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Introduction

In Lesson 7, we defined inerrancy, established its theological grounding in the character
of the God who cannot lie, clarified its scope across all that Scripture affirms, and
distinguished the accuracy inerrancy requires from the precision it does not demand. We
saw that inerrancy is not an external imposition on the doctrine of inspiration but its
direct and necessary logical corollary: if God breathed out Scripture, and if God cannot
lie, then the Scripture He breathed out cannot contain error.

In this lesson, we take up a closely related but distinct question: the relationship between
infallibility and inerrancy. These two terms are often used interchangeably, and in the
historic confessional tradition they were substantially synonymous. But in the twentieth
century a fateful distinction was introduced, a distinction that has divided evangelical
Christianity and that has had devastating consequences for every institution that has
embraced it. The neo-evangelical proposal was this: affirm infallibility (the Bible reliably
guides us in matters of faith and practice) while denying inerrancy (the Bible may contain
factual errors in historical, geographical, or scientific details). This lesson will examine
that proposal, demonstrate why it is incoherent, trace the historical consequences of
abandoning inerrancy, and recover the rich confessional heritage of a church that has
always, in its most faithful moments, affirmed the full truthfulness of Scripture.

The question at the heart of this lesson is not merely technical: Can Scripture fail? It is a
question that cuts to the nerve of the Christian’s confidence in the Word of God. If the
Bible can fail in what it says about history, on what grounds do we trust it in what it says
about salvation? If it errs in describing the created world, why should we believe it when
it describes the Creator? Infallibility without inerrancy is a theological house of cards, and
this lesson will show why.

I. Defining Infallibility: Scripture Is Incapable of Deceiving or
Leading Astray

The term infallibility, in its historic usage, carries a strong and positive meaning. An
infallible Scripture is one that is incapable of failing in its purpose, incapable of deceiving
its readers, incapable of leading those who receive it rightly into error on any matter it
addresses. The word comes from the Latin infallibilis: in (not) + fallere (to deceive, to lead
astray). An infallible guide does not mislead; an infallible teacher does not deceive; an
infallible Word does not fail.
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In this historic sense, infallibility is an extremely strong claim. A Bible that is infallible in
its guidance is a Bible that will never point you in the wrong direction, not in theology,
not in ethics, not in its understanding of history, not in its descriptions of the world. An
infallible compass always points north. An infallible map always corresponds to the
terrain. A Bible that is truly infallible cannot contain false affirmations, because a false
affirmation is precisely the kind of thing that would lead a trusting reader into error.

This historic meaning of infallibility entails inerrancy. If the Bible is incapable of
misleading its readers, then it cannot make false assertions, because false assertions
mislead. The two doctrines, properly understood, are inseparable. The Westminster
Confession captures this inseparability when it grounds biblical authority in the fact that
God is “truth itself,” and the Second London Baptist Confession echoes it: Scripture’s
authority depends entirely on God, “the author thereof.” A book authored by the God who
is truth itself cannot be a book that contains falsehood.

I1. The Historic Relationship Between Infallibility and Inerrancy

Throughout the history of the church, infallibility and inerrancy were used as two
descriptions of the same conviction: the Bible is completely and unconditionally
trustworthy in all that it affirms. The two terms emphasized different facets of a single
reality, infallibility emphasizing the Bible’s reliability as a guide, inerrancy emphasizing
the truthfulness of its specific assertions, but they were understood to stand or fall
together.

The church fathers, the medieval theologians, and the Reformers all held this position,
though they did not always use the modern technical vocabulary. What they held, without
qualification, was that the Bible as the Word of God could not contain error of any kind.
Augustine’s celebrated statement in his letter to Jerome expresses the patristic consensus
with characteristic clarity: “I have learned to yield this respect and honour only to the
canonical books of Scripture: of these alone do I most firmly believe that the authors were
completely free from error. And if in these writings I am perplexed by anything which
appears to me opposed to truth, I do not hesitate to suppose that either the manuscript is
faulty, or the translator has not caught the meaning of what was said, or I myself have
failed to understand it.”

Augustine’s method is instructive: when he encounters an apparent error in Scripture, his
first instinct is not to conclude that Scripture has erred but to examine the manuscript,
the translation, and his own understanding. This is the method of a man who genuinely
believes that the inspired original cannot contain error, and who therefore looks for the
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explanation of any apparent difficulty elsewhere than in the text itself. This is inerrancy
in practice, even if Augustine does not use that precise modern term.

