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THE INSPIRATION OF SCRIPTURE
(Louis Berkhof, Systematic Theology, pp. 144-169.)
A.  THE DOCTRINE OF INSPIRATION IN HISTORY (pp. 144-146).  
Revelation and inspiration stand in the closest possible relation to each other.  As far as special revelation is concerned, it may said that the one is inconceivable without the other.  Peter tells us that “no prophecy ever came by the will of man: but men spake from God, being moved by the Holy Spirit,” II Pet. 1:21.  The recognition of the Bible as the special revelation of God depends on the conviction that its authors were inspired by the Holy Spirit.  But, however closely related the two may be, they should not be identified.  Dr. Hodge correctly calls attention to the fact that they differ both as to their object and in their effects.  “The object or design of revelation is the communication of knowledge.  The object or design of inspiration is to secure infallibility in teaching. …  The effect of revelation was to render its recipient wise.  The effect of inspiration was to preserve him from error in teaching.”  (Syst. Theol. I, p. 155.)  The doctrine of inspiration was not always held in the same form, and therefore a brief statement of its history would seem to be desirable.  
1. Before the Reformation. 

In a sense it may be said that this doctrine had no history before the Reformation, because it remained essentially the same from the first century down to the sixteenth.  Nevertheless it will serve a useful purpose to call specific attention to the fact that throughout all these centuries the Church stood firm in the conviction that the Bible is the inspired, and therefore infallible, Word of God.  It is a well known fact that the Jews held the strictest view of inspiration.  They regarded first of all the Law as divinely and infallibly inspired, and therefore ascribed to it absolute divine authority, and afterwards ascribed the same inviolable character and authority to the Prophets and the Holy Writings.  This view passed right over into the Christian Church.  Even liberal scholars, who reject that strict view of inspiration, feel constrained to admit that Jesus and the New Testament writers also held the same view.  The early Church Fathers had the same exalted view of the Bible, as appears abundantly from their writings.  Sanday admits that from the very first they are found using expressions, which even point to verbal inspiration.  (Inspiration, p. 34.)  Some of their expressions certainly seem to suggest that the writers of the books of the Bible were passive under the influence of the Holy Spirit, and therefore point to a mechanical conception of inspiration.  But Dr. Orr calls attention to the fact that the general trend of their teaching shows that it was not their intention to teach a doctrine of inspiration, which involved the suppression of the human consciousness, that Origen contended against such a view, and that Montanism, which held it, was condemned by the Church.  (Revelation and Inspiration, p. 207.)  Between the time of the early Church Fathers and that of the Reformation the prevailing opinion in the Church did not differ essentially from that previously held.  The Scholastics shared the common conviction of the Church, and merely tried to give a more precise definition of some of the details of the doctrine of inspiration.  It must be admitted, however, that equal inspiration was ascribed to apostolic tradition, and that in practice this tended to weaken the consciousness of the absolute authority of the written Word of God.  Moreover, there were some Mystics, who gloried in a special illumination and in revelations of the divine presence within, and manifested a tendency to undervalue the supernatural inspiration of the writers of the Bible, and to reduce it to the level of that gracious inner teaching which all Christians alike enjoyed.  But their subjectivism did not seriously affect the view that was held in the Church at large.  
2. After the Reformation. 

It has become quite the vogue with those who are opposed to what Dr. Warfield calls “the church-doctrine of inspiration,” to saddle their own loose views on the great Reformers of the sixteenth century.  They find in the works of Luther and Calvin a few expressions which seem to reflect a certain freedom in dealing with canonical questions, and then hastily conclude from this that these great men did not share the current doctrine of inspiration.  But why should they rely on mere inferences, when these great Reformers use several expressions and make  many plain statements, which are clearly indicative of the fact that they held the strictest view of inspiration, and that this view was not at all, as the opponents claim, an invention of Protestant Scholasticism in the seventeenth century.  They even speak of the Holy Spirit as the author of every part of Scripture, and of the human writers as having written what was dictated to them.  Such expressions had been common from the earliest times.  At the same time it is quite evident from their teachings in general that inspiration, as they conceived of it, did not suppress the individuality and the intellectual activity of the human authors.  Seeberg speaks of Calvin as the author of the strict, seventeenth century view of inspiration.  The only difference on this point between the Reformers and the following generation of theologians is, that the latter made the subject of inspiration an object of special study and worked it out in details, and that some manifested a tendency to “reduce the inspired man, when under the influence of the Spirit, to the level of an unconscious and unintelligent instrument.”  ( Bannerman.)  This tendency also found expression in one of the Confessions, namely, the Formula Consensus Helvetica, drawn up in 1675 in opposition to the loose views of the school of Saumur.  This Confession never found wide acceptance as an ecclesiastical standard.  

At a later date, however, when Rationalism made its influence felt, Le Clerc (1657-1736) impugned the strict infallibility of Scripture and asserted the existence of errors in the record, and many of the apologists, who took up the defense, admitted his contentions and felt constrained to have recourse to the theory of inspiration, differing in degrees in various parts of the Bible, and thus allowing for imperfections and errors in some portions of Scripture.  This was a theory that allowed of various modifications.  One of these, which enjoyed considerable popularity for a while, was the theory of a partial inspiration, that is, an inspiration limited to parts of the Bible, but it soon became evident that it was impossible to reach a unanimous opinion as to the exact extent of inspiration.  Since this view will be discussed later on, it is not necessary to enlarge upon it here.
A radically different theory owes its origin especially to Schleiermacher.  In distinction from the theory of partial inspiration, which at least ascribed strict inspiration to some parts of Scripture, it altered the character of inspiration altogether by excluding the supernatural element.  It held inspiration to be (to express it in the words of Bannerman) “the natural, or at most the gracious, agency of God illuminating the rational or the spiritual consciousness of a man, so that out of the fullness of his own Christian understanding and feelings he may speak or write the product of his own religious life and beliefs.”  (Inspiration of the Scriptures, p. 142.)   Here inspiration is changed to a divine illumination, differing only in degree from that of Christians in general.  The special, supernatural and miraculous operation of the Holy Spirit, is superseded by one of His ordinary operations in the lives of believers.  Many of the works on inspiration, written since the days of Schleiermacher are simply variations on this general theme.  Some, such as Wegscheider and Parker, went even farther, and spoke of a purely natural operation, common to all men.  Such works as those of Lee, Banner, MacIntosh, Patton, Orr, Warfield, and others naturally form exceptions to the rule.  Sad to say, Barth and Brunner also reject the doctrine of the infallible inspiration of Scripture, and regard it as a product of Protestant Scholasticism.  Their own views still await clarification.  
B. SCRIPTURAL PROOF FOR THE INSPIRATION OF THE BIBLE (pp. 146-150).  
The question arises, whether the record of the divine revelation, as well as the revelation itself, is from God, or whether God, after giving the revelation of redemption, simply left it to man to record this as best he could.  Have we in Scripture a merely human or a divinely inspired record?  And if God’s special revelation was given by inspiration, how far does that inspiration extend?  In seeking an answer to these and other similar questions, we turn to Scripture itself.  This will not seem strange in view of the fact that for us the Bible is the only principium cognoscendi externum of theology.  Just as the Bible contains a doctrine of God and man, of Christ and redemption, it also offers us a doctrine concerning itself; and we receive this in faith on the basis of the divine testimony.  In saying this, we do not mean to intimate that Scripture contains a clear-cut and well formulated dogma of inspiration, but only that it supplies all the data that are necessary for the construction of such a dogma.  We shall consider the Scriptural proof for the inspiration of the authors of Scripture under two headings: (1) proof for their inspiration considered apart from their writing; and (2) proof for their inspiration in writing the books of the Bible.

1.  Proofs for the Inspiration of the Secondary Authors of Scripture Considered Apart from Their Writing.

It may be well to point out first of all that the secondary authors of Scripture were inspired as the organs of divine revelation, even apart from their activity in recording the special revelation of God.  Then it will appear that inspiration was deemed necessary for the immediate purpose of revelation.  We derive our proof in this respect primarily from prophecy, or what may be called the prophetic inspiration, but also in part from the apostolic inspiration.   

a.  Prophet Inspiration.

