alst¢ tlméhing can be more eloquent. And
| venture to affirm that all who truly understantiat these writers say, perceive at the

226 Cf. Summa Theologiadl-Il, 167, 1, corp. The claim that the high gsi under which David entered the
temple and ate the loaves had two names might bexample of such a rash assertion, although ibts n
impossible. Perhaps it is more likely that the eixthe Gospel only asserts the words of Chrishwnéigard to
their substance, as seems to be generally thewdtts¢he discourses of Christ in the Gospels. i$ B the
case, then the name of the priest is added fandisess, but it might not be asserted that Chstally gave
the name.

2272 Peter 3:16.

281 Corinthians 7:12.
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same time that it could not have been properly sa@hy other way. For as there is a
kind of eloquence that is more becoming in youtit a kind that is more becoming in
old age, and nothing can be called eloquencehi&ihot suitable to the person of the
speaker, so there is a kind of eloquence thatdsrbang in men who justly claim the

highest authority, and who are evidently inspireGod**°

St. Augustine clearly distinguishes between théhtaf Scripture and its eloquence. No one can
question the truth of Scripture, but with respecthe eloquence of Scripture, a question can be
raised, even if it is easily settled. Thus it isaslthat St. Augustine believes the truth of Saripto
pertain to the faith, while the eloquence of Seniptdoes not, and hence disagreement is allowed
as regards the latter, but not as regards the forBh it is not necessary to disagree with St.
Augustine if one rightly understands his claim, dusse he does not claim that the authors always
speak with human eloquence. This is clear fromASigustine’s position that the authors of
Scripture should not be imitated in style or manner

The expositors of these writers [of Scripture],itheught not to express themselves in
the same way, as if putting forward their expositias of the same authority; but they
ought in all their deliverances to make it thestfiand chief aim to be understood,
using as far as possible such clearness of spbkattither he will be very dull who
does not understand them, or that if what theysbayild not be very easily or quickly
understood, the reason will lie not in the mannfeexpression, but in the difficulty
and subtlety of the matter they are trying to expt&

St. Augustine thus holds that the authors of Saergptio not always speak with human eloquence,
since it does not ordinarily pertain to human ettpe to speak in a manner difficult to understand.
Now, it may be that St. Augustine wrongly holdstthiae writers of Scripture always know the
reason for the obscurity of their writings, but oc&n grant his point about the eloquence of
Scripture insofar as the obscurity of Scripture itgseasons in divine providence. In any casis, it
clear that the distinction between the truth ofif8are and the eloquence of Scripture is a
distinction between what is primary and what isoselary, what is essential and what is accidental.

Finally, even if some have in the past overeasized the perfection of Scripture, nothing can
be gained by overemphasizing its imperfectionhdf inerrancy of Scripture is denied, it is difficul
to distinguish Scripture from any other human wgti Burtchaell claims, “It is not the writing
process of the Bible that differs from that of atheoks; it is the Bible that is different® But
then he goes on to make it indistinguishable frdhnother writings, as can be seen from the
following passages.

But the Christian conscience has customarily tckatieis particular collection
[Scripture] as something special. What is pecudiaout it? For one thing, it is drawn
only from a certain, limited era. It represents Wgssitudes of belief, in one way or
another, from the time it all began within Abrahamil the impact left by Jesus Christ
had sunk into the community he left behind. Thel®ib the chief record of the faith’s
gestation, of those long years when Christianitg warried in the womb of Israel. It
documents that time—never to be repeated—when Gedslation was slowly and
painfully trying to assert itself amid the night bfiman disinterest. This period,
however, has left other documents, other recordmeSof these have brought suit to
be admitted into this collection, yet a determipeticy of selectivity has culled out all
but the few we call Scripture. It is not unfairgay that some of our canonical books

2290n Christian DoctrinelV, 6, in NPNF, f series, 2:577.
290n Christian DoctrinelV, 6, in NPNF, 1 series, 2:581.
1 Byrtchaell, 294.
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might have been omitted, or some of the apocrypictuded, without altering the
character of the collection noticeably. In thispest canonicity does have something
arbitrary about it**

As this use [discerning heresy from orthodoxy] aredheration of the sacred books
became ever more reflective, one constant purpoddrand emerged: to select those
past writings which represent the mainstream oetigpment from Abraham to Christ,
and through Christ to wherever a particular Chustbod. A canon was a loyalty
device precisely because faith, as it developed|dcpoint off in any number of
directions, and the canon purposely included thdeeuments that—apart from
others—best pointed to where the Spirit had ledherch.

What does the Church find in her Scriptures@rother literature of her past, she
finds what former believers had to say about Gatlthrir life in his sight. And as in
that other literature, she does not expect to éirgtatement for the present, a perfect
expression of the mind of God. Accordingly as itaifaithful reproduction of past
belief, the Bible will display the imperfections,orfusions, shortsightedness,
inconsistency, and errors that beset believerhaff éra, as they are always going to
afflict the faith of feeble meft®

Here Burtchaell claims to speak of Scripture insgpiby the Holy Spirit. But one might suspect that
he speaks rather of writings inspired by the husprit.

b. Objections to the utility of the doctrine

Next it is necessary to consider objections touttiléty of the doctrine of the inerrancy of Scripéu
First, it might seem that the doctrine of inerraircyot useful for an understanding of Scriptute. |
would not be useful for understanding Scriptureyifit one is led to interpretations of the text mor
distant from the true meaning than if one held thate are errors in Scripture. But this might seem
to be the case, especially in light of the accayimén of seeming errors in the first part of the
objections. If one comes upon a statement that séere false and interprets it to say something
true, one might come up with a highly improbabladieg, and it might be nearer to the truth
simply to say that it is a false statement.