Luther and Calvin maintained the same conviction with equal firmness. Luther declared
that “it is impossible for Scripture to contradict itself” and held that apparent
contradictions must be resolved by careful exegesis rather than conceded as genuine
errors. Calvin’s entire hermeneutical method presupposes that the inspired text, rightly
interpreted, is consistent and truthful throughout. The Reformers did not invent
inerrancy; they inherited and continued the church’s unbroken conviction about the
perfect truthfulness of the God-breathed Word.

II1. The Modern Attempt to Affirm Infallibility While Denying
Inerrancy

The fateful separation of infallibility from inerrancy is a distinctively modern
development, traceable primarily to the mid-twentieth century and the neo-evangelical
theological movement. As evangelical scholars engaged more directly with mainstream
academic biblical criticism, some began to feel the pressure of a perceived tension: the
results of historical-critical scholarship seemed to demonstrate errors and contradictions
in the biblical text, while the theological need to maintain some doctrine of biblical
authority remained. The proposed resolution was an elegant compromise: affirm that the
Bible infallibly guides us in matters of faith and practice while allowing that it may err in
historical, geographical, or scientific details.

This position was given its most influential academic expression by scholars such as
Daniel Fuller and later by the contributors to the volume Biblical Authority (1977), edited
by Jack Rogers and Donald McKim, which argued that the church’s historic position was
infallibility in matters of faith and practice rather than full inerrancy. Harold Lindsell’s
response in The Battle for the Bible (1976) and then the Chicago Statement (1978) were
the evangelical church’s definitive answer to this revisionist historical claim and to the
theological position it was designed to support.

A. The Appeal of the Position

The neo-evangelical compromise has obvious appeal. It appears to take the humanity of
Scripture seriously, acknowledging that ancient authors wrote from within the limitations
of their historical and scientific knowledge. It appears to relieve the intellectual pressure
created by critical scholarship’s claims of biblical errors. And it appears to preserve what
matters most, the Bible’s guidance in salvation and ethics, while making a seemingly
minor concession in peripheral areas.
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But the appeal is superficial. The concession is not minor, and the position is not stable.
What the neo-evangelical compromise actually achieves is the introduction of human
judgment as the arbiter of which parts of Scripture are infallibly reliable and which are
merely human and potentially erroneous. Once that principle is granted, it cannot be
contained. If the historical details of Scripture may err, on what grounds are the
theological affirmations immune from the same critical scrutiny?

B. The Revisionist History

The Rogers and McKim argument, that the church historically affirmed only infallibility
in faith and practice and not full inerrancy, was subjected to a devastating historical
refutation by John Woodbridge in Biblical Authority: A Critique of the Rogers/McKim
Proposal (1982). Woodbridge demonstrated through careful examination of primary
sources that the church’s historic position was indeed full inerrancy, that Augustine,
Aquinas, Luther, Calvin, the Westminster Divines, and the Princetonians all held that the
Bible was without error in all that it affirmed, not merely in matters of faith and practice.
The revisionist history that attempted to provide neo-evangelical limited infallibility with
a respectable pedigree was shown to be, at its core, a misreading of the sources.

IV. Why Infallibility Without Inerrancy Is Incoherent

The neo-evangelical position, infallible in faith and practice, potentially errant in history
and science, is not merely historically unsupported; it is theologically incoherent. The
incoherence operates on multiple levels.

A. The Problem of Entanglement

The theological affirmations of Scripture are not sealed off from its historical and
descriptive content. They are embedded in it, dependent on it, and inseparable from it.
The doctrine of the atonement is not a timeless theological abstraction; it is a claim about
what happened on a specific Friday afternoon outside Jerusalem. The doctrine of the
resurrection is not a symbolic statement about hope; it is a claim that a specific human
body vacated a specific tomb on a specific Sunday morning. The doctrine of creation is
not a spiritual metaphor; it is an account of how the actual physical universe came to be.