Several points deserve attention here: (1) The nature of a prophet.  There are two classical passages in the Bible, which shed light on the Biblical conception of a prophet, namely, Ex. 7:1 and Deut. 18:18.  According to these passages a prophet is simply the mouthpiece of God.   He receives a message from God, and is in duty bound to transmit it to the people.  In his capacity as a prophet of the Lord, he may not bring a message of his own, but only the message which he receives from the Lord.  It is not left to his own discretion to determine what he shall say; this is determined for him by his Sender.  For the message divinely entrusted to him He may not substitute another.  (2) The consciousness of the prophets.  The prophets of Israel knew that they were called of the Lord at a certain moment, sometimes contrary to their own desire, Ex. 3:1, ff.; I Sam. 3; Isa. 6;Jer. 1; Ezek. 1-3.  They were conscious of the fact that the Lord had spoken to them, and distinguished between times in which He did, and times in which He did not, speak to them, Isa. 16:13, 14; Jer. 3:6; 13:3; 26:1; 27:1; 33:1; Ezek. 3:16; 8:1; 12:8.  Hence they also made a sharp distinction between what the Lord revealed to them and what arose out of the depths of their own hearts, Num. 16:28; 24:13; I Kings 12:33; Neh. 6:8.  They accused the false prophets of speaking out of their own hearts, without being sent of the Lord, Jer. 14:14; 23:16, 26; 29:9; Ezek. 13:2, 3, 6.  When they addressed the people, they knew that they were not bringing their own word, but the word of the Lord, and this because the Lord demanded it of them, Jer. 20:7-9; Ezek. 3:4 ff.; Amos 3:8; Jonah 1:2.  (3) The prophetic formulae.  The prophetic formulae were also very significant in this respect.  They were in themselves clear indications of the fact that the prophets were conscious of bringing a message that was inspired by the Lord.  There is quite a variety of these formulae, but they all agree in ascribing the initiative to the Lord.  The faithful watchmen on the walls of Zion were deeply impressed with the fact that they received the word, with which they came to the people, at the mouth of the Lord.  They were ever mindful of the word of the Lord to Ezekiel: “Son of man, I have made thee a watchman unto the house of Israel: therefore hear the word at my mouth, and give them warning from me.”  Ezek. 3:17.  Moreover, they clearly wanted the people to understand this.  Such formulae as the following testify to this: “Thus saith the Lord,” “Hear the word of the Lord,” “The word that came to … from the Lord,” “Thus the Lord showed me,” “The burden of the word of the Lord.”  (4) Failure to understand their own message.  The fact that the prophets sometimes failed to understand the message which they brought to the people, also goes to show that it came to them from without, and did not arise out of their own consciousness.  Daniel brought a message which was entrusted to him, but declares that he did not understand it, Dan. 12:8, 9.  Zechariah saw several visions, which contained messages for the people, but needed the help of an angel to interpret these for him, Zech. 1:9, 2:3, 4:4.  And Peter informs us that the prophets, having brought their message respecting the sufferings and the following glory of Christ, often searched into the details of it, in order that they might understand it more clearly, I Pet. 1:10, 22. 
b.  Apostolic Inspiration.  
The operation of the Holy Spirit after the day of Pentecost differed from that which the prophets in their official capacity enjoyed.  The Holy Spirit came upon the prophets as a supernatural power and worked upon them from without.  His action on them was frequently repeated, but was not continuous.  The distinction between His activity and the mental activity of the prophets themselves was made to stand out rather clearly.  On the day of Pentecost, however, He took up His abode in the hearts of the apostles and began to work upon them from within.  Since He made their hearts His permanent abode, His action on them was no more intermittent but continuous, but even in their case the supernatural work of inspiration was limited to those occasions on which they served as organs of revelation.  But because of the more inward character of all the Spirit’s work, the distinction between His ordinary and His extraordinary work was not so perceptible.  The supernatural does not stand out as clearly in the case of the apostles, as it did in the case of the prophets.  Notwithstanding this fact, however, the New Testament contains several significant indications of the fact that the apostles were inspired in their positive oral teachings.  Christ solemnly promised them the Holy Spirit in their teaching and preaching.  Matt. 10:19, 20; Mark 13:11; Luke 12:11, 12; 21:14, 15; John 14:26; 15:26; 16:13.  In the Acts of the Apostles we are told repeatedly that they taught “being full of,” or “filled with,” the Holy Spirit.  Moreover, it appears from the Epistles that in teaching the churches they conceived of their word as being in very deed the word of God, and therefore as authoritative, I Cor. 2:4, 13; I Thess. 2:13.   
2. Proofs for the Inspiration of the Secondary Authors in Writing the Books of the Bible.

The guidance of the Holy Spirit was not limited to the spoken word, but also extended to the written word.  If God deemed it necessary to guide prophets and apostles in their oral teaching, which was naturally limited to their contemporaries, it would seem to follow as a matter of course that He would consider it far more important to ensure them of divine guidance in committing His revelation to writing for all following generations.  It is only in its written form that the Word of God is known in the world, and that His revelation is the continuous speech of God to man.  And there are several indications in the New Testament that He did so guide the apostles.  These are contained in certain general phenomena, and in some direct assertions.  
a.  Certain general phenomena.  

(1) Commands to write the word of the Lord.  Repeatedly the writers of the Old Testament are explicitly commanded to write what the Lord reveals to them, Ex. 17:14; 34:27; Num. 33:2; Isa. 8:1; 30:8; Jer. 25:13; 30:2; 36:2; 27-32; Ezek. 24:1 f.; Dan. 12:4; Hab. 2:2.  Some prophecies were evidently not intended to be spoken, but to be written for the careful consideration of the people, Jer. 29; 36:4 ff., 27ff.; Ezek. 26; 27; 31; 32:39.  In such cases the prophetic formulae naturally also refer to the written word.  
(2) Suppression of the human factor.  In many of the prophecies the divine factor, as it were, overpowers the human.  The prophetic word begins by speaking of God in the third person, and then, without any indication of a transition, continues in the first person.  The opening words are words of the prophet, and then all at once, without any preparation of the reader for a change, the human author simply disappears from view, and the divine author speaks apparently without any intermediary, Isa. 10:12; 19:1, 2; Hos. 4:1-6; 6:1-4; Mic. 1:3-6; Zech. 9:4-6; 12:8, 9.  Thus the word of the prophet passes right into that of the Lord without any formal transition.  The two are simply fused, and thus prove to be one.  Some passages clearly indicate that the word of the Lord and that of the prophet are equally authoritative, Jer. 25:3; 36:10, 11.  Isaiah even speaks of his own written prophecies as “the book of Jehovah,” 34:16.  

