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Introduction 

The thesis of this paper is to offer consideration that the premodern understanding of 

inerrancy against that of the modernist understanding of inerrancy and its corollaries of inspiration, 

infallibility, and preservation is a better position, theologically, and philosophically. There is a 

need to revisit and reconsider modernist understanding of inerrancy. Modernism has left in its 

wake a crisis of faith. The foundation of this crisis has been caused by using Enlightenment human 

rationalism to criticize and deconstruct the Bible. The “canary in the mine” of the issues created 

by modernism is inerrancy. How a person treats the doctrine of inerrancy demonstrates the 

individual’s actual belief about the Lord and the Bible. The premodern view holds to inerrancy 

with three corollaries, inspiration, infallibility, and preservation. Contrasted with the modernist 

view of inerrancy is seen with two corollaries, inspiration and infallibility. 

The outline of this paper consists of five sections. First, is to survey the perennial issues 

concerning the attack against inerrancy and preservation of Scripture. Second, is to evaluate 

presuppositions and terms. Third, evaluate historical understanding of inerrancy. Fourth, is to 

evaluate the Enlightenment understanding of inerrancy. Last, consider some contemporary issues 

with inerrancy in the Evangelical world.  

The conclusion will first argue using presuppositional logic that modernist understanding 

of inerrancy is a deficient worldview. Second, the conclusion will argue that premodern 

understanding of inerrancy is superior. Lastly, the conclusion encourages that the position best 

honoring the Bible as the Word of God is the premodern understanding. 

Here is a brief consideration of the biblical information concerning inerrancy before 

leaving the introduction. As Walter Elwell points out, “At the heart of the belief in an inerrant, 

infallible Bible is the testimony of Scripture itself.”2 Elwell gives four headings to explain the 

biblical doctrine of inerrancy, condensing the explanation: 

 
First, the Bible teaches its own inspiration, and this requires inerrancy (2 Tim. 3:16), which 

guarantees they are without error. Second, (Deut 13:1-5; 18:20-22) Israel is given criteria 

for distinguishing God's message and messenger from false prophecies and prophets. 

Third, the Bible teaches its own authority, and this requires inerrancy. (Matthew 5:17-20; 

John 10:34-35). Fourth, Scripture uses Scripture in a way that supports its inerrancy. (John 
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Bible College in Pastoral Ministry with a concentration in Biblical Greek, and is currently pursuing a M.Div. in 
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views of either academic institution. Victory Baptist Church’s worldview focus is both “pre-modern” and “pre-

critical” concerning the Word of God as authoritative in all matters of faith and practice.  
2 Walter A. Elwell, Evangelical Dictionary of Theology (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 2017), 159. 
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10:34-35; Ps 82:6; Matt 22:32; Gal 3:16). If the Bible's inerrancy does not extend to every 

detail, these arguments lose their force.3 

Perennial Attack of Inerrancy and Its Corollaries 

The doctrine of inerrancy is one of the most basic and fundamental doctrines of Scripture. 

Inerrancy however does not stand on its own, but has three other natural corollaries. Here in this 

section the purpose is to trace the biblical information concerning the attack on this foundational 

doctrine and its corollary in the pages of Scripture. This attack upon the Word of God does not 

surprise or catch the child of God off-guard, for the attack upon the Scripture is nearly as old as 

the creation itself. These corollaries are inspiration, infallibility, and preservation of Scripture. 

Understanding the lines of attack upon the Word of God by the Great Adversary informs the 

believer on how to assess the attacks upon the Word of God in every quarter wherever it is found. 

This four-fold corollary can be seen with how the incident unfolded in the Garden of Eden. 

The Lord God informed Adam the purpose to which he was created for (Gen 1:26-30), with the 

instructions came one prohibition in Genesis 2:17, “But of the tree of the knowledge of good and 

evil, thou shalt not eat of it: for in the day that thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die.”4 The third 

chapter opens with the Great Deceiver entering into the abode of Adam and Eve, where he engages 

Adam’s wife in a discussion of this very issue. Apollyon asks Eve, “Yea, hath God said?” The 

Prince of Darkness is the first textual critic to exist. The first corollary, the serpent questions the 

inerrancy of the command of God, “Is this accurately what the Lord God said?”5 The second 

corollary, the Despot of Destruction questions the inspiration of the command. Apostle Paul wrote, 

“All scripture is given by inspiration of God” (2 Tim 3:16). He questioned the very words of God, 

asking if the Lord had actually said the prohibition. The third corollary, the Slanderer questions 

the infallibility of the word. The premise of whether or not the word of God is an infallible guide, 

true and unchanging, “Is this what the Lord intended to say?”6 The last corollary, preservation, in 

the essence the Hell-bound Miscreant makes several statements, “Art thou sure there are no textual 

variants? Dost thou not knowest, thou shouldst be aware that no doctrine should ever be built upon 

one verse? Eve, knowest thou not the scholars hold this verse of scripture in doubt of being 

authentic?”7  

Beyond the four-fold attack delineated above, there are several ways the doomed Devil of 

Hell attempts to destroy the Word. The first, through neglect, the scroll of the Lord lay neglected 

in the Temple of the Lord for a time, until it was recovered in the days of King Josiah (2 Kings 

22:8). The second, is outright destruction, as evidenced in the days of Prophet Jeremiah when King 

Jehoiakim took his penknife cut the message from the Lord and burnt it in the fire (Jer 36:23-36). 