If the historical framework of Scripture is open to error, then the theological doctrines
embedded in that framework are built on an unreliable foundation. You cannot say “the
resurrection is theologically true but historically uncertain” without draining the word
resurrection of the very meaning that makes it good news. Paul understood this perfectly:
“if Christ has not been raised, then our preaching is vain, your faith also is vain” (1
Corinthians 15:14, NASB 1995). The theological truth and the historical fact are
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inseparable. A Bible that is infallible in theology but errant in history is a Bible whose
theology floats free of any historical grounding, and a theology without historical
grounding is a mythology, not a gospel.

B. The Problem of the Arbiter

Limited infallibility introduces an intractable problem: Who decides which parts of
Scripture are infallibly authoritative and which are merely human and potentially
erroneous? The neo-evangelical answer is that scholarship, reason, and historical
investigation serve as the arbiter. But this means that the authority of any particular
biblical claim depends on whether the academic guild has verified it, which makes human
scholarship the de facto authority over Scripture rather than Scripture the authority over
human scholarship. The reformational principle, that Scripture sits in judgment over
human tradition, human reason, and human scholarship, not the reverse, is quietly
abandoned the moment limited infallibility is accepted.

C. The Problem of Trust

There is also a profound pastoral problem. If the Bible can err in what it says about the
world I can observe and investigate, why should I trust it in what it says about the world
I cannot observe or investigate, the inner life of God, the reality of redemption, the
promise of eternal life? The believer who has been told that the Bible may contain factual
errors is left with a text he must perpetually second-guess. Can I trust this historical
account? Is this geographical detail reliable? Was this scientific observation accurate? The
result is not a more intellectually sophisticated faith but a more anxious and unstable one,
a faith that can never rest fully on the Word because the Word has been rendered partially
untrustworthy.

By contrast, the inerrancy position enables a full and settled rest. The God who cannot lie
breathed out a Word that is without error in all that it affirms. You do not need to audit
Scripture for reliability; you can receive it as the trustworthy speech of the God who stands
behind every word. This is not naive credulity; it is the confident trust of a believer who
knows the character of the Author.

V. The Slippery Slope: What the Church Loses When Inerrancy
Is Abandoned

The history of the last two centuries provides an extensive and sobering empirical
demonstration of what happens when churches and institutions abandon inerrancy. The
pattern is remarkably consistent: departure from inerrancy is not a stable resting point
but a way station on the road to the abandonment of orthodoxy itself.
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A. The Mainline Protestant Denominations

The story of the mainline Protestant denominations in America, Presbyterian, Methodist,
Congregationalist, Lutheran, Episcopal, follows a predictable arc. In the nineteenth
century, as critical biblical scholarship began to challenge the historical reliability of
Scripture, theologians in these traditions began to distinguish between the Bible’s
spiritual authority and its historical accuracy. Inspiration was redefined as the elevation
of the authors’ religious consciousness rather than the divine superintendence of their
words. Inerrancy was quietly abandoned in favor of various forms of limited infallibility.

The theological consequences were not immediately visible, but they were inevitable. If
the historical narratives of the Old Testament are unreliable, the patriarchs become
legendary figures and the Exodus becomes a theological symbol. If the Gospel accounts
of Jesus’ miracles are historically questionable, the resurrection becomes a spiritual
experience rather than a bodily event. If Paul’s ethical instructions reflect his own cultural
biases rather than divine authority, they can be set aside when cultural norms change. By
the mid-twentieth century, denomination after denomination had traveled this road from
limited infallibility to the full-scale revision or abandonment of historic Christian
orthodoxy. The result was the mainline collapse, the evacuation of doctrinal content from
the pulpit, the embrace of secular moral frameworks, and the catastrophic hemorrhaging
of membership that continues to this day.

B. Evangelical Institutions

Harold Lindsell documented, with painful specificity, the same pattern operating within
ostensibly evangelical institutions in the 1960s and 1970s. Seminaries that had been
founded on a commitment to full inerrancy quietly revised their confessional standards
to permit limited infallibility positions. Faculty members who denied inerrancy were
retained and even promoted. Students trained in these environments carried the revised
theology into churches and denominational structures. Within a generation, institutions
that had been centers of evangelical orthodoxy had drifted into positions
indistinguishable from the mainline liberalism their founders had rejected.

The pattern Lindsell documented has continued. Every major drift from evangelical
orthodoxy in the last half-century, the redefinition of marriage, the revision of atonement
theology, the embrace of universalism, the capitulation to secular gender ideology, has
been preceded by or accompanied by a weakening of confidence in the full authority and
inerrancy of Scripture. The connection is not accidental. Once the Bible’s unconditional
authority is compromised, there is no stable doctrinal ground left to stand on. Every
doctrine becomes negotiable when the standard by which doctrines are measured
becomes unreliable.