(3) The designation of the Old Testament as he graphe or hai graphai.  In the New Testament we find that the Lord and the apostles, in their appeal to the Old Testament, frequently speak of it as he graphe (a term sometimes applied to a single passage of Scripture, Mark 12:10; Luke 4:21; John 19:36), or as hai graphai in view of the fact that I consists of several parts, Luke 24:27; Rom. 1:2.  Cf. also ta hiera grammata in II Tim. 3:15.  They evidently regarded this collection as authoritative.  An appeal to it was equivalent to “God says,” as appears form the fact that the formula he graphe legein (the Scripture says) is used interchangeably with others, which clearly indicate that what is quoted is the Word of God, and from cases in which the word quoted is really spoken by God in the Old Testament, Rom. 9:15-17; Gal. 3:8.  
(4) Formulae of quotation.  The Lord and His apostles do not always use the same formula in quoting the Old Testament.  Sometimes they simply say, “It is written,” Matt. 4:4; John 6:45; or “Scripture says,” Rom. 4:3; Gal. 4:30.  In some cases they mention the human author, Matt. 15:7; 24:15, but frequently they name the primary author, that is, God or the Holy Spirit, Matt. 15:4; Heb. 1:5 ff.; 3:7.  Paul in some cases personifies Scripture, so that it is represented as identical with God, Rom. 9:17; Gal. 3:8, 22; 4:30; cf. also Rom. 4:3; 10:11; 11:2; I Tim. 5:18.  The writer of the Epistle to the Hebrews usually names the primary author, 1:5 ff.; 3:7; 4:3; 5:6; 7:21; 8:5, 8; 10:15, 16.  
b. Direct assertions.  There are several passages in which the divine authority of the Old Testament is clearly asserted, Matt. 5:17; Luke 16:17, 29, 31; John 10:35; Rom. 15:4; I Pet. 1:10-12; II Pet. 1:19, 21.  This is true especially of the locus classicus, II Tim. 3:16: “All (every) Scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction, for instruction which is in righteousness.”  We read here in the original: Pasa graphe theopneustos kai ophelimos pro didaskalian, etc.  This passage has been interpreted in various ways, and that not infrequently with the scarcely concealed intention of destroying its evidential vale.  On the basis of transcriptional evidence some proposed to leave out the word kai, but the weight of evidence clearly favors its retention.  Because pasa stands without the article, some insist on translating pasa graphe by “every Scripture”; but such passages as Matt. 2:3; Acts 2:36; Eph. 2:21; 4:16; I Pet. 1:15, bear evidence of the fact that the word pas may mean “all” in the New Testament even when the article is wanting.  Materially, it makes very little difference, whether we read “all Scripture,” or “every Scripture,” since the expression certainly refers back to ta hiera grammata in the 15th verse, and this serves to designate the Old Testament writings.  There is also a strong tendency (cf. even the Am. Rev. Version) to regard theopneustos, not as the predicate, but as a part of the subject, and therefore to read: “All (or, “every”) scripture inspired of God is also profitable for teaching,” etc.  But it would seem that, if it were so intended, the verb estin should have been used after ophelimos, and there is no good reason why kai should have been used before it.  There is nothing that compels us to depart from the usual interpretation of the passage.  In connection with this statement of Paul, the word of Peter in II Pet. 1:21 deserves special attention: “For no prophecy ever came by the will of man, but men spake from God being moved by the Holy Spirit.”  The writers of the New Testament were conscious of the guidance of the Holy Spirit in their writing, and therefore their written productions are authoritative, I Cor. 7:10; II Cor. 13:2, 3; Col. 4:16; I Thess. 2:13; II Thess. 3:14.  Peter places the Epistles of Paul on a level with the writings of the Old Testament, II Pet. 3:15, 16.  And Paul himself says: “If any man thinketh himself to be a prophet, let him take knowledge of the things which I write unto you, that they are the commandments of the Lord.”  I Cor. 14:37. 
C. NATURE AND EXTENT OF ITS INSPIRATION (pp. 150-156).  
There has been no general agreement as to the nature and extent of the inspiration of Scripture, and with a view to a proper understanding of these, it may be well to consider the most important views that were held in the course of time.  
1.  The Nature of Inspiration.

In dealing with the nature of inspiration, we shall consider first of all two erroneous views, which represent opposite extremes, and then state what we consider to be the correct view.  

a.  Mechanical Inspiration.

There is a rather common misunderstanding, against which we must be on our guard.  It is often represented as if verbal inspiration were necessarily mechanical, but this is not the case.  The two terms are certainly not synonymous, for they refer to different aspects of the work of inspiration, the one being an indication of the extent, and the other, of the nature of inspiration.  And while it is true that mechanical inspiration is from the nature of the case verbal, it is not true that verbal inspiration is necessarily mechanical.  It is quite possible to believe that the guidance of the Holy Spirit extended to the choice of the words employed, but was not exercised in a mechanical way.  According to the mechanical view of inspiration God dictated what the auctores secundarii wrote, so that the latter were mere amanuenses, mere channels through which the words of the Holy Spirit flowed.  It implies that their own mental life was in a state of repose, and did not in any way contribute to the contents or form of their writings, and that even the style of Scripture is that of the Holy Spirit.  This theory has very unfairly and rather persistently been ascribed by its opponents to all those who believe in verbal inspiration, even after these have repeatedly disclaimed that view.  It must be admitted that some of the early Church Fathers, the Reformers, and some Lutheran and Reformed theologians of the seventeenth century occasionally used expressions that savored of such a view; but it should be added that their general teachings clearly show that they did not regard the writers of the Bible as mere passive instruments, but as real authors, whose intellectual powers were alert and operative and who gave expression also to their individuality in their writings.  As far as the Reformers were concerned, this appears very clearly from the fact that many of those who do not believe in any real doctrine of inspiration, vie with each other in their attempts to prove that Luther and Calvin did not hold the strict view of inspiration which was current in the seventeenth century.  The great historical Confessions, with the exception of the Formula Consensus Helvetica (1675) do not express themselves as to the precise nature of the inspiration of Scripture.  The one Confession named comes closest to the presentation of a mechanical view of inspiration, but this Confession was recognized only by a few cantons in Switzerland, the land of its birth, and was even there set aside by a following generation.  Moreover we should not lose sight of the fact that this Confession represents a reaction against the loose views on inspiration, which were sponsored by Cappelus of the school of Saumur.  It may well be doubted, whether there ever has been a considerable number of Reformed theologians who consciously adopted a mechanical view of inspiration.  This view is not found in our own Confessio Belgica, and is certainly not now the accepted doctrine of Reformed theology.  Reformed theologians now generally have an organic conception of inspiration.  They do not believe that the auctores secundarii of Scripture were mere passive instruments in the hand of God; that they were mere amanuenses who wrote what God dictated that what they wrote did not in any sense of the word originate in their own consciousness; nor that their style is simply the style of the Holy Spirit.  To the contrary, they adopt a view which recognizes them as real authors and does full justice to their personal share in the production of their writings.
b.  Dynamic Inspiration. 

If we desire on the one hand to avoid the mechanical view of inspiration, we are equally desirous, on the other hand, to steer clear of the so-called dynamical view.  The term “dynamic inspiration” is sometimes used to denote what we would call “organic inspiration” (f.i. by Girardeau, Discussions of Theological Questions, p. 295), but is employed here to designate the theory of inspiration that owes its inception to the teachings of Schleiermacher.  This theory renounces the idea of a direct operation of the Holy Spirit on the production of the books of the Bible, and substitutes for it a general inspiration of the writers, which really amounts to nothing more than a spiritual illumination, differing only in degree from the spiritual illumination of Christians in general.  Strictly speaking, it eliminates the supernatural, transforms the idea of inspiration, and transfers it from the intellectual to the moral sphere.  The writers of the New Testament (the Old Testament is not even taken into consideration) were holy men, who moved about in the presence of Jesus and lived in the sphere of revelation, which naturally had a sanctifying influence on their character, thought, and speech.  Says Ladd: “The general conception of inspiration is that of a divine influence coming like a breath of wind, or some other fluid, into the soul of man, and producing there a transformation.”  (The Doctrine of Sacred Sciptures II, p. 468.)  Bannerman correctly says that in Schleiermacher’s theology inspiration is held to be “the natural, or at most the gracious, agency of God illuminating the rational or the spiritual consciousness of a man, so that out of the fullness of his own Christian understanding and feelings he may speak or write the product of his own religious life and beliefs.”  (Inspiration of the Scriptures, p. 142.)   This view is entirely subjective, makes the Bible a purely human product, and allows for the possibility of errors in the Word of God.   Inspiration so conceived was a permanent characteristic of the writers, and in so far naturally also influenced their writings, but was by no means a supernatural operation of the Holy Spirit, which served to qualify the writers for the specific task of committing the divine revelation to writing.  It terminated on the writers rather than on their writings.  While it naturally influenced their writings, it did not affect them all in the same measure.  On the one hand the Bible contains the highest truths, but on the other hand it is still imperfect and fallible.  This theory, which is also called the theory of spiritual insight or spiritual intuition, certainly does not do justice to the Scriptural data on inspiration.  It robs the Bible of its supernatural character and destroys its infallibility.  

c.  Organic Inspiration. 