In part this can be answered by what was ah@e concerning intellectual curiosity. If one
accepts the inerrancy of Scripture it is not neagst jump to the conclusion that a text appearing
erroneous has some wildly implausible meaning #riough to say that one does not understand it.
But even if one does make such a jump, it is ng that one will be more distant from the truth
than if one says that it is a false statement.example, if someone does not know the nature of a
disputed question, he may begin to read $lmenma Theologiaand see that it appears that St.
Thomas contradicts himself, since he says in aaabibn that God does not exist, while he says in
the body that God does exfétIn such a case the most appropriate thing to dddvoe for him to
suspend his judgement until he understood the eatiua disputed question. But if he does make a
judgement, he can do this in two ways. Either hg ssy that St. Thomas contradicts himself and
says both that God does and does not exist, orayamterpret the texts so that they are consistent.
For example, he might say that in the objectionT&bmas understands ‘God’ as a vague cloud of
infinite goodness of such a nature that all evibsluded, and in the response as a certain iafinit
good of a different nature. He says the first kiidsod does not exist and the second kind does

232 Burtchaell, 301.

233 Burtchaell, 303.

234 Summa Theologiaé, 2, 3. Such problems are often actually raisgdtudents new to St. Thomas and to
the scholastic method.
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exist. Now if one considers which of these readiisgsloser to the intention of St. Thomas, then
one can see that the position that St. Thomas adiots himself may be nearer to the surface
appearance of the texts, but the reading of this &x consistent is nearer to St. Thomas’ intention
regarding the article as a whole. If one says 8tafThomas contradicts himself, one misses the
whole point of the article, which is simply to aegthat God exists. Thus the reading that interprets
the texts so that they are consistent is bettar tha reading saying that the texts contradict one
another. Similarly, if Scripture is inerrant, ithetter and closer to God’s intention if one intetp

it to say what is true, even if one twists the niegrof the text, than it is to say that the textssa
what is false. But in any case such intellectuaiiosity is to be avoided and corrected. St.
Augustine discusses the danger of this kind ofrerro

Whoever takes another meaning out of Scripture tharwriter intended, goes astray,
but not through any falsehood in Scripture. Newagss, as | was going to say, if his
mistaken interpretation tends to build up love, ahhis the end of the commandment,
he goes astray in much the same way as a man whnistgke quits the high road, but
yet reaches through the fields the same place fochwihe road leads. He is to be
corrected, however, and to be shown how much bigtienot to quit the straight road,
lest, if he get into the habit of going astray,rhay sometimes take cross roads, or
even go in the wrong direction altogetf&r.

Second, it might seem that the doctrine ofifbgre’s inerrancy derogates from the care
necessary for understanding Scripture, especiallight of the account given of seeming errors in
the first part of the objections. If seeming errars present simply because of the limitation$ef t
human author, then one might conclude that theildeté the text are unimportant. But this
conclusion does not follow. The reason for thithet God is responsible not only for timeaning
of the text, but also for thmodein which it expresses something. If the text ezspes something in
a limited, human manner, this is only because Gshed to express something in this manner.
Thus there will necessarily be reasons in God'sviemce for what pertains to the mode of
expression, and for all seeming defects in the @&xtThomas offers an example of such a reason
for a human defect while discussing the problera pfophecy of Jeremiah cited by Matthew.

But there is a question, why does he [Matthew] s#gying through Jeremiah the
prophet since the words as they lie there [Matthew 27a8§ not found in the whole
of Sacred Scripture. Nevertheless something sirglésund in Zachariah 11:1Zhey
paid my price, thirty pieces of silveFhere is therefore the question, why is this set
down as said by Jeremiah, since it was said by af@&ih... Augustine solves this:
Sometimes it happens that as one wishes to exffressame of one author, the name
of another occurs to one; therefore it might be Wzen he [Matthew] wished to write
Zachariah, he wrote Jeremiah. But there were theemyrdews who knew the law; why
did they not correct this? Because they thoughtttiia was divinely spoken, because
all prophets spoke from the Holy Spirit, and therdgof the prophet do not have
efficacy except from the Holy Spirit; therefore ander that they might suggest this
mystery, they did not correctit®

St. Thomas suggests that Matthew made a mistakén tiee sense that he made a false statement,
but in the sense that he wrote something other thlaat he intended to write, and that this
happened in order to show that God is the authatlgirophecy. Thus it does not matter whether

235 0n Christian Doctrinel, 36, in NPNF, T series, 2:533.

236 |n Evangelium S. Matthaei Commentar@h. 27 (Rome: Marietti, 1919), p. 381. Here weehget another
example of an objection raised at the time of Sdcdatican Council, supposedly as a result of modern
science and research, but which was addressediesrago.
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Jeremiah or Zachariah made this prophecy, and @Gdidated this by allowing Matthew to write
the wrong name.

Third, someone might object that the doctfiénerrancy is not useful for the knowledge of
theology. Theology does not depend on history aamliral science, and therefore it does not
benefit theology to know that Scripture does natierthese matters. For example, as Newman
pointed out, it does not seem important to knowtiveor not Paul actually left his cloak at Troas
with Carpus. It does not seem that one deriveddbeal conclusions from this fact.

In the first place, even if there were no shehefit to theology in the doctrine of inerranthe
doctrine would benefit theology precisely in thexse that the doctrine is part of theology, and
therefore is ordered to the whole science. Simyilarie might say that the teaching that Christ
never sinned does not “benefit” theology. But jastf Christ had committed a sin, it would follow
that God was a sinner, so also if there were & ftlstement in Scripture, it would follow that God
was a liar.

But it is not true that there are no otherdfgs that result from the doctrine. The doctrine
forces one to take care in explaining the natutdeftexts of Scripture, and therefore one wilktak
care in finding the theological meaning of Scriptuin addition, historical and natural truths are
contained in Scripture for the sake of the principaths revealed, and therefore to know these
truths is useful to some degree. For example, éf denies the historical fact that Christ chose only
men as apostles, one will assert that women shogldrdained to the priesthood, a theological
error. It is true that the knowledge of histori€atts contained only obscurely in Scripture cannot
be very necessary for the principal doctrines. &uw who maintains that obscure statements in
Scripture can be false must also maintain that desiements in Scripture can be false.

Fourth, one might object that the doctrineir@rrancy is not useful for theology because it
subjects theology to natural reason. Spinoza raisge®bjection.