To which the Lord God told Prophet Jeremiah all the same words again and he wrote them down 

(Jer 36:28). Even Apostle Paul spoke of those in his own lifetime that were attempting to corrupt 

the Word of God (2 Cor 2:17). The Lord Jesus Christ himself promised, “not one jot or tittle shall 

in no wise pass from the law” (Matt 5:18). Lastly, is through the misuse, misinterpretation, and 

abuse of the Bible. This can be seen in the Gospel accounts of Matthew and Luke where the Devil 

                                                 
3 Elwell, Evangelical Dictionary of Theology, 159. 
4 Unless otherwise noted, all biblical passages referenced are in the Authorized (King James) Version of the 

Holy Bible (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, n.d.).    
5 Charles C. Ryrie, What You Should Know About Inerrancy (Chicago, IL: Moody Press, 1981), 16.  
6 Ibid. 
7 Milton S. Terry, Biblical Hermeneutics: A Treatise on the Interpretation of the Old and New Testaments 

(Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1964), 590. 
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comes and tempts the Lord Jesus Christ, through the twisting of scripture the Devil tries to lure the 

Lord into committing sin against the Father (Matt 4:1-11; Luke 4:1-13). Apostle Peter references 

how people were treating Apostle Paul’s writings when he states, “As also in all his epistles, 

speaking in them of these things; in which are some things hard to be understood, which they that 

are unlearned and unstable wrest, as they do also the other scriptures, unto their own destruction” 

(2 Pet 3:16).  

Down to this very present day, there is a continual assault upon the Word of God. The 

attack upon the Word of God has shifted focus from just the average atheist who denies the 

working of God, but to the academy where “academic freedom” allows for the questioning and 

torturing of the Word of God, as to rob the Lord’s precious message from his saints.8 This issue of 

inerrancy, infallibility, inspiration, and preservation is not an occasional issue, but perennial; it is 

incumbent upon every generation of Christians to “earnestly contend for the faith which was once 

delivered unto the saints” (Jude 3). 

Presuppositions and Terms 

Concerning presuppositions and terms, these terms can mean different things to different 

groups. In particular, the definitions are nuanced between that of the Fundamentalist and the 

Evangelical. On the one hand, Fundamentalists and Puritans, are premoderns in their 

understanding. The premodern lives in the realm of objective reality, and accepts the Word of God 

uncritically, as the very speech of the Lord God Almighty himself.9 The Evangelical on the other 

hand, lives in the Enlightenment. The Enlightenment finds its basis on the naturalism of Kant, 

expressed in Darwinism in the natural realm, and textual criticism in the religious world.10 It will 

be necessary, for the purposes this paper, to have a base line serving as understanding of these 

terms in their respective contexts. Broadly, under the term premodernism are found labels such as 

pre-critical, conservative, Puritan, and Fundamentalist. Broadly, under the term Enlightenment are 

found labels such as liberal, neo-orthodoxy, Evangelical, and Neo-Evangelical. The term 

restorational textual criticism covers the categories such as form, canon, higher and lower 

criticism. The statement the Word of God encompasses the terms inerrancy, infallibility, 

inspiration, and preservation with their interrelatedness. 

Premodernism is the “belief that the events of history constituted an order and pattern . . . 

premoderns looked for this in a realm external to nature . . . in the plan and working of a wise and 

powerful God.”11 The Fundamentalist movement arose “to conserve the principles which lie at the 

foundation of the Christian system, and to resist what were considered dangerous theological 

tendencies in the movement calling itself Modernism.”12 In the same vein are the Puritans who 

were concerned about the purity of worship, and proper orthodoxy in theological matters, as 

expressed in the Westminster Confession of Faith.13 One of the hallmarks of the premodern 

understanding is a precritical understanding of the Scripture. Erickson writing concerning 

Christology, notes how precriticalism expresses itself, “during the precritical era when there was 

                                                 
8 Almer Jesse Smith. The Making of the 1963 Baptist Faith and Message (Eugene, OR: Wipf and Stock, 

2008), 113. 
9 Millard J. Erickson, Christian Theology, 3rd edition (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 2013), 31. 
10 Ibid., 26; Elwell, Evangelical Dictionary of Theology, 379, 556. 
11 Erickson, Christian Theology, 24. 
12 Everett H. Harrison, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Carl F. Henry, Wycliffe Dictionary of Theology (Peabody, 