The term “organic inspiration” is also somewhat ambiguous, because some use it to designate what is usually called “dynamic inspiration.”  The term “organic” serves to stress the fact that God did not employ the writers of the books of the Bible in a mechanical way, just as a writer wields a pen; did not whisper into their ears the words which He wanted them to write; but acted upon them in an organic way, in harmony with the laws of their own inner being.  He used them just as they were, with their character and temperament, their gifts and talents, their education and culture, their vocabulary, diction, and style.  He illumined their minds, prompted them to write, repressed the influence of sin on their literary activity, and guided them in an organic way in the choice of their words and in the expression of their thoughts.  This view is clearly most in harmony with the representations of Scripture.  It testifies to the fact that the writers of the books of the Bible were not passive but active.  In some cases they searched out beforehand the things of which they wrote, Luke 1:1-4.  The authors of the books of Samuel, Kings and Chronicles repeatedly refer to their sources.  The message of the prophets are generally determined by historical circumstances, and the New Testament Epistles also have an occasional character.  The psalmists often sing of their own experiences , of sin and forgiveness, Ps. 32 and 51, of surrounding dangers and gracious deliverances, Ps. 48 and 116.  Each one of the writers has his own style.  Alongside of the sublime poetry and poetical language of poets and prophets, we have the common prose of the historians; alongside of the pure Hebrew of Isaiah, the Aramaic-tinted Hebrew of Daniel; and alongside the dialectic style of Paul, the simple language of John.  The writers put on their literary productions their own personal stamp and the stamp of their times.  Thus the Bible itself testifies to the fact that it was not mechanically inspired.  The Holy Spirit used the writers as He Himself had formed them for their task, without in any way suppressing their personality.  He qualified them and guided them, and thus inspired the books of Scripture organically.  
2.  The Extent of Inspiration.

Different views were held in the course of history, not only respecting the nature of inspiration, but also as to its extent.  The three views that come into consideration here especially may be designated as partial inspiration, thought inspiration, and verbal inspiration.  

a.  Partial Inspiration.

Under the influence of eighteenth century Deism and Rationalism lax views of inspiration were zealously propagated and found ready acceptance in the theological world, and in some cases even met with adherents in the Churches.  Le Clerc, who was originally a Reformed theologian, but later on became an Arminian professor at Amsterdam, denied the inspiration of many of the historical portions of Scripture, resolved that of the apostles into a sort of spiritual enlightenment and a strengthening of the faculties of the soul, and limited that of the prophets to the time when they received their revelations.  From his time on it became quite common for theologians, who desired to maintain the doctrine of inspiration, at least in some sense of the word, to speak of degrees of inspiration.  They distinguished between the doctrinal and the historical portions of Scripture, and regarded the former, containing essential truths, with which the writers were made acquainted by revelation, as plenarily inspired; and the latter, containing non-essential truths, of which the writers had knowledge apart from revelation, as only partially inspired, and as marred by inaccuracies and mistakes.  There were also theologians, however, who were even more completely under the influence of Rationalism, and who accepted the idea of a partial inspiration devoid of supernaturalism.  According to them the writers of the Bible simply enjoyed a special spiritual enlightenment and guidance, which offered no guarantee against all kinds of historical, chronological, archaeological, and scientific mistakes, but did make the writers reliable witnesses in moral and spiritual matters.  Among those who adopt a partial inspiration of Scripture there is no unanimity whatsoever.  Some would limit inspiration to doctrinal matters, others to the New Testament, others to the words of Jesus, and still others to the Sermon on the Mount.  This shows as clearly as anything can that the theory is purely subjective, and lacks all objective basis.  The moment one accepts it in any one of its forms one has virtually lost one’s Bible.


According to the Bible inspiration extends equally to all parts of the Word of God.  The Law and the historical books, the Psalms and the Prophets, the Gospels and the Epistles – they were all written under the guidance of the Holy Spirit, and are therefore all in the same measure he graphe.  An appeal to any part of it, is an appeal to the Word of God, and therefore to God Himself.  This is indicated in various ways.  The Epistles of Paul are placed on a level with the writings of the Old Testament, which are clearly regarded as inspired and authoritative by Jesus and the apostles, II Pet. 3: 15, 16.  It should be noted that the New Testament contains quotations from twenty-five Old Testament books, and among these are several of a historical character, which in the estimation of some are least, if at all, inspired.  The Lord Himself and the New Testament writers evidently regarded each one of these books as a part of he graphe, and ascribed to them divine authority.  Moreover, there are several collective quotations, or catenae of quotations, that is, quotations gathered from several books, which are all advanced as equally authoritative to prove the same point, Rom. 3:10-18; Heb. 1:5-13; 2:12, 13.  We cannot explain the interpretation of the divine and the human factors in Scripture, any more than we can explain that of the two natures in Christ.  Scripture presents itself to us as an organic whole, consisting of several parts, that are interrelated in various ways, and that find their unity in the central, all-controlling, and progressively unfolding, thought of God reaching out to man, in order to redeem him from sin and to bestow upon him the blessings of eternal salvation.  And therefore we should not ask where the divine ends and the human begins, nor where the human ends and the divine begins.  We might just as well ask where in man the soul ends and the body begins.  No such line of demarcation can be point out.  Scripture is in its entirety both the Word of God and the word of man.
b.  Thought inspiration. 

Some who would defend the doctrine of inspiration against its complete denial, are of the opinion that the advocates of the doctrine should retrench somewhat, and speak of thought – rather than of word – inspiration.  The thoughts, they say, were evidently divinely inspired, but the words in which they are clothed were freely chosen by the human authors, and that without any divine guidance.  In that way they consider it possible to satisfy the requirements of the Biblical teaching respecting inspiration, and at the same time account for the imperfections and errors that are found in Scripture.  But such an inspiration of thoughts without words is an anomaly, and is really inconceivable.  Thoughts are formulated and expressed in words.  Girardeau correctly remarks: “Accurate thought cannot be disjoined from language.  Words are its vehicles both subjectively and objectively.  When we think accurately and precisely, we think in words.  To give the thought therefore, is to give the words.”  (Discussions of Theological Questions, p. 324 f.)  And Dr. Orr, who would himself rather speak of plenary than of verbal inspiration, admits that the latter name expresses a true and important idea, where it “opposes the theory that revelation and inspiration have regard only to thoughts and ideas, while the language in which these ideas are clothed is left to the unaided faculty of the sacred penman.”  Moreover, he says: “Thought of necessity takes shape and is expressed in words.  If there is inspiration at all, it must penetrate words as well as thought, must mould the expression, and make the language employed the living medium of the idea to be conveyed.”  (Rev. and Insp., p. 209.)  As we shall point out in the sequel, Scripture clearly teaches the inspiration of the words of Scripture.
c.  Verbal Inspiration. 

There are some who believe in the inspiration of every part of the Bible, but would rather not speak of verbal inspiration, because this is apt to suggest the mechanical idea that God dictated what the secondary authors wrote.  (Cf. Orr, Revelation and Inspiration, p. 209.)  They would prefer to use the term “plenary inspiration.”  Others, however, reject the idea of verbal inspiration altogether, because they do not believe in any plenary inspiration.  It may be well therefore to call particular attention to the Scriptural data on this point.  
(1) References to verbal communications.  The Pentateuch repeatedly refers to verbal communications of the Lord.  The expressions, “The Lord said unto Moses” and “The Lord spoke unto Moses,” serve so frequently to introduce a written message, that they almost have the force of a formula, Ex. 3 and 4; 6:1; 7:1; 8:1; 10:1; 12:1; Lev. 1:1; 4:1; 6:1, 24; 7:22, 28; 8:1; 11:1.  The Lord certainly did not speak to Moses without words.  The word of the Lord repeatedly came to Joshua in the same way, Jos. 1:1; 4:1; 6:2; 8:1.  
(2) Prophets are conscious of bringing the very words of the Lord.  The prophets were conscious of the fact that the Lord spoke through them.  Isaiah begins his prophecy with the words: “Hear, O heavens, and give ear, O earth, for Jehovah hath spoken,” 1:2; and he and other prophets constantly use the well known prophetic formulae, “Thus saith the Lord” and, “Hear the word of the Lord.”  Jeremiah even says: “Then Jehovah put forth His hand, and touched my mouth; and Jehovah said unto me, Behold, I have put my words in thy mouth,” 1:9.  In Ezekiel we read: “Son of man, go, get thee unto the house of Israel, and speak with my words unto them. …  Son of man, all my words that I shall speak unto thee receive in thy heart, and hear with thine ears.  And go, get thee to them of the captivity, unto the children of thy people, and speak unto them, and tell them, Thus saith the Lord Jehovah,” 3:4, 10, 11.  It is not necessary to multiply the examples.   
(3) The apostles speak of the words of the Old Testament and of their own words as the words of God.  Paul explicitly says that he gives instructions, not in words of his own choosing, but in Spirit-taught words, I Cor. 2;13, and claims that Christ is speaking in him, II Cor. 13:3.  And in the Epistle to the Hebrews several words of the Old Testament are quoted, not as words of some human author, but as words of God, or of the Holy Spirit, 1:5 ff.; 2:11-13; 3:7; 4:4, 5, 7; 8:8; 10:15-17.  