Such are the words of Maimonides [to the effect Baipture is to be interpreted in
accord with what is known to be true by reason{] Hrey are evidently sufficient to
establish our point: for if he had been convincgddason that the world is eternal, he
would not have hesitated to twist and explain attaywords of Scripture till he made
them appear to teach this doctrine. He would helteyfiite sure that Scripture, though
everywhere plainly denying the eternity of the wloreally intends to teach it. So that,
however clear the meaning of Scripture may be, beldvnot feel certain of having
grasped it, so long as he remained doubtful ofrilth of what was written. For we are
in doubt whether a thing is in conformity with reasor contrary thereto, so long as
we are uncertain of its truth, and, consequently,cannot be sure whether the literal
meaning of a passage be true or false....

Further, the truth of this theory would involve thhe masses, having generally no
comprehension of, nor leisure for, detailed prowfsuld be reduced to receiving all
their knowledge of Scripture on the authority aedtimony of philosophers, and,
consequently, would be compelled to suppose that ititerpretations given by
philosophers were infallible.

Truly this would be a new form of ecclesiaatiauthority, and a new sort of priests
or pontiffs, more likely to excite men’s ridicullean their veneratioft.

Spinoza says that if one must interpret Scriptareet in accord with reason, then one cannot know
the meaning of Scripture until one knows the natfréhings. But this objection is based on the
implicit denial that Scripture is in fact in accondth reason and inerrant. If Scripture is entirely
true, then one can take any reality and judge $teaipture cannot be contrary to that reality. But
one can also take the clear sense of Scripturgualge that reality cannot be contrary to Scripture.

237 Spinoza, 115-116.
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Thus philosophy has no more authority over exegdss exegesis has over philosophy. The
reason for the objection is the assumption thattbar sense of Scripture is contrary to reality, s
that one can conclude in only one direction, frévimgs to the sense of Scripture. But to say that
the clear sense of Scripture is contrary to readisimply to say that Scripture is false, whicmdg
the case. Thus if Scripture does in fact “everywhaainly” deny the eternity of the world, then
the world is not eternal according to the naturehifigs, and any opposing arguments can be
answered™

Fifth, one might object that inerrancy is mseful because it is harmful in other ways. Fitst,
might seem that it can be harmful with respecthim ihtellectual life. Belief in inerrancy is often
connected with fundamentalism, and it is claimedt thundamentalism and belief in inerrancy
destroy the intellect.

The stubborn defense on the part of many of itadamentalism’s] followers of a
theory of verbal inerrancy inevitably leads to ardice of the intellect. The theory
itself is largely the product of seventeenth-cent@rotestant scholasticism and lacks
deeper roots in the Christian tradition.

The meaning of ‘verbal inerrancy’ in this commeatriot clear. If this includes the doctrine
defended by this work, then the doctrine certaidg far deeper roots in the Christian tradition, as
was shown in the first half of the work. To saytttias doctrine leads to a sacrifice of the intetle
means that it leads one to hold unreasonable belgft this is not necessary, as was said above,
since unreasonable beliefs are the consequenagediectual curiosity. In the particular case of
Protestant fundamentalism, this usually takes ¢t fof believing that the inerrancy of Scripture
requires that everything be taken according tdfitise sense of the words. For example, according
to this method one concludes from Genesis 1 tleatvtbrld was made in six twenty-four hour days,
some of which existed before the sun, in termshitiva day is defined. To jump from the truth of
Scripture to conclusions of this kind is curiosignd such conclusions do not follow from the
doctrine of inerrancy. Thus a sacrifice of the liBte is not necessary, but patience and faith in
divine revelation are necessary if one is to hbkl doctrine of the inerrancy of Scripture. In fact,
far from sacrificing itself, the intellect is pected by submitting itself to divine revelation.

Again, one might object that the doctrine mérrancy is psychologically harmful. Grillmeier
seems to suggest that this is the case in a teteédyreviously.

But there are also parts of Scripture which havg an auxiliary function in relation
to these direct truths of salvation. Here, fromplet of view of the secular sciences,
somewhat less than the truth can be expressed. wenmnust accept facts without
prejudice and without anxiety. The question of iaacy is not to become a matter of a
bad conscience or false attitudes but should operisceyes to the full nature of
Scripture®*

Similarly, he states in his conclusion, “The agepkiety in relation to Scripture is to be regarded
as over—a new life with it is to staf’* The position is that the doctrine of inerrancyde#o bad
conscience, false attitudes, and anxiety. Butdhjsction amounts to nothing unless the doctrine is
false or doubtful. One who accepts inerrancy celteias a false attitude if the doctrine is false.
But if the doctrine is true, then his attitude @ false. If someone is in constant anxiety over th
inerrancy of Scripture, this is not because of doetrine, but because he doubts the doctrine.

238 Cf, Summa Theologiaé, 1, 8, corp.

239 R. Harrisville and W. Sundberdhe Bible in Modern CulturéGrand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1995),
199.

240 Grillmeier, 236.

241 Grillmeier, 246.
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Someone who believes the doctrine does not womwytaihe possibility that he might find an error
in Scripture, because he believes that this is gside. Similarly, the doctrine would only leadao
bad conscience if someone claimed to believe totride while in his heart doubting or denying it.
If someone believes the doctrine because it isatoadl within divine revelation, and nothing
causes him to doubt the doctrine, he does not &dnaal conscience, since it is reasonable to accept
divine revelation. This objection can only arisenfr someone who thinks that he sees errors in
Scripture, and believes that everyone else mustheeerrors as well. From this he concludes that
those who claim the inerrancy of Scripture mushybrg or at least must be afraid that such ‘errors’
will turn out to be truly errors. But this is ndiet case. Those who believe in the inerrancy of
Scripture do not find errors in Scripture, nor tieyt fear that apparent errors will turn out to be
truly errors.