MA: Hendrickson, 2004), 233. 
13 Ibid., 431. 
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no question as to the historical reliability of the whole Scripture.”14 An example of this is a 

statement by Billy Graham, “I believe that Jonah could have swallowed the whale if God wanted 

him to, because God is God.”15 As L. Russ Bush notes, this thought process is unwelcome in 

academia, “The only viewpoint that is not considered worthy of discussion is one that builds itself 

on the premodern worldview.”16 

Enlightenment thinking finds its foundation of rationalism. As mentioned, the 

Enlightenment thinkers consider themselves moderns, leaving the superstitions of a by-gone era 

behind. The modernist considers “that real knowledge came from the process of empirical 

observation and testing that science developed to the fullest.”17 Bush expresses the purpose of Kant 

and Schleiermacher was to move “the objective teaching of Scripture as being the very Word of 

God toward a more subjective theology of personal experience and personal opinion.”18 The 

outgrowth lead to a philosophy where “even the documents and truths of Christianity must be 

subjected to rational analysis.”19 This rational analysis became known as “restorational textual 

criticism.”20 The Enlightenment evolutionary thinking can be seen in the statement by Darrell L. 

Bock and Buist M. Fanning in their discussion for the need for textual criticism. They note how 

the Textus Receptus “represents a text that had grown over the centuries.”21  

The modern thinking was challenged; the answer to the defense of the Scripture is 

answered in the four-fold statement of “the Holy Bible is the inspired, inerrant, infallible, and 

preserved Word of God.” An Evangelical definition of inerrancy can be described as: 

 
Inerrancy is the view that when all the facts become known, they will demonstrate that the 

Bible in its original autographs and correctly interpreted is entirely true and never false in 

all it affirms, whether that relates to doctrine or ethics or to the social, physical, or life 

sciences.22 

Where the premodern would draw a distinction to this statement, it would be changed to: 

“Inerrancy is the view that regardless whether all the facts are known or not, the Bible in its original 

autographs and subsequent apographs is entirely true and never false.” The idea of infallibility is 

close in definition to inerrancy; however, there is a nuanced meaning, it is defined as: “The state 

of being incapable of error.” 23 Concerning inspiration, Charles C. Ryrie gives this definition, “God 

superintended the human authors of the Bible so that they composed and recorded without error 

His message to mankind in the words of their original writings.”24 The last of these is preservation. 

Probably the best statement concerning preservation of the Scripture comes from near the end of 

the English Reformation period. Originally penned in 1646 by the Westminster divines, and then 

                                                 
14 Erickson, Christian Theology, 608. 
15 Billy Graham, “Why I Believe the Bible is the Word of God,” September 17, 2010, accessed October 7, 

2019. https://www.billygraham.ca/stories/why-i-believe-the-bible-is-the-word-of-god/ 
16 L. Russ Bush, The Advancement (Nashville, TN: Broadman and Holman, 2003), 43. 
17 Erickson, Christian Theology, 25. 
18 Bush, The Advancement, 8. 
19 Harrison and et al., Wycliffe Dictionary of Theology, 182. 
20 David Allan Black, New Testament Textual Criticism: A Concise Guide (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1994), 

27. 
21 Darrell L. Bock and Buist M. Fanning, Interpreting the New Testament Text: Introduction to the Art and 

Science of Exegesis (Wheaton: IL, Crossway, 2006), 34. 
22 Elwell, Evangelical Dictionary of Theology, 159. 
23 Ibid., 606. 
24 Charles C. Ryrie, Basic Theology: A Popular Systematic Guide to Understanding Biblical Truth (Chicago, 

IL: Moody Press, 1999), 81. 
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later reiterated by the Calvinist Baptists of England, comes from the Westminster Confession of 

Faith and Second London Baptist Confession of Faith, chapter 1, paragraph 8: 

 
The Old Testament in Hebrew . . . , and the New Testament in Greek . . . , being 

immediately inspired by God, and by his singular care and providence kept pure in all ages, 

are therefore authentic; so as in all controversies of religion, the church is finally to appeal 

to them.25 

This view for the sake of this paper this view can be called the confessional view. This theme has 

gained some popular treatment. A website is attempting to be a repository of information on both 

sides of the textual debate hosting many academic and primary sources.26 

The Historical Understanding of the Doctrine of Inerrancy 

The historical understanding for formulating understanding of inerrancy is to trace briefly 

the historical treatment of the doctrine. This survey considers the pre-reformation, Reformation, 

and Counter-Reformation. Augustine gives early evidence for the doctrine of inerrancy, “I have 

learned to yield this respect and honor only to the canonical books of Scripture: of these alone do 

I most firmly believe that the authors were completely free from error.”27 Augustine did not 

develop this doctrine out of thin air, Elwell notes several passages that give evidence of the 

doctrine from the pages of Scripture itself (Matthew 5:17-20; John 10:34-35).28 William G. T. 