(4) Arguments based on a single word.  There are three cases in which Jesus and Paul base a whole argument on the use of a single word of the Old Testament, John 10:35; Matt. 222:43-45; Gal. 3:16.  In doing this they give clear evidence of the fact that they regard the separate words as inspired and infallible, and that the readers share their conviction.  If this were not the case, they would not have been able to consider their arguments as conclusive.  
D. ATTEMPTS TO DISCREDIT THE DOCTRINE OF INSPIRATION (pp. 156-159).  
Several attempts have been made to discredit or set aside the doctrine of inspiration.  Of these the following may be considered as the most important.  

1.  They Who Defend It Are Reasoning in a Circle.  

We are often accused of reasoning in a circle, when we derive our proof for the inspiration of the Bible from Scripture itself.  Because the Bible is true, we accept its testimony respecting its inspiration, and because it is inspired, we regard it as true.  Apologetically, this argument can be met, and has frequently been answered.  It is possible, for the sake of argument, to start out with the assumption that the books of the Bible are purely human productions, which, however, as the productions of eye- and ear-witnesses, which are known as men of high moral standing, can be regarded as entirely trustworthy.  Then it can be shown that, according to these books, Christ and the apostles held the strictest view of the inspiration of the Old Testament.  From that point it is quite possible to reach the conclusion that the Old Testament necessarily required a complement such as is found in the New Testament.  And on the basis of this it can be said that therefore the whole Bible must be regarded as an inspired book.  By reasoning in that fashion the circle is avoided.  This line of argumentation is followed by Bannerman, Patton, Warfield, Van Oosterzee, and others.  But it is a question, whether the circle referred to is really as vicious as some would have us believe.  Jesus evidently did not think so, when a similar objection was raised against His testimony concerning Himself as the incarnate Word of God, John 8:13 f.  In social life people frequently move in the same circle.  If they are firmly convinced that a person is thoroughly reliable and trustworthy, they do not hesitate to receive his testimony concerning himself and his actions, when others accuse him of deception and dishonesty.  Girardeau pertinently remarks: “Suppose we should use the argument: God declares that He is true; wherefore God is true.  Here God’s truth would be proved by His truth.  Would that be a vicious reasoning in a circle?  The atheist might say, You assume that there is a God of truth.  So we do, and so do all sensible men.”  (Discussions of Theological Questions, p. 297.)   Through the testimony of the Holy Spirit in his heart he Christian stands in the unwavering faith that God is true in His revelation, and therefore it is a matter of course that he accepts the testimony of Scripture respecting itself.  
2. Jesus Did Not Teach the Doctrine of Inspiration. 

Though modern liberal scholars generally admit that Jesus and the apostles accepted the Old Testament as the inspired Word of God, there are some among them who, in their denial of the doctrine of inspiration, appeal to Jesus as over against the apostles, and especially Paul.  The apostles, they say, firmly believed that the writings of the Old Testament were written under inspiration, but Jesus did not share their opinion.  And because they regard the testimony of Jesus as decisive, they feel justified in rejecting the doctrine of inspiration.  But their fundamental assumption is contrary to the data of Scripture, and apart from these we have no knowledge of what Jesus thought on this subject.  They point in quite another direction.  The positive statements of Jesus respecting the abiding significance, authority and inviolability of the Old Testament, Matt. 5:17, 18; 24:35; Luke 16:17; John 10:35.  His quotations from it as an authoritative source, and His repeated use of it, leave no doubt as to the fact that He, as well as the apostles, recognized the divine authority of the Old Testament.  Some who feel constrained to admit the force of the available evidence, but are not willing to draw the inevitable conclusion, seek refuge in the old accommodation theory of Semler.  We fully agree with Dr. Burrell, when he says: “One thing is clear: when Jesus referred to the Scriptures as written by men under the influence of the Spirit, He separate those Scriptures generically from all other ‘literature’ whatsoever.  To his mind, the inspiration of these writers was a singular sort of inspiration, which produced a singular book.  In his teaching it is represented as the one book having authority.”  (The Teaching of Jesus Concerning the Scriptures, p. 134.)  Moreover, it should be remembered that such a contradistinction between Jesus and the apostles as the opponents assume, in which the attempt is made to play off the former against the latter, is absolutely false, and results is the loss of the Word of God.  We know nothing about Jesus save through the testimony of the apostles.  He who discredits the apostles bars the way for himself and will never be able to discover what Jesus taught.  He even contradicts Jesus, who appointed the apostles as faithful witnesses and promised them the Holy Spirit, to guide them in all the truth.  
3. The Phenomena of Scripture Contradict the Doctrine of Inspiration.  

Under the influence of historical criticism still another method has been employed to set aside the doctrine of inspiration.  They who employ this method are, at least in some cases, willing to admit that the Bible teaches its inspiration, but at the same time maintain that a correct conception of this inspiration can be obtained only by taking account of the peculiar phenomena of Scripture, such as doublets, mistakes, contradictions, misapplied quotations, and so on.  Only such a doctrine of inspiration can be regarded as true, which will enable one to account for all these phenomena.  The reasoning of those who take this position often sounds very plausible.  They do not want a theory of inspiration that is imposed on Scripture from without, but one that is based on an inductive study of the facts.  But, however plausible this representation may seem, it does not fit the case.  According to it man faces the phenomena of Scripture just as he faces the phenomena of nature and the facts of history, which he must interpret and set forth in their true significance.  It loses sight of the fact that the Bible contains a very clear doctrine respecting itself, which man must accept with childlike faith.  Even the phenomena of Scripture may not be cited as a witness against this testimony of Scripture.  He who does this eo ipso rejects the authority of the Bible and virtually adopts a rationalistic standpoint.  Instead of humbly accepting the testimony of Scripture, he places himself above it as judge, and opposes to the testimony of Scripture his own scientific insight.  History clearly teaches us that the historical-critical method does not lead to a generally accepted and permanent result.  The representations vary according to the different standpoint of the critics, and do not lead to a satisfactory doctrine of Scripture.  It has already become abundantly evident that this method leads to various views of Scripture, which are absolutely contrary to the teachings of Scripture itself – a veritable babel of confusion.  Ladd, whom no one will accuse of being prejudiced in favor of a strict view of inspiration, says that, while the old conception of Scripture as the Word of God was brushed aside as untenable, and several other theories were suggested as alternatives, not a single one succeeded in entrenching itself in the hearts and minds of Christian people in general.  (What is the Bible, p. 71 ff.)   