Finally, someone might claim that the doctrofiénerrancy as understood by this work is not a
useful doctrine because it says nothing abouttelxeof Scripture. If all apparent errors can be
explained away in one way or another, then one defend the inerrancy of any writing one
wishes, and Scripture does not really turn outedalifferent from any other writing. It is necessary
to say two things in answer to this. First, eveit Wfere true that one could defend the inerrarfcy o
any writing by the means proposed, it would nolofel that the doctrine is useless. The reason is
that in one case such a defense would be true,lpémie case of Scripture, and false in the case
of other writings. Thus Scripture would in realltg different from other writings, but similar in
appearance. Second, it is not true that any seefing error can be explained away. If an author
holds a position constantly, presents his view anynplaces, and argues it in many ways, then no
one can claim that he does not assert this posiéind if this position is false, then no one can
legitimately say that he does not err. But if athau says something only once, it is true that this
could be explained away. A simple way to do thisildde to say that the author accidentally left
out a word, and so his thought was badly expresBeds the doctrine of inerrancy does demand
that Scripturenot have certain kinds of seeming errors, namely,ehbat are certainly errors, or
those that are in fact errors, while it allows Btuie to have other kinds of seeming erfdts.

Along the same lines, someone might insist tha doctrine says nothing about the text of
Scripture because the doctrine concerns the ofigiaauscripts alone, and these are not in our
possession. Raymond Collins holds this position:

Enlightened fundamentalists, however, are not iwvipas to the discrepancies in
biblical mss. or in parallel narratives of the Omdathe Gospels as detected by
historical criticism. In a seminal article (“Insption,” Presbyterian Revie\ [1881]
225-60) A. A. Hodge and B. B. Warfield formulatditee criteria that must be met
before something can be considered an error sucko agestroy the inerrancy-
inspiration of the Scriptures. The error must (&¥w in the “original autograph” of
the biblical text; (2) involve the true meaning anténtion of the text, “definitely and
certainly ascertained”; and (3) render that trueamgg “directly and necessarily
inconsistent” with some “certainly known" fact astory or science. But these criteria

242 Because this answer to the objection maintairisttieatext of Scripture differs from other texts aly in
reality, but also in appearance, it suggests thesipiity of arguing for the inerrancy of Scriptusa the basis
of the general characteristics of the text. Thumesdvave argued that critical study of the text ofif@ure
actually verifies the doctrine of inerrancy: “IfeeiNew Testament, claiming full inspiration, did #éthsuch
internal characteristics as should set aside thim¢it would not be a trustworthy guide to saleat But on
the contrary, since all the efforts of the enenoie€hristianity] eager to discover error by which they might
convict the precious word of life of falsehdothave proved utterly vain, the Scriptures stand feeics
authenticated as from God. They are, then, just Wiey profess to be; and criticism only secureth&mn the
more firmly the position they claim” (Benjamin Blarfield, The Inspiration and Authority of the Bibk41).
Now one might use such an argument as probablepheitcannot really prove the doctrine in this way,
because even a text containing errors would no¢sseeily contain errors that are provably such.eP@jois
Xll also referred to this form of argument whendpoke of “proving” Scripture to be free of error.
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deprive biblical inerrancy of rational verificatiofor (1) pertains to a text that is no
longer extant®®

It is necessary to say that Hodge and Warfieldraylat in holding that inerrancy can only be
wholly maintained in regard to the original texfsSxripture, because copyists and translators are
evidently able to make mistakes in their copies @adslations. Thus it follows, according to
Collins, that the doctrine is useless, since ityardncerns texts which are not in our possession.
The answer to this is evident from what has beeéd ahove regarding isolated mistakes and
mistakes which are asserted many times and in mayg. Because it must be admitted that the
Church possesses the substance of Scriptu®cripture as possessed by the Church will be
entirely free of the latter kind of error, whilevitll be capable of having the former kind of etror
Nor is the doctrine useless even with regard tt $slated mistakes, because even in these cases
the doctrine does in fact make some demand orettie It demands precisely that such a mistake
should not be an accurate translation or copy @fottiginal text, and this is something subject in a
general way to “rational verification,” even if niotevery single case.

B. Inerrancy considered in relation to theologyaashole

Finally the relation between the doctrine of therfancy of Scripture and the rest of theology must
be considered. When the tradition of the Jews wasidered, it was stated that this doctrine is a
doctrine most fundamental to the faith, as sometltiommon to both Jews and Christians. The
reason for this is that the doctrine is very clpsdielked to the origin of all doctrine.

The God of all Providence, who in the adorablegtesbf His love at first elevated the
human race to the participation of the divine natand afterwards delivered it from
universal guilt and ruin, restoring it to its priimé dignity, has, in consequence,
bestowed upon man a splendid gift and safeguard-iagaknown to him, by
supernatural means, the hidden mysteries of Hisnitiy His wisdom and His
mercy.... This supernatural revelation, accordinthbelief of the universal Church,
is contained both in unwritten traditions and wverttbooks, which are, therefore, called
sacred and canonical because, “being written utidemspiration of the Holy Ghost,
they have God for their author, and as such haga Helivered to the Church*

Leo XIllIl thus suggests that the belief in God'shauship, and therefore the belief in the inerrancy
of Scripture, are closely linked to the belief inide revelation. This revelation was given by the
providence of God for the sake of man’s supernaturd.

But it is necessary that the end be foreknown tam,meho ought to order their
intentions and actions to the end. Whence it wassgary for the salvation of man
that certain things which exceed human reason dhbeal made known to him by
divine revelatiorf.®

2434 nspiration,” 52, inThe New Jerome Biblical Commentatp31.

244 This is required by the definition of the CoungilTrent, “If anyone, however, should not accept $aid
books [the canon as defined by Trent] as sacrectandnical, entire with all their parts, as theyewwont to
be read in the Catholic Church, and as they ar¢aowd in the old Latin Vulgate edition... let him be
anathema” (Session IV, in Denz. 784). This defimitcannot be taken to mean that the Vulgate idrepn
every verse and every word, but it does imply thatbooks of the Vulgate contain the substancecptire,
since otherwise they would not be “sacred and daabh

24>pope Leo Xl Providentissimus Deus.