C. The Principle
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The historical pattern confirms the theological argument: inerrancy is not peripheral but
load-bearing. It is the foundation on which every other doctrinal conviction rests. When
it is weakened, the entire structure eventually settles and cracks. Churches and
institutions do not typically intend to end up in theological liberalism when they begin
relaxing their commitment to inerrancy; the drift is gradual and often accompanied by
sincere intentions to preserve what matters most. But the logic is inexorable: a Bible that
can err is a Bible that can err anywhere, and a community that has accepted this cannot
ultimately resist the conclusion that it errs precisely where the community finds it most
inconvenient.

VI. The Confessional Heritage: The Church Has Always Affirmed
Inerrancy

The neo-evangelical revisionist history, that full inerrancy was a late nineteenth-century
invention of Princeton theology rather than the church’s historic position, has been
comprehensively refuted by historical scholarship. The church’s affirmation of the
complete truthfulness of Scripture is not a modern development; it is the consistent
witness of the Christian tradition from the earliest centuries to the present.

A. Augustine (354—430)

We have already cited Augustine’s letter to Jerome, in which he affirms that the canonical
books are completely free from error and that any apparent error must be attributed to
manuscript corruption, faulty translation, or the reader’s misunderstanding rather than
to the text itself. Augustine’s position is not an isolated statement; it is the consistent
framework of his entire exegetical practice. When he encounters difficulty in the text, he
seeks resolution through better interpretation, not through concession that Scripture has
erred.

B. Luther (1483—-1546) and Calvin (1509—-1564)

The Protestant Reformers brought Augustine’s conviction to new expression in the
context of their battle against Rome’s claim to co-equal authority with Scripture. For
Luther, Scripture alone (sola Scriptura) was the final authority precisely because it was
the inerrant Word of God, incapable of error and therefore capable of standing in
judgment over popes, councils, and traditions. Luther could stand at Worms and declare
“my conscience is captive to the Word of God” precisely because he believed that Word to
be unconditionally reliable.

Calvin’s Institutes and his voluminous commentaries demonstrate the same conviction in
practice. He describes Scripture as “the certain and unerring rule” of faith and life, and
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his hermeneutical method consistently assumes that apparent difficulties are to be
resolved through careful exegesis rather than conceded as errors. His doctrine of
accommodation, that God adapts His speech to human capacities, is sometimes cited as
evidence that Calvin allowed for factual errors in Scripture, but this misreads him.
Calvin’s accommodation means that God communicates in forms human beings can
receive, not that He communicates falsely.

C. The Westminster Assembly (1643—-1649) and the 1689 Confession

The Westminster Confession of Faith, the product of the most learned theological
assembly in the history of English-speaking Protestantism, affirms in its opening chapter
that the Old and New Testaments are “the Word of God” whose authority “dependeth not
upon the testimony of any man or church, but wholly upon God (who is truth itself) the
author thereof.” The ground of scriptural authority is the character of God who is truth
itself, which entails that what God has authored cannot be false.

The Second London Baptist Confession of 1689 echoes this affirmation in virtually
identical terms, adding that the Bible is “the supreme judge by which all controversies of
religion are to be determined”, a role it can only fulfill if it is itself an entirely reliable
standard. A partially reliable judge is no judge at all.

D. B. B. Warfield (1851—1921) and the Princeton Tradition

The Princeton theologians, Charles Hodge, A. A. Hodge, and Benjamin Breckinridge
Warfield, did not invent inerrancy. They articulated it with new precision and defended it
with new rigor in response to the new challenges posed by critical scholarship. Warfield’s
extensive historical research demonstrated that the church’s belief in the complete
truthfulness of Scripture was not a narrow Calvinist innovation but the ecumenical
heritage of Christianity. His own formulation, that the inerrancy of Scripture follows
necessarily from the fact that God is its primary author, is not a new doctrine but the
logical explication of what the church had always implicitly believed.