4. The Doctrine of Inspiration Applies Only to the Autographa, and Therefore Has No Real Practical Value.  

The fact that the doctrine of inspiration, as set forth in the preceding pages, applies only to the autographa (the original writings of the Biblical authors), which are no more in our possession, has led some to the rather hasty conclusion, that the problem of inspiration is of a purely academic character and has no practical bearing whatsoever.  How can the inspiration of the originals be of any value for us, they ask, if we have in our possession nothing but defective manuscripts?  They often give the impression that this renders the entire contents of Scripture uncertain, and that consequently no one can appeal to it as a divine and authoritative Word.  But something may be said in answer to this.  We would certainly expect that the Holy Spirit, who so carefully guided the writers of Scripture in the interest of future generations, would also guard and watch over His revelation, in order that it might really serve its purpose.  Hence Reformed theologians have always maintained that God’s special providence watched over Scripture.  Inspiration naturally called for conservation.  And history certainly favors this idea in spite of all the variations that exist.  
If we bear in mind that there are more than 4000 Greek MSS. Of the New Testament, and in addition to that 6000 MSS. Of the Vulgate, and 1000 of other Latin translations, then we understand that it was practically impossible that Scripture should be lost to the world for centuries, just as many of the writings of the Church Fathers were.  Then we also understand what Kenyon, an eminent authority on the subject, says: “The number of manuscripts of the New Testament, of early translations from it, and of quotations from it in the oldest writers of the Church is so large, that it is practically certain that the true reading of every doubtful passage is preserved in some one or other of these ancient authorities.  This can be said of no other ancient book in the world.”  (Our Bible and the Manuscripts, p. 11.)   Textual errors did creep into the text in the course of frequent transcriptions, and the number of the existing variations even sounds very considerable.  Nestle speaks of 150,000 in the New Testament, but adds that about nineteen-twentieths of these are devoid of real authority, and that of the remaining 7,500 nineteen-twentieths do not alter the sense of Scripture in any way.  Moses Stuart points out that about ninety-five percent of all the existing variations have about as much significance as the question in English orthography, whether the word “honour” should be spelled with or without the “u.”  According to Nestle there are about 375 variations that bear on the sense of Scripture, and even among these are several of little importance.  While admitting the presence of variations, we should bear in mind what Moses Stuart says: “Some change the sense of particular passages or expression, or omit particular words or phrases; but no one doctrine of religion is changed, not one precept is taken away, not one important fact altered, by the whole of the various readings collectively taken.”  (Quoted by Patton, Inspiration of the Scriptures, p. 114.)  From the existence of these variations it does not follow that the doctrine of verbal inspiration has no practical value; but only that we do not know at present in what reading we have the Word of God on those particular points.  The important fact remains, however, that apart from the relatively few and unimportant variations, which are perfectly evident, we are in possession of the verbally inspired Word of God.  And therefore it is of great practical importance that we maintain the doctrine of verbal inspiration.  
E. OBJECTIONS TO THE DOCTRINE OF INSPIRATION (pp. 159-162).  
Several objections have been raised against the doctrine of inspiration, and particularly against the doctrine of verbal inspiration, and it cannot be denied that some of them present real difficulties.  It will not do to ignore them, nor to laugh them out of court.  They deserve careful consideration and a more detailed discussion that we can devote to them here.  We cannot even begin to discuss separate objections here with the necessary care.  This must be left to works which deal exclusively with the doctrine of inspiration, such as Lee, The Inspiration of Scripture; Brannerman, The Inspiration of the Scriptures; and McIntosh, Is Christ Infallible and is the Bible True?  We can only indicate the general nature of the objections, and give some general suggestions as to the way in which they can be met.  
1.  General Nature of the Objections.  

Some of the objections result from the application of the philosophy of evolution to the origin of the books of the Bible, a scheme which does not fit the facts, and is then made to militate against them.  Their force naturally depends entirely on the truth or falsity of that philosophy.  Others are derived from the supposed inner discrepancies that are found in Scripture as, for instance, between the numbers in Kings and Chronicles, between the account of Jesus’ public ministry in the Synoptics and in the Gospel of John, and between the doctrine of justification in the Epistles of Paul and in the Epistle of James.  Still others are drawn from the way in which the Old Testament is quoted in the New.  The quotations are not always taken from the Hebrew, but frequently from the Septuagint, and are not always literal.  Moreover, the quoted words are often interpreted in a way which does not seem to be justified by the context in which they are found in the Old Testament.  There are objections, which result from a comparison of the Biblical narratives with secular history as, for instance, that of the taking of Samaria by Shalmanezer; that of Sennacherib’s march against Jerusalem and the slaying of 185,000 Assyrians by an angel of the Lord; that of Esther’s elevation to the position of queen; and that of the enrollment mentioned in the second chapter of Luke.  Again, it is found that the miracles of Scripture cannot be harmonized with belief in the inflexible laws of nature.  The narratives of these miracles are simply declared to be exaggerated, naïve representations of historical events which made a deep impression, and after the lapse of years assumed the proportions of miracles in the consciousness of a credulous people.  Some objections are the products of the moral judgment passed on Biblical injunctions and practices.  Attention is called to the jus talionis in the law of Moses, to the polygamy that was prevalent among the Israelites, to the terrible scene of moral corruption in the last chapters of the book of Judges, to David’s immorality, to the harem of Solomon, and so on.  Finally, textual criticism also gives rise to objections.  Scripture in its original text, we are told, is corrupt, and its translations are defective.  The MSS. Reveal all kinds of variations, which testify to the corruption of the original, and the translations are not always a correct representation of it.  
2.  GENERAL REMARKS ON THE OBJECTIONS RAISED.  
First of all the general remark must be made that, though we cannot ignore the objections that are raised but take account of them, no one has the right to demand of us that we make our belief in the inspiration of Scripture contingent on our ability to remove all objections by solving the problems which they present.  The objections raised do not constitute a sufficient reason for setting aside the doctrine of inspiration, which is clearly taught in Scripture.  The doctrines of the Trinity, of creation and providence, and of the incarnation, are all burdened with difficulties, but these do not justify anyone in rejecting the clear teachings of Scripture with respect to those truths.  Many of the teachings of science are similarly burdened and present problems which cannot be solved at present, but are not therefore necessarily discounted.  People confidently speak of atoms and electrons, of genes and chromosomes, though these still present many problems.  We should always bear in mind the statement of Dr. Warfield, that it is “a settled logical principle that so long as the proper evidence by which a proposition is established remains unrefuted, all so-called objections brought against it pass out of the category of objections to its truth into the category of difficulties to be adjusted to it.”  (Revelation and Inspiration, p. 174.)  


In connection with the common objections against the doctrine of inspiration the following points should be borne in mind: 

a.  The present day opposition to Scripture and its inspiration is to a great extent, not merely 

scientific, but ethical.  It clearly reveals the aversion of the natural heart to the supernatural.  Opposition is evoked by the very fact that Scripture demands absolute subjection, the subjection of human reason to its authority.  This ethical conflict is clearly seen in the opposition to the miracles, the incarnation, the virgin birth, the resurrection of Christ, and other supernatural events. 

b. Many of the so-called objections have no factual basis, but are born of faulty assumptions. They 

often result from the wrong scientific attitude, which the opponent assumes to Scripture.  If one takes for granted a priorily that the contents of Scripture is not the fruit of revelation but of natural evolution, then many facts and events appear to be out of place in the framework in which the Bible places them.  Then the laws of Moses become an anomaly at the beginning of Israel’s national existence, and the books of Chronicles must be regarded as unhistorical.  Then Jesus especially becomes an historical enigma.  Again, if it is taken for granted that all the events of history are controlled by an iron-clad system of natural laws, and the supernatural is eliminated, then there is, of course, no place for the miracles of Scripture.  And if in the study of the Synoptics a double or triple source theory is taken for granted, and these sources are made the standard of truth, a great deal of material will naturally be set aside.  But all such objections are the result of false assumptions, and therefore need not be taken seriously.  
c.   Several of the objections are exaggerated and can easily be reduced.  Discrepancies and contradictions are sometimes hastily assumed, which on closer inspection prove to be no discrepancies or contradictions at all.  There are so-called doublets in Joshua, Judges, and the books of Samuel, which in fact are merely complementary narratives, introduced in characteristically Hebrew fashion.  The Gospel of John has been declared unhistorical, because its representation of the life of Jesus differs from that of the Synoptics; but even these differences can largely be explained in the light of the character and purpose of the different Gospels.  A book like that of Gregory, Why Four Gospels? Is very illuminating on this point.  
d.  There are also a number of objections that would apply on the assumption of a mechanical conception of inspiration, but lose their force entirely if the inspiration of Scripture is organically conceived.  Verbal inspiration is sometimes denied, because the writers indicate that their literary work is based on previous investigations, because there are marked differences in style and language.  But it is quite evident that these objections militate only against a mechanical view of inspiration.  

e.  Finally, objections are frequently derived from the low moral conditions which are reflected in the Bible, especially in its earliest books, and from the imperfections, deceptions, polygamy, and even immorality of some of the chief Bible characters, such as Noah, Abraham, Jacob, Eli, David, and Solomon.  But the fact that the Bible gives a faithful picture of the times and the lives of these saints can hardly constitute an objection against its inspiration.  The situation would be different, of course, if the Bible approve of such conditions or acts, or even if it condoned them; but as a matter of fact it does quite the contrary.  