246 5t Thomas Aquina§umma Theologiag, 1, 1, corp.
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St. Thomas thus says that the purpose of revel@itrat man should know the end and the way to
the end. The end is God. “And this is eternal lifgt they may know you, the only true God, and
Jesus Christ whom you have sefif. The way to the end is to receive life from Godutjio Christ.
“Father, the hour has come; glorify your Son sd tha Son may glorify you, since you have given
him authority over all people, to give eternal lffeall whom you have given hini® It follows
that faith in God and in his providence is mostessary to man. “And without faith it is
impossible to please God, for whoever would apgrdam must believe that he exists and that he
rewards those who seek hif*In the second place faith in Christ is necess#yr God so loved
the world that he gave his only Son, so that eveywho believes in him may not perish, but may
have eternal life?*

First the doctrine of the inerrancy of Scrigtwill be considered in relation to the existente
God and his providence, the ultimate end and tliecsoof the attainment of the end. Then it will
be considered in relation to Christ, who is the wathe end. Last it will be considered in relation
to the existence of the revelation by which thid and the way to this end are made known to man.
With respect to the first, it is immediately evidéhat one who denies the existence of God or his
providence must deny the inerrancy of Scriptured @wough his providence caused Scripture to
be without error, and one who does not believdhéndause has no reason to believe in the effect.
On the other hand, the connection between denyiagirterrancy of Scripture and denying the
existence or providence of God is not a necesgay ©ne might consistently hold that God exists
and rules the world by his providence, and stiless that God has not caused Scripture to be
without error.

But although the link between these denialads a necessary one, they can often be found
together. The reason for this is that the fundaategetison for denying the inerrancy of Scripture is
either the denial of the existence of God or theiaeof his providence. It has been shown above
that Scripture’s inerrancy cannot be disproved xangples of errors, and that it is an effect of the
excellence of divine providence. One who deniesramey thus must derogate from divine
providence. But since the doctrine cannot be disgidrom Scripture itself or from the Church’s
tradition, the fundamental reason for this deragatian only be the implicit denial of providence
itself, which is itself implicitly based upon themial of God'’s existenc8" The opinion of the
Modernists is an example of the denial of inerramsting on the denial of the existence of God, as
was pointed out in the case of Loisy. Burtchaglisition seems to be based implicitly on the
denial of God’s providence. Burtchaell himself, lewmar, supposes that his position is based upon a
more perfect understanding of providence.

On a more refined view, God does not split resgalityi with man, for he is a
transcendent cause. He moves his creatures wittimgelf moving. He does not need
to intervene, for the distance between him andedues is not one that is bridged in
this way. Whether we speak of the most ordinary dnumvent or of the economy of
the incarnation, it is the same: God is cause ahdm activity without himself
reaching in to take control from us. Whether Pettches fish or converts men, his
acts are totally human and totally his. We are simoued to see Christ as more
intensely responsible for the latter type of fighiand are tempted to imagine some
rearrangement of procedure within Peter's hearhedrts. But more correctly we
should see that in both cases Christ is in equaltatal control. There is a difference,
not of procedure, but of finality, order, purpopkan. When we predicate a human act
of God, there need be nothing peculiar—discernilsl@ot—in the dynamics of that

47 John 17:3.

28 John 17:1-2.

249 Hebrews 11:6.

%0 John 3:16.

%1 since God is not only provident, but is provideitself, one who denies the providence of God inithji
denies the existence of God.
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human act. God’s hand in history is to be seen,imdtis pre-empting of human
responsibility or re-arranging of human events, ibu new order and purpose to
things which can retrospectively be appreciatethieyinsight of faith.

Now how is this all related to the theologyimépiration? Rude people have ever
considered it appropriate that contact and conveesseen God (or gods) and men be
attended by wondrous events and prodigies. Goddcoat be imagined to speak
without such éclat. This is why the early livestbé saints abound in miracles and
portents. This is why the oracle at Delphi hadpeak in a trance....

Now primitive theology is ho monopoly of pritiwe people. | submit that most of
the inspiration theory which this book has reviewsethe heir of this backward notion
of inspiration (and of revelation). The dictatiatea is long dead and gone, but its
corollary has unwittingly been retained. Say thati®vas the originator of any event,
and most believers will immediately feel it must d@erfect event, absolute as he is
absolute. Inspiration, as a divinely initiated aeas treated as other divine acts: it was
accorded absolute attributes. In this instancettrébute is inerrancy. Further, there is
the persistent belief that if God is the authortlié book in a way that no other
religious document can claim him, somehow he masttampered with the writing
process. Most commentators will insist that if devicausality in Scripture is to be
different from ordinaryconcursus it must somehow have a direct effect upon the
dynamics of authorship. But it would be preferalite recognize that what set
salvation-acts apart from acts of merencursusare not different procedures, but
different results. It is not the writing processtiog Bible that differs from that of other
books; it is the Bible that is differefit.

Burtchaell thus holds that it was “formerly” thougihat God's activity in the world had to be
extraordinary, while it is “now” known that God fslly the cause of things even in the ordinary
course of events. Thus he concludes that God’soallp of Scripture does not imply that
Scripture came to be in an extraordinary mannet. @tlhough he is right to say that it is not
necessary to say that Scripture came to be in@mous manner, he manifests in his own text the
same misunderstanding of providence that he conslémmthers. This error is manifest in his
claim that inerrancy is the corollary of a dictatitheory of inspiration. The arguments in the
previous parts of this work do not depend uponeaiy concerning the manner in which Scripture
came to be, but they depend on God's purpose faptBre, namely, to communicate his own
words. Burtchaell himself claims to recognize tBaripture and its purpose are different from
other books and their purposes, but he deniesahigat difference. He denies that Scripture is the
word of God. By taking this denial to follow frorhd denial of the dictation theory, he shows his