The accusation that inerrancy is a late nineteenth-century American invention is a piece
of revisionist history that cannot survive contact with the primary sources. From
Augustine to Warfield, from the Fathers to the Reformers to the confessional documents
of the Reformed and Baptist traditions, the church’s conviction has been consistent: the
Bible, as the Word of the God who cannot lie, is completely and unconditionally true in
all that it affirms.
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Key Texts (NASB 1995)

John 17:17

“Sanctify them in the truth; Your word is truth.”

Psalm 119:160

“The sum of Your word is truth, and every one of Your righteous
ordinances is everlasting.”

1 Corinthians 15:14

“If Christ has not been raised, then our preaching is vain, your faith also

is vain.”

Theological Terms and Definitions

Term

Definition

Infallibility

Inerrancy

Limited
Infallibility

Neo-
Evangelicalism

The property of Scripture by which it is incapable of deceiving or
misleading those who receive it rightly. An infallible Scripture will not
lead its readers into error on any matter it addresses. In the historic
confessional tradition, infallibility and inerrancy were used
interchangeably; in modern usage, infallibility is sometimes
distinguished as emphasizing the Bible’s reliability as a guide, while
inerrancy emphasizes its freedom from false assertions.

The doctrine that Scripture, in the original autographs, is without error
in all that it affirms, free from all falsehood, fraud, and deceit.
Inerrancy is the stronger and more specific claim: it addresses the
truthfulness of the Bible’s assertions. Infallibility, properly understood,
entails inerrancy: a book that makes false assertions cannot be trusted
as an infallible guide.

The modern neo-evangelical position that affirms the Bible’s
infallibility in matters of faith and practice while allowing for factual
errors in historical, geographical, or scientific details. This position
attempts to drive a wedge between the theological and historical
content of Scripture, a wedge the Bible’s own claims and internal logic
do not support.

A mid-twentieth-century theological movement that sought to
maintain evangelical distinctives while engaging mainstream academic
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The Inerrancy
Controversy

Accommodation

Analogia Fidei

Westminster
Confession of
Faith

Second London
Baptist
Confession

The Battle for
the Bible
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culture more openly than fundamentalism had. Some neo-evangelicals,
particularly in the 1960s—80s, began to move away from full inerrancy
toward limited infallibility positions, triggering the inerrancy
controversy that produced the Chicago Statement in 1978.

The sustained theological debate within American evangelicalism,
roughly 1960—1980, over whether evangelical institutions and scholars
should maintain the full inerrancy of Scripture or move toward limited
infallibility. Key figures include Harold Lindsell (The Battle for the
Bible, 1976), who documented the drift from inerrancy, and the
framers of the Chicago Statement (1978), who sought to define and
defend the historic position.

The theological principle that God adapts His communication to the
capacities of His human audience, speaking in forms, language, and
conceptual categories that finite creatures can receive. Accommodation
is a genuine feature of inspired Scripture and is fully consistent with
inerrancy; God’s condescension to human language does not introduce
error. Accommodation is sometimes misused to excuse any feature of
Scripture that conflicts with modern assumptions as mere cultural
adaptation.

Latin for “analogy of faith.” The hermeneutical principle that Scripture
must be interpreted in light of the whole of Scripture, and that no
single text may be interpreted in a way that contradicts the clear
teaching of the rest of the Bible. Applied to the inerrancy debate, this
principle means that difficult or apparently erroneous passages must
be interpreted in light of the Bible’s own pervasive and explicit claims
to truthfulness.

The doctrinal standard of the Presbyterian and Reformed churches,
produced by the Westminster Assembly (1646). Chapter 1 (“Of the
Holy Scripture”) provides one of the classic confessional statements of
biblical authority and infallibility, asserting that Scripture is the “Word
of God written” and that its authority depends wholly on God, who is
“truth itself.”

The 1689 Baptist confession of faith, closely modeled on the
Westminster Confession, which affirms in Chapter 1 that the Scriptures
are “given by inspiration of God to be the rule of faith and life” and that
“the authority of the Holy Scripture... dependeth not upon the
testimony of any man or church, but wholly upon God... the author
thereof.”