Shedd considers the doctrine of inspiration from antiquity, “. . . the first position to be taken 

respecting the Bible is that all of it is inspired. The original autograph volume of inspiration was 

free from error . . . . those words were actually spoken, and they are recorded with infallible 

accuracy.”29 He continues, “This theory of plenary inspiration has been the generally received 

doctrine of the church.”30 

The most fruitful stage of development came during the Reformation. Such 

pastor/theologians to further develop and refine the corpus of this doctrine would be Martin Luther, 

John Calvin and John Owen. Elwell notes Luther’s statement concerning inerrancy, “But everyone, 

indeed, knows that at times they [the fathers] have erred as men will; therefore I am ready to trust 

them only when they prove their opinions from Scripture, which has never erred.”31 In the same 

manner John Calvin expresses conviction, not only is the Scripture inerrant, but that the copies of 

the Scripture have come down to his time as inerrant: 

 
A most pernicious error has very generally prevailed, i.e., that Scripture is of importance 

only insofar as conceded to it by the suffrage of the church; as if the eternal and inviolable 

truth of God could depend on the will of men. With great insult to the Holy Spirit, it is 

asked, who can assure us that the Scriptures proceeded from God; who can guarantee that 

they have come down safe and unimpaired to our times; . . . . On the other hand, to what 

                                                 
25 Presbyterian Church (USA), The Constitution of the Presbyterian Church USA: Part I: Book of 

Confessions (Louisville, KY: The Office of the General Assembly, 2002), 123; P. Moore, ed., London Baptist 

Confession of Faith, 1689: with Proof Texts (Lexington, KY: Icthus Press, 2015), 8. 
26 Confessional Bibliology. https://confessionalbibliology.com/ Accessed October 9, 2019. 
27 Elwell, Evangelical Dictionary of Theology, 159. 
28 Ibid. 
29 William G. T. Shedd, Dogmatic Theology, 3rd edition, Alan Gomez, ed. (Phillipsburg, NJ: Presbyterian 

and Reformed, 2003), 91. 
30 Shedd, Dogmatic Theology, 91. 
31 Elwell, Evangelical Dictionary of Theology, 159. 
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jeers of the wicked is our faith subjected–into how great suspicion is it brought with all, if 

believed to have only a precarious authority lent to it by the good will of men?32 

How could the Reformers be sure that the Word of God is inerrant, that is possess the authority of 

Heaven? Calvin again considers, “. . . the highest proof of Scripture is uniformly taken from the 

character of him whose word it is.”33  Owen nearly quoting the Larger Catechism, “. . . the 

authority of the written Word–in itself and unto us–is from itself, as the Word of God; and the 

eviction of that authority unto us, is by itself.”34 The doctrine of inerrancy can be seen as Shedd 

deals with supposed errors in the text of Scripture: 

 
There is no list of conceded errors in Scripture. There are perplexities remaining, but while 

there is not an instance in which the controversy with the skeptic has resulted in 

establishing the fact of undoubted error in revelation, there are many instances in which it 

has resulted in demonstrating its truth and accuracy. The skeptical criticism to which the 

canon has been subjected for a period of nineteen centuries has strengthened, not weakened 

the doctrine of plenary inspiration.35 

The purpose of the Counter-Reformation had several purposes, one of them was to 

undermine the authority of the Scripture, to cast doubt upon the Bible by “criticizing its 

genuineness and historical value.”36 The Reformers met all these challenges, sometimes 

congealing these sentiments together. Erickson imparts this congealing effect on the doctrine of 

inerrancy when he explains his position, “Thus, our view of inspiration logically entails the 

inerrancy of the Bible. Inerrancy is a corollary of the doctrine of full inspiration.”37 Textual 

criticism was seen as an undermining of these vital doctrines. Owen saw no difference between 

the αὐτόγραφα and ἀπόγραφα38 when he states, “. . . the whole Scripture, entire as given out form 

God, without any loss, is preserved in the copies of the originals yet remaining . . . .”39 Shedd is in 

agreement with Owen, that the copies of the original should be considered authoritative as the 

originals are.40 Calvin defends these key elements when he writes:  

 
. . . certain miscreants . . .  ask, how do we know Moses and the prophets wrote the books 

which now bear their names? . . . The law of Moses has been wonderfully preserved, more 

by divine providence than by human care . . . it has . . . been transmitted in unbroken 

succession from generation to generation.41 

Brian Walton, serves as a foil for John Owen when Walton publishes the Biblia Sacra Polygott 