22 Burtchaell, 291-294. Karl Rahner’s argument agaBwd’s literary authorship is an example of thedkof
position criticized here by Burtchaell. “For, if @as to be the literary author of the Scriptures,id if we
may formulate it in this way, a categorical and adtanscendental cause. In other words, his daugaelf,

and not only its effects, will be within the diménss in which his creatures live and act. If hadshe the
literary author of the Scriptures, and not onlyitheanscendental cauSewhich in itself would not be
sufficient for a literary authorshipthen God must be at work within the redemptive disnen of the world,
just as in the prophetic inspiration and in theatle of the Incarnation, both representing acésif God'’s
miraculous character; in a certain sense theyemselves, as actions of God and not only in thifécts,
possess a spatio-temporal determination. But asiGdidese cases is the person who originally spaoia
acted alone, in the same way we cannot conceiv@aaf otherwise than as the one and only author, who
suffers no one else besides himselfispiration in the BiblgNew York, NY: Herder and Herder, 1961), 15-
16]. Rahner thus holds that God cannot be theahgeauthor of Scripture, because such authorshipldvo
exclude human authorship. But Burtchaell quitethighoints out that causing Scripture with a certaiirpose
and nature would be sufficient for God's authorshémd so nothing must be subtracted from human
authorship.
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belief that God could only produce his own wordsdimtation. Thus he falls into the same mistake
concerning the providence of God that he recogriizethers.

A certain suggestion of a position implicilyxcluding God’s existence can also be found in this
passage, thus illustrating the connection made ebewveen the denial of God's providence and
the denial of God's existence. When he says, “Tiwhy the early lives of the saints abound in
miracles and portents,” he suggests the positiahrtiiracles do not happen, although he does not
actually hold this position. This position is imptly based upon the denial of God'’s existefice.

On the other hand, one who recognizes thdesds of God and his providence has no trouble
asserting the doctrine of inerrancy, while recomgjzhat the manner in which Scripture came to
be is a separate question. The excellence of Gua'¢idence is made manifest in this, that he
causes men to be true authors of the word of Gbds hie has “bestowed upon man a splendid gift
and safeguard—making known to him, by supernataesns, the hidden mysteries of His divinity,
His wisdom and His mercy™

Next the relation between the incarnationhef Word and the inerrancy of Scripture must be
considered. Since it is now generally recognized €hrist as presented in the Gospels does indeed
claim to be the Son of God, and therefore to be, Gah who deny the incarnation obviously also
deny the inspiration and inerrancy of ScripttifeBut not all those who deny the inerrancy of
Scripture deny the incarnation. Once again, howdherlatter denial is the implicit source for the
former denial. The Catechism makes an analogy lestvike inspiration of Scripture and the
incarnation of the Word:

In order to reveal himself to men, in the condesmanof his goodness God speaks to
them in human words: “Indeed the words of God, egped in the words of men, are
in every way like human language, just as the Wafrthe eternal Father, when he
took on himself the flesh of human weakness, bedémenen” OV 13).

Through all the words of Sacred Scripture, Gpdaks only one single Word, his
one Utterance in whom he expresses himself contplete

You recall that one and the same Word of God esetioughout
Scripture, that it is one and the same Utteraneg tbsounds in the
mouths of all the sacred writers, since he who iwake beginning God
with God has no need of separate syllables; fois ot subject to time
(St. AugustineEn. in Ps 103, 4, 1: PL 37, 1378§°

The Catechism makes two points here. The firdhds in Scripture the words of God become the
words of men, and therefore take on human likermssshe Word takes on human likeness in
becoming man. The second is that what is express&rtripture is a participation in what is

understood in the divine Word. This point is a @qgence of the position that the words of
Scripture are an expression of the mind of God. @helogy between the incarnation and the

%53 One of the objections to the existence of Godhig &ll things depend upon nature and will, and titu
seems unnecessary to say that God ex@tma Theologiaé, 2, 3, obj. 1). St. Thomas answers that God is
the first cause of nature and will, but one whosstiat this first cause never acts except through second
causes comes dangerously close to saying thandtigeally there at all. Thus Augustine says, 1Wime one
say that these miracles [in Scripture] are falsat they never happened, and that the recordeof #re lies?
Whoever says so, and asserts that in such matieexcords whatever can be credited, may also sayhbre
are no gods who care for human affai€ity of God X, 18, in NPNF, 1 Series, 2:192).

#4pope Leo Xl Providentissimus Deus.

2% Muslims might be considered a counter-examplejrbthis case inerrancy is in effect denied by nseain
the claim that the Bible has undergone substaali@tations, as was implicitly suggested by R. i@slin his
objection to Warfield’s position.

2% Catechism of the Catholic Church01-102.
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inspiration of Scripture has been used in two déffié ways. Pope Pius XIl uses this analogy to
prove the inerrancy of Scripture:

For just as the substantial Word of God was mddertian in all things ‘without sin,’
so also the words of God, expressed in human lgggua all things have been made
like human speech, without error, which Saint J@imysostom has already extolled
with highest praise as ths®yncatabasisor, condescension of a provident God; and
which he has asserted again and again is the waise Sacred Scripturé¥.

Pius XII teaches that just as the Word became imaindid not take on any defects contrary to the
dignity of his person, so divine words are exprdssehuman language, but do not take on any
defects contrary to their divine character, andceetiiey exclude error. But others hold that this
analogy fails. Grillmeier says that this analogysvexcluded from the Council’'s document due to
its inadequacy:

Although this strict parallelism [between the sgdpress of Christ and the inerrancy of
Scripture] was expressly desired by some fathénsas rightly criticized by others
and consequently dropped. For—to argue dogmatiedhye sinlessness of Christ in
his humanity follows from the hypostatic union. tJas the connection of the Church
with the Holy Spirit cannot be regarded as a pakallith the divine humanity of
Christ, Scripture too, as the word of God in thenan word, cannot be seen as a
parallel to the incarnation. There is an importanalogy between the two, but it is
only an analogy. The whole argument was conceiwettrims of the problem of the
inerrancy of Scripture. The Constituti@ei Verbunfinally broke through this narrow
framework and for this reason dropped the refereiocéieb. 4:15. Certainly the
incarnation and the inspiration of Scripture areenseas two modes of the
condescension of God and his accommodation of Hiitses. At the suggestion of
Cardinal Konig the emphasis on this condescensiguieed a meaning which was
precisely the opposite to that given it in the saheof 1962: it is not the absolute
inerrancy of Scripture which is deduced from itf,ban the contrary, the admission
that this condescension also accepts the humanggibf the writer§>®

As in a former case, Grillmeier interprets an abseaf a statement in the Council to imply its
denial. He does not find the deduction of the imecy of Scripture from this analogy in the
Council, and therefore says that the Council insatedsay that because Scripture takes on a human
mode, it must take on error. But in fact nothinga#lt can be deduced from the absence of a
statement in the Council. The lack of a statementdt the denial of the statement. Thus the
Council says nothing at all about this question.