A 1976 book by Harold Lindsell documenting the widespread
departure from full inerrancy among evangelical institutions,
seminaries, and denominations over the preceding decades. The book
catalyzed the evangelical inerrancy debate and directly contributed to
the convening of the Chicago summit and the drafting of the Chicago
Statement on Biblical Inerrancy in 1978.
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Practical Application

A. For the Mind: What Must We Believe?

We must believe that infallibility and inerrancy are inseparable, that the Bible’s reliability
as a guide and the truthfulness of its assertions stand or fall together. The attempt to
separate them, however sincere, introduces a principle of selectivity that cannot be
contained and that has, wherever it has been tried, produced doctrinal decay rather than
the intellectual integrity it promised. The church that affirms infallibility without
inerrancy has not found a stable middle ground; it has begun a journey whose destination
is the abandonment of both.

We must also believe that this conviction is not a modern novelty but the historic faith of
the church. When we affirm inerrancy, we are not adopting a late Princetonian
innovation; we are standing with Augustine, with Luther, with Calvin, with the
Westminster Divines, with the 1689 Confession, and with the great majority of the
church’s faithful teachers in every century. The confessional heritage is on our side. We
stand in a long and distinguished line.

B. For the Heart: What Must We Feel and Desire?

The historical pattern documented in this lesson should produce in us not complacency
but vigilance, the watchful, attentive vigilance of people who know that doctrinal drift is
always gradual, always plausible-sounding at each individual step, and always devastating
in its cumulative effect. The mainline denominations did not intend to end up where they
are. The evangelical institutions Lindsell documented did not begin by rejecting the
gospel. They began by making what seemed like a modest, intellectually responsible
accommodation, and discovered, too late, that the accommodation had no natural
stopping point.

Let this history kindle in us a love for inerrancy that is not merely intellectual but affective,
a love for the pure, unadulterated Word of God that makes us instinctively resistant to
any proposal that would introduce qualifications, asterisks, or zones of unreliability into
the Bible’s authority. As Psalm 119:160 declares: “The sum of Your word is truth.” The
whole of it. Every part of it. Not most of it, not the theologically important parts of it, but
the entire sum.

C. For the Hands: What Must We Do?

1. Know the difference. Be able to explain clearly the distinction between infallibility
and inerrancy, what each term means, how they relate, and why the attempt to
affirm one while denying the other fails. This is not a matter of theological
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pedantry; it is the kind of doctrinal precision that enables you to recognize and
resist compromise when it presents itself in plausible-sounding form.

2. Know the history. Familiarize yourself with the history of the inerrancy

controversy, the drift of mainline denominations, the neo-evangelical revision,
Lindsell’s documentation, the Chicago Statement’s response. History is the best
teacher of what is at stake. A church that knows what happened to the
institutions that abandoned inerrancy is far better equipped to maintain it.

3. Evaluate institutions by their confessional standards. When selecting a seminary,

a denomination, a church, or a parachurch ministry, examine its doctrinal
standards carefully. Does it affirm inerrancy or merely infallibility? Does it apply
its inerrancy statement consistently or hedge it with qualifications? The
confessional standards of an institution tell you more about its likely trajectory
than its current reputation.

4. Be patient with those who are working through these questions. Some believers in

your church will be encountering the inerrancy question for the first time, having
been exposed to critical scholarship or to popular-level challenges to biblical
reliability. Meet them with theological substance and pastoral warmth, not
defensiveness. The arguments for inerrancy are strong; the confessional heritage
is rich; the pastoral resources are vast. Help them think through the issues rather
than simply asserting a conclusion.

5. Pray for the church’s faithfulness. The battle for the Bible is not won once and

secured permanently; it must be fought in every generation by people who
understand what is at stake and who love the inerrant Word enough to contend
for it. Pray for pastors, professors, and denominational leaders to hold the line
with clarity and courage. Pray for the institutions that have drifted to be called
back to their confessional roots. And pray for your own church, that it would be a
place where the pure, unadulterated Word of God is preached, taught, and
treasured.

D. For Every Season of Life

For the believer who has recently encountered challenges to biblical reliability: The
challenges you are encountering are not new, and the people raising them are not the first
to have raised them. The church has been engaging these questions for two centuries.
What the history of this lesson demonstrates is not that the questions are unanswerable
but that the churches and institutions that abandoned inerrancy in response to them did
not thereby find greater intellectual integrity; they found theological disintegration. Stay
grounded in the confession of the church’s historic faith, and take the time to understand
the arguments for inerrancy before concluding that the critics have won.