Complectentia Textus Originales, which was a critical edition of the New Testament, and is 

                                                 
32 John Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion, Henry Beveridge, ed. (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2008), 

31.  
33 Ibid., 32. 
34 John Owen, The Complete Works of John Owen, Edited by William H. Goold. 16 vols (Carlisle, PA: The 

Banner of Truth Trust, 1965), 16:307-308. 
35 Shedd, Dogmatic Theology, 109. 
36 Ernst Von Dobshutz, The Influence of the Bible on Civilization (New York, NY: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 

1914), 136. 
37 Erickson, Christian Theology, 194. 
38 αὐτόγραφα (autographs): the original Scripture; ἀπόγραφα (apographs): the copies of the originals. 
39 Owen, The Complete Works, 16:357. 
40 Shedd, Dogmatic Theology, 139. 
41 Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion, 40. 
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considered a worthy forerunner of modern textual criticism.42 Owen estimates the work and 

opines:  

 
. . . here is professedly no choice made nor judgment used in discerning which may indeed 

by called various lections, but all differences whatever that could be found in any copies, 

printed or written, equally given out. Hence many differences that had been formerly 

rejected by learned men for open corruptions are here tendered us again.43 

Dean John Burgon made the same contention in the late nineteenth century concerning the right 

and wrong use of textual criticism, “What I deprecate, is not any discriminating use of reverent 

criticism, but a clumsy confusion of points essentially different.”44 

Owen notes treating the Bible suffering the “same fate . . . in its transcription as hath done 

other books. . . . seems to me to border on atheism.”45 Owen had no use for “rational conjecture” 

whether it be in the New Testament or in the Old Testament.46 Burgon along the same lines as 

Owen states, 

 
There exists no reason for supposing that the Divine Agent, who in the first instance thus 

gave to mankind the Scriptures of Truth, straightway abdicated His office; took no further 

care of His work; abandoned those precious writings to their fate. . . . I am utterly 

disinclined to believe–so grossly improbable does it seem–that at the end of 1800 years 

995 copies out of every thousand . . . will prove untrustworthy; and that . . . five which 

remain, whose contents were till yesterday as good as unknown, will be found to have 

retained the secret of what the Holy Spirit originally inspired.47 

 The historic doctrine of inerrancy is still held to today by Fundamentalists. Norman L. 

Geisler and William E. Nix discuss John R. Rice’s position on inerrancy explain that Rice held to 

the originals, but not the copies, which is a step away from Owen, Calvin, and Shedd: 

 
So “the Bible does not simply in some places ‘contain the Word of God’; the Bible is the 

Word of God.” That means the Bible is “absolutely correct when it speaks on matters of 

history or geography.” Inerrancy does not extend to every copy of the Bible. “The original 

autographs of the Scriptures were infallibly correct.” Thus Rice rejected all higher criticism 

of the Bible, saying, “Higher criticism tends to sit in judgment on the Bible and let poor, 

sinning, frail, ignorant, mortal man pass judgment on the Word of God.”48 

Erickson describes several positions concerning inerrancy, the one that seems to identify the 

historical approach taken by the individuals discussed in this section, would hold to “Absolute 

inerrancy . . . the Bible, which includes rather detailed treatment of matters both scientific and 

historical, is fully true.”49 Thus, the premodern view, the self-authenticating Word, is inspired 

                                                 
42 Norman L. Geisler and William E. Nix, A General Introduction to the Bible, revised and expanded 

(Chicago, IL: Moody Press, 1986), 453. 
43 Owen, The Complete Works, 16:364. 
44 Dean John William Burgon, The Traditional Text of the Holy Gospels Vindicated and Established (London, 

England: George Bell and Sons, 1896), 10. 
45 Owen, The Complete Works, 16:357. 
46 Ibid., 16:375. 
47 Burgon, The Traditional Text of the Holy Gospels, 11-12. 
48 Geisler and Nix, A General Introduction to the Bible, 171. 
49 Erickson, Christian Theology, 191. 
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inerrant, infallible, and preserved, just as how the Lord God would have it to be, according to his 

word. 

The Evangelical Understanding of the Doctrine of Inerrancy 

As already considered, the Evangelical position of inerrancy is built upon Enlightenment 

philosophy. Erickson gives a full-orbed approach to the issue of inerrancy: 

 
. . . inerrancy should not by understood to mean that the maximum amount of specificity 

will always be present. Rather, our doctrine of inerrancy maintains merely that whatever 

statements the Bible affirms are fully truthful when they are correctly interpreted in terms 

of their meaning in their cultural setting and the purpose which they were written.50 

If that were all that there was to the Evangelical doctrine of inerrancy, most would be well. 