Grillmeier claims that this analogy fails besa Scripture is not hypostatically united to God.
But in fact the reason that the hypostatic unioplies the sinlessness of Christ is that the uriity o
person in Christ implies the possibility of a cormimation of idioms. What can be said about the
man Christ can be said about God. Therefore ifitha Christ sinned, then God sinned. But this is
impossible. Therefore the man Christ could not Similarly, the unity of the words of Scripture
implies the possibility of another communicationidibms. What men said is what God said. Thus
what can be said of the words of men can be saibleofvords of God>® Thus if the human words
of Scripture are false, the divine words are faé.this is impossible. Therefore the human words

%7 Divino Afflante Spirityin Denz. n. 2294.

28 Grillmeier, 227.

%9 This must be understood to concern material pagidic rather than formal predication. It can belghat
the man Christ is God, but not that Christ as n&a@od. Similarly, the human words of Scripture toe
words of God, but not insofar as they are humardscor
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of Scripture cannot be false. Thus there is a cetapdarallel insofar as each case permits a certain
communication of idiom&>

Thus, as was said above, one who denies #neircy of Scripture must deny that the words of
Scripture are strictly and truly the words of Gathis is analogous with the position that the man
Christ was not strictly and truly God. Thus thessifions can be found combined in such writers
as Benedict Spinoza, and the latter denial is #teral foundation for the former denial.

But one who believes that “long ago God spimkeur ancestors in many and various ways by
the prophets, but in these last days he has spokas by a Son?®* will believe both that Christ
was truly the Son of God and that it was indeed @bd spoke by the prophets. “No prophecy
ever came by the will of man, but men moved byHbéy Spirit spoke from God**?

Finally it is necessary to consider the relatbetween the doctrine of inerrancy and the
existence of revelation. One who denies the exigtex revelation naturally denies the inerrancy
of Scripture. As in the other cases, the deniathef existence of revelation is not an absolutely
necessary consequence of the denial of the ingr@in8cripture, but once again there is a certain
connection between the two denials.

One who denies the inerrancy of Scripture rdesty that Scripture is strictly and truly the word
of God. Thus Scripture cannot be said to containdirevelation in virtue of itself, but can only
be said to contain a record of a former revelat®imilarly, the teaching of the Church, even when
infallible, is not a revelation itself, but is arpeession of a former revelation. Thus one who eni
the inerrancy of Scripture must deny the existesfcaritten revelation. This is not intrinsically
impossible, but it is contrary to the Catholic lfeénd would make the Church’s grasp on revelation
extremely tenuou®?

But this position is often not held so clea@®ften someone will say that Scripture contains
errors, but that in some way it is revelation intwé of itself. The reason given for this is that
revelation is imperfect at first and then growpésfection. Loisy holds a position of this kind:

In fact, it is possible to look upon the Bible mmdjer as a rule or rather the permanent
source of faith, but as a historical document, whtre origins and the ancient
development of religion can be discovered, a testynwhich permits us to understand
the state of belief in a certain epoch, which pnesé in writings of that same date and
that same characté¥.

This position implicitly attributes falsehood to gaas has been shown before, and also implicitly
contains the denial of the infallibility of the Qtoh.

This position implies the denial of the infiility of the Church for two reasons. First, ifeth
imperfection of revelation allows the existenceeafors in revelation itself, Sacred Scripture, then
yet more will the imperfection of revelation admitors into theexpressiorof revelation. Thus one
will be able to hold that the Church is not infaldi because revelation is not yet perfect and
therefore still allows for errors. Nor could the €th’s teaching that revelation is now complete
disprove this position. If revelation allows err@tsany point in its growth, then it is possiblatth
the Church is wrong in its teaching that revelai®perfect, and the reason for the possibility of

%0 pope John Paul Il expressly reaffirms the teachingius Xl in regard to this analogy, as wasiie an
earlier footnote.

1 Hebrews 1:1-2.

%22 peter 1:21. The NRSV translation has been $figiapted here.

263 sometimes the name revelation is reserved foretipasts of the Bible in which the text expresses ne
knowledge which was communicated to the sacredoaithan extraordinary way. Raymond Brown refers to
this when he says, “The traditional position hasrbthat the whole Bible is inspired but only soragtp of
the Bible transmit revelationThe Critical Meaning of the Bibl&). This “traditional” position did not intend
to deny that all the parts of the Bible are styiethd truly the word of God.

264 Autour d'un petit livre(Paris: Alphonse Picard & Fils, 1903), 50-51; ditey J. Burtchaell, 237.
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this error is that revelation might be still impesat. Thus the denial of the Church’s infallibility
closely connected with the denial of inerrancy.fBaconnection is openly asserted by Burtchaell:

Nevertheless inerrancy, whether it has been ingargn age stressed or inconsistently
pursued, has been a tenet of every age of Catbeliief. It might even be better to call
it a working assumption. Like its cousin-tenet, lesiastical infallibility, it has not
really been probed; it has been taken for gramdedomparison with infallibility is
instructive....