F. THE PERFECTIONS OF SCRIPTURE (pp. 162-169).  
The Reformation naturally brought the doctrine of Scripture to the foreground.  During the Middle Ages the fiction of an apostolic tradition, which was supposed to have come down in oral form from the days of the apostles gradually crystallized and secured a firm hold on the Church.  This tradition was placed on a level with the Bible as an authoritative source of theological knowledge, and in practice was often treated as superior to the Bible.  It was regarded as the necessary warrant for the authority of the Bible, and as the indispensable guide for the interpretation of Scripture.  Moreover, the hierarchical Church of Rome, with its claim to infallibility, placed itself above them both.  It posed as the only body which could determine infallibly what was, and what was not, apostolic tradition, and which could give an infallible interpretation of Scripture.  Great emphasis was placed on the fact that the Bible owes its origin to the Church, and stands in constant need of testimony of the Church.  The Reformers clearly saw that this position of the Church of Rome was the fruitful source of many errors, and therefore felt that it was incumbent on them to call the people back to the Bible, which had been greatly neglected, and to stress its autopistia.  To offset the errors of Rome they deemed it necessary to develop the doctrine of the perfections of Scripture.  They themselves did not yet include a systematic presentation of this in their works, but their successors did.  It occupies a very important place in the writings of Musculus, Zanchius, Polanus, Junius, and others.  We conclude our study of the principium cognoscendi externum with a brief discussion of the perfections of Scripture.

1.  THE DIVINE AUTHORITY OF SCRIPTURE (pp. 163-165) 
The divine authority of Scripture was greatly accepted until the chill winds of Rationalism swept over Europe and caused the enthusiasm of faith to go down to the freezing point.  This means that in the days of the Reformation the Church of Rome as well as the Churches that parted company with it, ascribed divine authority to Scripture.  But in spite of the fact that the Roman Catholics and Protestants had the principle of authority in common, they were not altogether agreed as to the nature of this authority.  There was a very difference of opinion with respect to the ground on which it rests.  On the part of Rome there was an ever-increasing denial of the autopistia of Scripture, that is, of its inherent authority.  It maintained that the Church temporarily and logically precedes Scripture, and therefore does not owe its existence to Scripture, but exists in and by itself, that is, through Christ or the indwelling Spirit of God.  Scripture rather owes its existence to the Church, and is now further acknowledge, preserved, interpreted, and defended by it.  Without the Church there is no Scripture, but without Scripture there is still a Church.

Over against this position of Rome, the Reformers emphasized the autopistia of Scripture, the doctrine that Scripture has authority in and of itself as the inspired Word of God.  They did not hesitate to ascribe great importance to the testimony of the Church to Scripture as a motivum credibilitatis, but refused to regard this testimony of the Church as the final ground for the acceptance of Scripture.  They firmly maintained the position that the Bible must be believed for its own sake.  It is the inspired Word of God and therefore addresses man with divine authority.  The Church can and should acknowledge the Bible for what it is, but can in no sense of the word make it what it is.  The Protestant principle is, says Thornwell, “that the truths of the Bible authenticate themselves as divine by their own light.”  (Collected Wrtitings, I, p. 49.)

In Protestant circles, however, a dispute arose in the seventeenth century respecting the authority of Scripture.  While Scripture as a whole was recognized as the only and sufficient rule of faith and practice, the question was raised, whether every part of it should be regarded as authoritative.  In seeking an answer to this question it became evident that it was necessary to distinguish between the Word of God in a formal and in a material sense, and between an auctoritas historica and an auctoritas normativa.  Scripture has first of all historical authority, that is, it is a true and absolutely reliable record, and as such is entitled to a believing acceptance of all that it contains.  But in addition to that it also has normative significance, as a rule of life and conduct, and as such demands absolute subjection on the part of man.  And in connection with this the difficult question arose, in how far the normative value that is ascribed to Scripture as a whole also belongs to its separate parts.  Do the historical parts of the Bible, do the laws of Moses, and do the words of the speakers that are introduced in Scripture have normative significance for us?  Happily, we need not grope about entirely in the dark here, for the Bible itself teaches us to make distinctions with respect to this point.  It does not demand that we keep every one of the precepts which it contains.  It disapproves of some and calls attention to the temporary character of others.  Reformed theologians never attempted to lay down hard and fast rules by which we can be governed in this matter.  Heppe gives some examples of the manner in which they dealt with the matter.  (Dogmatik der evangelic-reformirten Kirche, p. 22 ff.)   Voetius says that absolute normative significance must be ascribed to the words and works (a) of God, (b) of Christ as God and man, and (c) of the angels.  Moreover, he regards those words of the prophets and of the apostles as normative, in which they as public teachers, orally or in writing, edify the Church.  He ascribes normative authority to their deeds only when they are approved by Scripture.  On the other hand, he does not regard all the words of Job as normative, nor the words of the friends of Job.  Others explicitly exclude the words of the devils and of wicked persons.  Voetius holds that the writings of the Old Testament are just as normative as those of the New Testament.  (Catechisatie I., p. 71 ff.)  Grosheide calls attention to the fact that absolute normative significance must be ascribed to those statements or commands of God which are clearly intended for all ages, and to all positive statements of an ethical or dogmatical character;  but that no such authority can be ascribed to the words of Satan, of wicked persons, or even of the pious, except when they are clearly speaking in the name of God or make statements that are fully in harmony with the moral law; not to purely historical narratives pertaining to the things of every day life.  (Schritgezag p. 28.)   In general it will not be difficult to determine, whether a certain part of Scripture has normative value for us.   Yet there are cases in which the decision is not easy.  It is not always possible to say, whether a certain Scriptural precept, which was clearly normative for the original readers, still has normative significance for us.  On the whole it is well to bear in mind that the Bible is not exactly a code of laws, and is far more interested in the inculcation of principles than in the regulation of life by specific precepts.  Even the laws of Moses and the history of Israel as the Old Testament people of God embody principles of permanent validity.  Sometimes we may come to the conclusion that, while certain laws no more apply in the exact form in which they were cast, yet their underlying principle is just as binding today as it ever was.  In dubious cases we shall have to be guided to a great extent by the analogy of Scripture and by the moral law.

In modern liberal theology very little remains of the normative significance of the Bible.  Schleiermacher denied the normative character of the Old Testament altogether, and regarded only the New Testament as a norm for the Church.  And he ascribed this significance to the New Testament, not on account of its supernatural inspiration, for he did not believe in this, but because he saw in it the record of the religious experience of men, who, as the immediate associates of Jesus, enjoyed a special measure of spiritual illumination.  Ritschl did not ascribe normative significance even to the New Testament, but saw in it only a valuable historical record of the beginnings of Christianity, and in no sense of the word a rule of faith.  He felt free to reject all those elements which did not harmonize with the postulaters of his own system and had no real value for the revelation in Christ as the real founder of the Kingdom of God, nor for the Christian life, as he conceived of it.  In general it may be said that these two men determined the attitude which modern liberal theology assumes with reference to the Word of God.  Strange to say, some present day Dispensationalists, who  are strongly opposed to all Liberalism, also maintain that the Old Testament is not normative for us.  They fully recognize the inspiration of the Old Testament, and consider it to be normative for the Jews, but nor for New Testament believers.  Cook expresses himself very clearly on this point, when he says that “in all the Old Testament there is not a sentence that applies to the Christian as a Rule of Faith and Practice – not a single command that is binding on him, as there is not a single promise there given him at first hand, except what is included in the broad flow of the plan of Redemption as there taught in symbol and prophecy.”  (God’s Book Speaking for Itself, p. 32.)   
2.  THE NECESSITY OF SCRIPTURE (pp. 165-166.)
Because the Church of Rome proceeds on the assumption that the Church takes precedence over Scripture, it cannot very well acknowledge the absolute necessity of the latter.  The Church, which derives its life from the Holy Spirit, is self-sufficient and therefore autopistos.  While it does need tradition, it does not really need Scripture, no matter how useful this may be as a norm.  The Lord referred those to whom He brought His doctrine, not to a book, but to the living voice of His apostles and of the Church.  “He who heareth you,” He said to the apostles, “heareth me.”  Moreover, nearly twenty years elapsed after the ascension of Christ before a single book of the New Testament came into existence, and during all that time an appeal to the New Testament was naturally out of the question.  According to Rome it is far more correct to say that the Bible needs the Church than that the Church has need of the Bible.  The denial of the necessity of Scripture, however, was not limited to the Church of Rome.  Even in the early Church some of the mystical sects, such as the Montanists and the Cathari regarded the Bible as quite superfluous.  And in the days of the Reformation the Anabaptists and the Libertines of Geneva were of the same opinion.  The Anabaptists especially exalted the inner word at the expense of the external.  They did not regard the Bible as the true Word of God, but only as a testimony, a description, a dead and thoroughly impotent letter.  In their estimation the real and true Word of God was spoken by the Holy Spirit in the hearts of God’s people.  Schleiermacher also taught that Scripture was produced by the Church, and is simply the supreme, and therefore also authoritative, expression of its religious life.  This may be said to be the prevalent view in modern Liberalism, which draws for its theology far more on the Christian consciousness, informed by the current teachings of science and philosophy, than on the Bible as the Word of God. 
When the Reformers defended the necessity of Scripture over against Rome and the Anabaptists, they did not deny that the Church existed before Moses’ day, nor that the New Testament Church was in existence long before there was a canon of the New Testament.  Neither did they defend the position that Scripture was absolutely necessary, in the sense that God could not have made man acquainted with the way of salvation in some other way.  They considered Scripture to be necessary in virtue of the good pleasure of God to make the Word the seed of the Church.  Even before the time of Moses the unwritten word served that purpose.  And the New Testament did not come into existence apart from the spoken word of Jesus and the apostles.  As long as these witnesses of the facts of redemption lived, there was little need of a written word, but when they fell away, this changed at once.  The historical character of God’s revelation, the history of redemption, and the redemptive facts which did not admit of repetition, and were yet of the greatest significance for all coming generations, made it necessary to commit God’s special revelation to writing.  From that point of view Scripture remains necessary to the very end of time.  In this sense of the word Reformed theology has always defended the necessity of Scripture.  Even Barth, who does not share the Reformed conception of the Bible as the infallible Word of God, feels constrained to defend its necessity as a witness to the divine revelation.