Unfortunately, it is not. Geisler and Nix illustrate eight different views of inerrancy, six of which 

fall under the umbrella of Evangelicalism.51 Dealing with all of these competing views is outside 

the ability of this work. The emphasis then will be placed upon what precipitated the creating of 

the Chicago Statement on Biblical Inerrancy (CSBI).  

The Fundamentalist-Modernist controversy could also be called the premodern-modernist 

controversy. Part of the controversy surrounded what is the authentic Word of God. From the late 

nineteenth century until the Great Depression the controversy went on, until the Fundamentalist 

separated from the rest of the Evangelical community, starting such denominations and groups as 

the Bible Presbyterian Church, General Association of Regular Baptist Churches, and the 

Independent Fundamental Baptists. After this separation of two camps, by the 1960s, the doctrine 

of inerrancy was again under more attack within the Evangelical community. Two events 

precipitated this eventuality. “First, neoevangelicalism . . . a call to repudiate separationism and 

involve evangelicals in social action while maintaining . . . inerrancy.”52 The second, Harold 

Lindsell published a book called Battle for the Bible, exposing the doctrinal error of Fuller 

Seminary.53 Harold O. J. Brown explains, “Many who share Lindsell’s concerns regret any 

division among evangelicals, but see inerrancy as an important issue. Others regret the attention 

inerrancy has received and are concerned about inerrancy more as a threat to evangelical unity 

than as a significant theological issue.”54 The purpose of the CSBI was to rise to meet the challenge 

of the flat-out denial of inerrancy. The CSBI tries to move the clock back to the Fundamentalist-

Modernist debate. The statement was designed be a via media between the Fundamentalist and 

Liberal Protestantism. The impetus and thinking behind the CSBI is delineated by Albert Mohler,  

 
The issue remains as clear as it was when evangelicals first sought to define a theological 

and spiritual trajectory that would simultaneously avoid the liberalism and theological 

                                                 
50 Erickson, Christian Theology, 206. 
51 Geisler and Nix, A General Introduction to the Bible, 190. 
52 Norman L. Geisler and William C. Roach, Defending Inerrancy: Affirming the Accuracy of Scripture for 

a New Generation (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 2011), 20. 
53 Ibid. 
54 Harold O. J. Brown, “Inerrancy and Infallibility,” The Origin of the Bible, Philip Wesley Comfort, editor 

(Wheaton, IL: Tyndale House, 1992), 39-40. 
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accommodationism of mainline Protestantism and the intellectual separatism of 

fundamentalism.55 

The liberal accommodation that Mohler is referencing can run the gambit of near 

fundamentalism to process theology on the spectrum of inerrancy.56 Mohler goes on to consider, 

“I do not believe that evangelicalism can survive without the explicit and complete assertion of 

biblical inerrancy. Given the pressures of late modernity, growing even more hostile to 

theological truth claims . . .”57 Some would contend that Mohler is holding to the “slippery slope 

argument,” which is logically uncalled for in their estimation.58 While the controversy was dealt 

with in Evangelical circle in 1978, this was settled with the Fundamentalists in the early 

twentieth century.59 The hallmark statement on inerrancy in the CSBI is: 

 
We affirm that inspiration, strictly speaking, applies only to the autographic text of 

Scripture, which in the providence of God can be ascertained from available manuscripts 

with great accuracy. We further affirm that copies of and translations of Scripture are the 

Word of God to the extent that they faithfully represent the original.60 

While on the surface this statement seems to echo the Westminster Confession of Faith, it is 

divergent in many points. As noted in the section dealing with the historical understanding of 

inerrancy, John Owen saw the ἀπόγραφα just as inspired as the αὐτόγραφα. The Westminster 

Confession of Faith states, “kept pure in all ages.”61 Hence, no need for or application of 

modernist textual criticism in the premodern understanding. As with Owen and Burgon, the text 

of Scripture was settled with the publication of the Received Text. Bart Ehrman makes this valid 

point concerning “to the extent that they faithfully represent the original.” He states: 

 
I came to realize that it would have been no more difficult for God to preserve the words 

of scripture than it would have been for him to inspire them in the first place. If he wanted 

his people to have his words, surely he would have given them to them . . . . The fact that 

we don’t have his words surely must show, I reasoned, that he did not preserve them for 

us. And if he didn’t perform that miracle, there seems to be no reason to think that he 

performed the earlier miracle of inspiring those words.62 

Owen warned that treating the text the way Brian Walton did when he created the Polyglot, “seems 

to me to border on atheism.”63  

 The question, does the CSBI live up to intention? Peter Enns rejects the CSBI on the 

grounds: 
Inerrancy paints us into a corner of thinking that the biblical statements are by default 

timeless and therefore as applicable to us in the modern world as it was to people in the 

                                                 
55 J. Merrick and Stephen M. Garrett, eds. Five Views on Biblical Inerrancy (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 