In practice, infallibility is invoked as a s#§ clause in any matter that might
threaten the Church'’s existence. We have quitéylaten told that if ever the Church
put official endorsement on any teaching, it washem absolute condemnation of
‘artificial’ birth prevention. Church authority, Was argued, could collapse were there
any reversal here. This sort of theology has bemwk to backfire. Anyone with a
student’s exposure to ecclesiastical history caralkefor example, that exactly a
century ago Catholics were anathematized for hgldiat loss of the Papal States
might turn out best for the Church. Garibaldi totlem away. Church authority
survived, to the surprise of some. Others feltasveven enhanced. The birth control
issue has probably already been resolved in simipgremptory fashion, and Church
authority will survive even in its humiliation.... Ithe end, we should probably be
more accurate to say that what God has promisedChisch is not certitude, but
survival.

| have digressed somewhat over ecclesiagtifallibility, for as a dogma it is as
much an unprobed working assumption as is bibliogirancy. The Church is
confessed to be thater egoof Christ, and it is quickly assumed that no egan exist
in her most official utterances. Likewise the H@8pirit is declared to have authored
the Scriptures, and the inference is smoothly ntiladethe Bible can teach no erfét.

Here Burtchaell illustrates the connection asseatele. Since he does not believe in the inerrancy
of revelation itself, contained in Sacred Scriptune can hardly be expected to believe in the
infallibility of the Church in its teaching, a meexpression of revelation, rather than revelation
itself.

The second reason that the denial of inerramplies the denial of the infallibility of the
Church can also be seen in this text. The reastimisthe Church has taught the doctrine of the
inerrancy of Scripture in a definitive manner, as been shown in the first major part of this work.
Thus one who denies the inerrancy of Scripture rdesty the Church’s infallibility in order to
remain consistent. In this text Burtchaell scoryfugéjects the Church’s teaching concerning birth
control. This sort of denial is to be expected frone who denies the inerrancy of Scripture, since
the teaching on birth control has not been taughéteongly as the teaching on the inerrancy of
Scripture. If the Church might be wrong about iaaagy, yet more might it be wrong about birth
control and similar issues. Thus the denial of therrancy of Scripture is connected both
theoretically and practically with the denial oftimfallibility of the Church, and of any of its
particular teachings such as its teaching on lsititrol.

But it is otherwise with a man who believess# words of Christ:

And | tell you, you are Peter, and on this rockill ild my church, and the gates of
Hades will not prevail against it. | will give ydbe keys of the kingdom of heaven,
and whatever you bind on earth will be bound invieea and whatever you loose on
earth will be loosed in heavéfs.

25 Burtchaell, 286-288.
265 Matthew 16:18-19.
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Such a man will believe in the infallibility of tHeéhurch in its teaching, revelation as handed down
by the Church, and perhaps with even greater ragerén the inerrancy of Scripture, written
revelation itself.
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IV. Epilogue

Cardinal Ratzinger begins his homilies on Genegiqunting from the beginning of the Bible, and
then he proceeds to consider the truth of Scripture

In the beginning God created the heavens and thb. eéhe earth was
without form and void, and darkness was upon tke faf the deep; and
the Spirit of God was moving over the face of thetews. And God said,
“Let there be light”; and there was light. And Gealv that the light was
good; and God separated the light from the darkrigsd called the light
Day, and the darkness he called Night. And therg ewening and there
was morning, one day. And God said, “Let there Hammament in the
midst of the waters, and let it separate the wdtera the waters.” And
God made the firmament and separated the watehwigre under the
firmament from the waters which were above the dirment. And it was
so. And God called the firmament Heaven. And theas evening and
there was morning, a second day. And God said, thetwaters under
the heavens be gathered together into one plackJearthe dry land
appear.” And it was so. God called the dry landiand the waters that
were gathered together he called Seas. And Godtlsawit was good.
And God said, “Let the earth put forth vegetatiplants yielding seed,
and fruit trees bearing fruit in which is their deeach according to its
kind, upon the earth.” And it was so. The earthuigtd forth vegetation,
plants yielding seed according to their kinds, amegs bearing fruit in
which is their seed, each according to its kindd Bod saw that it was
good. And there was evening and there was mormingpird day. And
God said, “Let there be lights in the firmamentloé heavens to separate
the day from the night; and let them be for signd for seasons and for
days and years, and let them be lights in the fineya of the heavens to
give light upon the earth.” And it was so. And Godde the two great
lights, the greater light to rule the day, and kbsser light to rule the
night; he made the stars also. And God set thetharfirmament of the
heavens to give light upon the earth, to rule dher day and over the
night, and to separate the light from the darknéssl God saw that it
was good. And there was evening and there was nmrai fourth day
(Genesis 1:1-19).

These words, with which Holy Scripture begins, alsvdave the effect on me of the
solemn tolling of a great old bell, which stirs theart from afar with its beauty and
dignity and gives it an inkling of the mystery demity. For many of us, moreover,
these words recall the memory of our first encountéh God'’s holy book, the Bible,
which was opened for us at this spot. It at onaudint us out of our small child’'s
world, captivated us with its poetry, and gave deding for the immeasurability of
creation and its Creator.

Yet these words give rise to a certain conffidiey are beautiful and familiar, but
are they also true? Everything seems to speak stgiirfor science has long since
disposed of the concepts that we have just nowdketite idea of a world that is
completely comprehensible in terms of space and,tand the idea that creation was
built up piece by piece over the course of seveys.dimstead of this we now face
measurements that transcend all comprehension.yTegahear of the Big Bang,
which happened billions of years ago and with whitle universe began its
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expansion—an expansion that continues to occurowttmterruption. And it was not
in neat succession that the stars were hung angré®en of the fields created; it was
rather in complex ways and over vast periods oétthmat the earth and the universe
were constructed as we now know them.

Do these words, then, count for anything7abkt & theologian said not long ago that
creation has now become an unreal concept. If erie be intellectually honest one
ought to speak no longer of creation but rathematation and selection. Are these
words true? Or have they perhaps, along with thigeei/ord of God and the whole
biblical tradition, come out of the reveries of tidant age of human history, for
which we occasionally experience homesicknessdwuthich we can nevertheless not
return, inasmuch as we cannot live on nostalgiaRdse an answer to this that we can
claim for ourselves in this day and agé?

There is indeed an answer to this. These wordéndeed true. These words are true for this age
and for every age.

%57|n the Beginning..,'1-4, trans. Our Sunday Visitor, Inc. (Grand RapMich.: Eerdmans, 1995).
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