For the parent teaching children to love and trust Scripture: The most powerful antidote
to the challenges your children will face is not a list of apologetic arguments but a deep,
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habitual, joyful familiarity with the Bible itself. Children who have grown up reading and
memorizing and loving the Scripture will have an instinctive resistance to proposals that
it might be unreliable, because they will have experienced its power, its coherence, and its
truthfulness in the laboratory of daily life. Give them the Book. Teach them to love it. The
doctrine of inerrancy will follow naturally from the experience of a Word that never fails.

For the church leader who has watched institutions drift: The history documented in this
lesson can be discouraging. It is sobering to see how quickly and completely institutions
can abandon the convictions they were founded on. But the history also contains this
encouragement: the churches and institutions that have held firm to inerrancy have not
been intellectually embarrassed by their conviction; they have flourished theologically,
evangelistically, and spiritually. Fidelity to the inerrant Word is not a liability; it is the
source of everything the church has to offer a world in desperate need of truth.

Study and Discussion Questions

Opening Question

1. Have you ever attended a church, school, or parachurch ministry that you later
realized had drifted from a commitment to biblical inerrancy? What did that drift
look like in practice? What were the theological and pastoral consequences you
observed?

Observation Questions (What Does the Text Say?)

2. Read John 17:17. How does Jesus’ identification of God’s word as truth, rather than
merely as true, relate to the doctrine of infallibility? What would it mean for an
infallible guide to contain false affirmations?

3. Read Psalm 119:160. What is the scope of the psalmist’s claim about the truthfulness
of God’s word? How does the phrase “the sum of Your word” address the limited
infallibility position?

4. Read 1 Corinthians 15:12—19. How does Paul’s argument demonstrate the
inseparability of theological affirmation and historical fact? What happens to the
doctrine of salvation if the historical claim of the resurrection is uncertain?

Interpretation Questions (What Does It Mean?)
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5. Explain in your own words why infallibility without inerrancy is theologically
incoherent. Use the illustration of the resurrection from Section IV to make the
argument concrete.

6. What is the “problem of the arbiter” that limited infallibility creates? Why is allowing
scholarship to determine which parts of Scripture are reliable a more radical
concession than it initially appears?

7. The lesson cites Augustine’s letter to Jerome as evidence of the patristic church’s
commitment to inerrancy. How does Augustine’s method, looking to the manuscript,
the translation, and his own understanding before conceding an error, reflect a
genuine belief in inerrancy? What would a different method look like?

8. The lesson argues that the drift from inerrancy to liberal theology follows a
consistent historical pattern. What is that pattern, and what makes the drift so
difficult to arrest once it has begun? What theological and institutional factors
account for the consistency of the pattern?

Application Questions (What Does It Demand of Us?)

9. The lesson argues that inerrancy is “load-bearing”, that every other doctrinal
conviction rests on it. Can you think of a specific Christian doctrine that would be
undermined if the historical sections of the Bible were shown to be unreliable? Walk
through the logical connection.

10. How would you respond to a Christian who says: “I believe the Bible is infallible in
everything it teaches about God and salvation, but I don’t think we need to insist that
every historical or scientific detail is also accurate. That seems like an unnecessary
overreach.” What is the most important thing you would want them to understand?

11. Read the Westminster Confession of Faith, Chapter 1, Paragraph 4 (or the
equivalent in the Second London Baptist Confession). How does the confession
ground biblical authority in the character of God? What does this grounding imply
about the scope of that authority?

12. The lesson closes by arguing that churches and institutions that have held firmly to
inerrancy have flourished, while those that have abandoned it have declined. Does
this empirical observation carry theological weight, or is it merely a sociological
coincidence? What does it suggest about the relationship between doctrinal
faithfulness and institutional health?
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Prayer Focus

Spend time in prayer as a group, asking God to give your church a settled, joyful, and
courageous commitment to the full inerrancy of Scripture. Thank Him for the
confessional heritage of believers who have held this conviction before us, for Augustine
and Luther, for Calvin and the Westminster Divines, for Warfield and the Chicago
Statement framers, and ask Him to enable your generation to pass it on faithfully to the
next. Pray for the churches and institutions that have drifted, that the Spirit would call
them back to the foundation. And pray for wisdom and love as you engage those in your
own circle who are working through these questions, that your conviction would be
matched by your patience, and your faithfulness to the Word matched by your faithfulness
to the people the Word is meant to serve.

Soli Deo Gloria
To God Alone Be the Glory
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