2013), 30. 
56 Geisler and Nix, A General Introduction to the Bible, 190. 
57 Merrick and Garrett, Five Views on Biblical Inerrancy, 31, 19. 
58 Elwell, Evangelical Dictionary of Theology, 159. 
59 Geisler and Roach, Defending Inerrancy, 25. 
60 Geisler and Roach, Defending Inerrancy, 28. 
61 Presbyterian Church (USA), The Constitution of the Presbyterian Church, 123; 
62 Bart Ehrman, Misquoting Jesus: The Story Behind Who Changed the Bible and Why (San Francisco: CA, 

Harper, 2005), 11. 
63 Owen, The Complete Works, 16:357. 
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ancient world. By obscuring the finitude of the text, inerrancy obscures the finitude of our 

own contemporary context, which ironically concedes to the modern mindset that many 

inerrantists fear is present in modern historical criticism.64 

Michael F. Bird writes concerning the CSBI, “I am quite fond of its preface, with its resolute 

affirmation of the ‘total truth and trustworthiness of Holy Scripture,’ its recognition that one can 

be a genuine disciple of Jesus and not be an inerrantist . . .”65 John R. Franke rejects the CSBI on 

epistemological grounds, he argues against the Enlightenment foundationalism of the documents 

drafting, not to return to premodernism, but for the freedom to be a post-foundationalist who 

believes the Bible is fallible.66 Kevin J. Vanhoozer notes a few problems, the CSBI does not define 

what “inerrancy” is, and he believes in “inerrancy” so long as he may define the term, and many 

who claim to be Evangelicals do so while denying inerrancy.67 It appears that those who want to 

enjoin themselves to the CSBI are free to do so, and those who are of the Evangelical tradition, 

and yet reject the CSBI do so with little or no consequence of their actions, and are still considered 

Evangelical. It seems this statement has not realized its intended purpose of being a safeguard in 

Evangelicalism regarding the inerrancy of the Bible. 

Current Trends Concerning the Doctrine of Inerrancy 

The issue of inerrancy is not a static one. The manner in which textual criticism is 

conducted is the outworking of the theological understanding of inerrancy. Though it is contended, 

that for those would hold a view classified in the historical confessional understanding, is an 

untenable position, “it is an incontrovertible fact, obvious to anyone who has examined the 

manuscript evidence, that we do not now possess the words of the autographs in an absolutely 

inerrant state.”68 The question then for consideration, how can the Christian at having the inerrant 

word? Restorational Textual Criticism has been one of the key areas of study. “Textual criticism 

is the art and science of reconstructing the original text from the multiple variants contained in the 

manuscripts.”69 From the time of Westcott and Hort’s first edition of their Greek New Testament 

until recently, has been done by comparing the textual tradition against two manuscripts held to 

be the oldest, that of Codex Sinaiticus and Vaticanus.70  Geisler and Nix note: 

 
Textual critics have made studied judgements on many of these significant variants, so that 

for all practical purposes the modern critical editions of the Hebrew and Greek texts of the 

Bible represent, with their footnotes, exactly what the autographs contained . . . .71  

However, not all are convinced that the scholars can arrive back to the wording of the original. 

Michael F. Bird notes, “To maintain that divine inspiration is confined to the initial autographs is 

a position that is textually problematic, as it is theologically indefensible.”72 Bird also further 

contends, “What does it say about a God who inspires the original text and yet allows the 

                                                 
64 Merrick and Garrett, 91. 
65 Ibid., 146-147. 
66 Ibid., 262-263. 
67 Ibid., 206-207. 
68 William W. Combs, “The Preservation of Scripture,” Detroit Baptist Seminary Journal 5, no. 1 (Fall 2000): 

22. 
69 Geisler and Nix, A General Introduction to the Bible, 489. 
70 Black, New Testament Textual Criticism, 32-33. 
71 Geisler and Nix, A General Introduction to the Bible, 489. 
72 Merrick and Garrett, 151-152. 
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subsequent history of the church struggle with a corrupted version of his inscripturated 

revelation?”73 His point is not that of Owen, he argues against it, the point here is the struggle with 

a supposed inerrant yet unpreserved text.  

The latest iteration of textual criticism is found in the Coherence Based Genealogical 

Method (CBGM). This method uses a computer-based model to determine what the text of the 

Bible should read. The completed portion so far has been the Catholic Epistles, under the title 

Editio Critica Maior.74  Tommy Wasserman notes the purpose of CBGM is to aid in  

 
the reconstruction of an initial text (Ausgangstext) corresponding to the classic goal of 

textual criticism, but also in order to survey the subsequent development of the text, which 

may offer ‘a window into the social world of early Christianity,’ to use the apt word of Bart 

Ehrman.75 

This method of textual criticism has already caused a paradigm shift in the textual critical studies, 

gone are the “textual families,” other than the Byzantine text.76 Peter J. Gurry expresses, “In 

development for many years, the method has now produced initial results. As with any novel 

method, it needs to be carefully considered, tested, and evaluated by other scholars.”77 One of the 

groundbreaking abilities of the CBGM is to consider the variants on the same level.78 To which 

was considered earlier, Owen considered a lack of discernment on the part of the editor to consider 

variants in that way. The CBGM is in the same vein as Walton’s Polyglot, the difference being 

instead of a person physically collating the variants a machine is doing the collating. 