3.  THE PERSPICUITY OF SCRIPTURE (p. 167). 

In the estimation of Rome the Bible is obscure, and is badly in need of interpretation even in matters of faith and practice.  It contains deep mysteries, such as the doctrine of the Trinity, of the incarnation, and others, and is often so obscure that it is liable to be misunderstood.  For that reason an infallible interpretation is needed, and this is supplied by the Church.  Peter says distinctly that some parts of the Bible are hard to understand, and the experience of centuries proves conclusively that, without the infallible interpretation of the Church, it is impossible to reach the desired unity in the interpretation of Scripture.  Over against this position of the Roman Catholic Church the Reformers stressed the perspicuity of Scripture.  They did not intend to deny that there are mysteries in the Bible which transcend human reason, but freely admitted this.  Neither did they claim such clarity for Scripture that the interpreter can well dispense with scientific exegesis.  As a matter of fact, they engaged in exegetical labors far more than the votaries of Rome.  Moreover, they did not even assert that the way of salvation is so clearly revealed in Scripture that every man, whether he be enlightened by the Holy Spirit or not, and whether or not he be deeply interested in the way of salvation, can easily understand it.  Their contention was simply that the knowledge necessary unto salvation, though not equally clear on every page of Scripture, is yet conveyed to man throughout the Bible in such a simple and comprehensible form that one who is earnestly seeking salvation can, under the guidance of the Holy Spirit, by reading and studying the Bible, easily obtain for himself the necessary knowledge, and does not need the aid and guidance of the Church and of a separate priesthood.  Naturally, they did not mean to minimize the importance of the interpretations of the Church in the preaching of the Word.   They pointed out that Scripture itself testifies to its perspicuity, where it is declared to be a lamp unto our feet, and a light unto our path.  The prophets and the apostles, and even Jesus Himself, address their messages to all the people, and never treat them as minors who are not able to understand the truth.  The people are even declared to be able to judge and to understand, I Cor. 2:15; 10:15; I John 2:20.  Because of its perspicuity the Bible can even be said to be self-interpretive.  The Reformers had this in mind, when they spoke of an interpretatio secundum analogiam fidei or Scripturae, and laid down the great principle, Scriptura Scripturae interpres.  They did not regard the special task of the Church in the interpretation of the Bible as superfluous, but explicitly recognized the duty of the Church in this respect.  Hence they spoke of the potestas doctrinae of the Church.  
4.  THE SUFFICIENCY OF SCRIPTURE (pp. 167-169) 

Neither Rome nor the Anabaptists regarded the Bible as sufficient.  The latter had a low opinion of Scripture, and asserted the absolute necessity of the inner light and of all kinds of special revelations.  They attached very little importance to the ministry of the Word.  One of their pet slogans was, “The letter killeth, but the Spirit maketh alive.”  From the time of the Middle Ages Rome maintained the absolute necessity of oral tradition as a complement to the written word.  This tradition was not always clearly defined.  The term originally covered oral teachings and customs of apostolic origin.  But in the measure in which the Church moved farther and farther away from the apostolic age, it became increasingly difficult to determine, whether certain teachings really came down from the apostles.  Hence it became necessary to define the characteristics of what might truly be regarded as apostolic tradition.  An attempt at this was made in the rule of Vincentius Lerinensis, who declared that to be apostolic which was believed everywhere, always, and by all (ubique, simper, et ab omnibus, creditum est).  Real apostolic tradition could therefore be recognized by the fact that it was believed everywhere, at all times, and by the whole Church.  This definition was adopted by all later Roman Catholic theologians, though in actual practice it was modified.  It was very difficult to determine, whether a certain truth was always believed, and therefore the question gradually took on the more contemporaneous form, whether such a truth is at any particular time generally believed.  The antiquity of the truth was sacrificed to its universality, and the really important question was ignored.  It was tantamount to saying that it could not be determined, whether a certain teaching actually came down from the apostles.  But even so a formidable difficulty remained.  In seeking an answer to the question who was to pass on this question of universality,  it was held that the Church in general could not do this, but only the ecclesia docens, the bishops in their councils.  This is still the position of the Old Catholic Church.  But even this position proved untenable.  The question arose, When are the bishops infallible in determining the nature of a tradition, always, or only when they are met in council?  And if they can give infallible decisions only when they have come together, must their vote be unanimous or is a majority sufficient to lend weight to their decision?  And if a majority is sufficient, how great must this be; is a majority of one sufficient?  The result of all these deliberations was that the Pope was finally declared infallible in matters of faith and practice, when speaking ex cathedra.  If the Pope now declares something to be apostolic tradition, that settles the matter, and what is so declared thereby becomes binding on the Church.
Over against the position that Scripture needs some complement, the Reformers asserted the perfectio or sufficientia of Scripture.  This doctrine does not mean that everything that was spoken and written by the prophets, by Christ, and by the apostles, is incorporated in Scripture.  The Bible clearly proves that this is not the case, I Kings 4:33; I Cor. 5:9; Col. 4:16; II Thess. 2:5.  Neither does it mean that all the articles of faith are found in finished form in Scripture.  The Bible contains no dogmas; these can be derived from it only by a process of reflection.  The Reformers merely intended to deny that there is alongside of Scripture an unwritten Word of God with equal authority and therefore equally binding on the conscience.  And in taking that position they took their stand on Scriptural ground.  In Scripture each succeeding book connects up with the preceding (Except in contemporary narratives), and is based on it.  The Psalms and the Prophets presuppose the Law and appeal to it, and to it only.  The New Testament comes to us as the fulfillment of the Old and refers back to nothing else.  Oral traditions current in the time of Jesus are rejected as human inventions, Matt. 5:21-48; 15:4, 9; I Cor. 4:6.  Christ is presented to us as the acme of the divine revelation, the highest and the last, Matt. 11:27; John 1:18; 17:4, 6; Heb. 1:1.    For the knowledge of the way of salvation we are referred to Scripture only, to the word of Christ, and of the apostles, John 17:20; I John 1:3.  The Reformers did recognize a Christian tradition, but only a Christian tradition based on, and derived from, Scripture, and not one that equaled or even surpassed it in authority.  