Conclusion 

The debate and issues surrounding inerrancy will most likely endure for the foreseeable 

future, and the distance between the premodern and modernist understanding widen, and more 

separation and division in Christianity over the issue as technology begins to drive the discussion 

of inerrancy. Millard J. Erickson notes well from Krisop Lake statement on fundamentalists 

concerning the inerrancy and authority of the Scriptures: 

 
It is a mistake often made by educated persons who happen to have but little knowledge of 

historical theology to suppose that fundamentalism is a new and strange form of thought. 

It is nothing of the kind; it is the partial and uneducated survival of a theology which was 

once universally held by all Christians. How many were there, for instance, in Christian 

churches in the eighteenth century who doubted the infallible inspiration of all Scripture? 

A few perhaps, but very few. No, the fundamentalist may be wrong; I think that he is. But 

it is we who have departed from the tradition, not he; and I am sorry for anyone who tries 

                                                 
73 Ibid., 153. 
74 Barbara and Kurt Aland, Johannes Karavidopoulos, Carli M. Martini, and Bruce Metzger, United Bible 

Society, The Greek New Testament, 5th edition (Stuttgart, GE: Deutsche Biblegesellshaft, 2014), 2. 
75 Tommy Wasserman, “The Coherence Based Genealogical Method as a Tool for Explaining Textual 

Changes in the Greek New Testament,” Novum Testamentum 57, no. 2 (2015): 210-211. 
76 Peter J. Gurry, “How Your Greek NT Is Changing: A Simple Introduction to the Coherence-Based 

Genealogical Method (CBGM),” Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society 59, no 4. (2016): 685. 
77 Ibid. 
78 Ibid. 
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to argue with a fundamentalist on the basis of authority. The Bible and the corpus 

theologicum of the Church are on the fundamentalist side.79 

Considering finally, seeing how these four items are inter-related; inspiration, inerrancy, 

infallibility, and preservation, they are necessary to have the Word of God. There are a few 

questions to ask, which view best represents the Scriptural position on inerrancy? Which view 

works in practicality that is premodern or modern? Using presuppositional questioning, here is a 

consideration of the modern view first. First, is the modernist view of inerrancy arbitrary? While 

the statement argues for inspiration, inerrancy, and infallibility, it does not argue for the 

preservation of the text itself. This has been considered in this paper as a necessary corollary to 

call the Bible the Word of God, and is a necessary element as demonstrated by those who content 

there can be no inerrant Bible without a preserved text. The contention is, the view of the CSBI is 

arbitrary. Second, is the argument for modernist inerrancy consistent? While the CSBI does 

contend for inerrancy in the originals, and contends the copies as they agree with the originals are 

inerrant. The contention is that without an original to gauge the copy, no one knows without a 

preserved text if what is held as current, is accurate. The CSBI in this place is inconsistent; absent 

a preserved text means there is no possibility for an inerrant text. Third, what are the consequences 

for modernist inerrancy as espoused in the CSBI? Bart Ehrman’s testimony speaks to this; he is an 

atheist teaching New Testament studies. The CSBI has not encouraged the faith of the believer, 

but it has discouraged it. Last, what must be true for inerrancy as CSBI espouses it to work in 

reality? Finite, sinful man either will have to be more inspired more than the original writers 

themselves to know what is in the text, or, build a super-computer so powerful that it will be able 

to 100% reproduce the autographic text. Neither of which are going to happen. 

 The modernist position fails in this regard. The premodern position is the only one that 

holds up to this scrutiny. First, the premodern understanding of how Scripture is Scripture involves 

all four elements necessary, inspiration, inerrancy, infallibility, and preservation. Second, it is 

consistent with the character of God, and the internal witness of the Scripture. Third, the four-fold 

corollary has instilled faith, and built up those who love the Word of God, for they know they have 

the very Word. Last, the Lord, who inspires his Word, also is the one who keeps his Word. 

John Owen gives the sum of the matter on how the Word of God ought to be treated as 

opposed to the human rationalism of Brian Walton: “Surely the promise of God for the 

preservation of his word, with his love and care of his church, of whose faith and obedience that 

word of his is the only rule, requires other thoughts at our hands.”80 

 

 

 

                                                 
79 Erickson, Christian Theology, 52. 
80 Owen, The Complete Works, 16:357. 
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