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Narrator: It is a cloudy day in West Michigan. Two college students are preparing to walk 

through a game preserve and are discussing their classes. Both are students at Calvin College and 

they are walking through the preserve directly across the East Beltline from the college campus. 

The name of the first student is Sapientia, and she is a philosophy major. Her walking partner is 

Deludius, and he is a Theology major at Calvin. Let us drop in on Deludius and Sapientia as they 

discuss some religious issues. 

Sapientia: How are you doing today, Deludius? 1 hope things are back to normal after 

those huge midterms we just survived. 

Deludius: I am doing just great. My mid-terms were all manageable. I am glad that I did 

not have to write a paper for one of my mid-terms like you did. 

Sap: It wasn't that bad; my prof only wanted a five page paper. 

Del: That's not so bad I guess. 

Sap: Well, it would not have been so bad, except I wrote on a controversial topic. I 

argued that contemporary theology as it is practiced by Higher Critics leads to relativism in 

Biblical interpretation. 

Del: Wow, pretty big words that you used there for a girl! 

Narrator; At this point, Sapientia pushes Deludius into a small stream that runs parallel to 

the path that they are walking on. Deludius gets his foot wet. 

Del: Great, now my foot is wet! Let's see if you like being wet! 

Narrator: Sapientia now runs ahead down the path, stopping on a small bridge going over 

a stream. Deludius, walking onto the bridge, catches up with her. 

Dei: Let's see if you understand what those big words mean. For starters, what is a Higher 

Critic? 

Sap: Are you implying that you don’t know what a Higher Critic is? 

Del: No, I am just testing you. 

Sap: People are called Higher Critics if they interpret the Bible in a different way from 

what Protestants have done in the past. Critics can be very radical or they can be conservative. 

Radical Critics claim that the Bible is not inspired by God in any way. Conservative Critics think 

that the Bible is infallible. By this they mean that the primary message in the Bible is correct. 

They believe that the Bible is made up of the ideas of human writers and the ideas of God, which 

are interspersed. The human writers at many times disagree with what is correct. There are 

conflicts in theology between the different writers of different books. The conservative Critics 

are what my paper was about. 

Del: So, what did you claim was wrong with these Critics? It seems to me that I agree 

with the conservative critics. After all, there are many errors in the Bible. 

Sap: I think that there are also errors in the Bible, but I think that they come from errors 

which were made in copying and translating the Bible, not because they were written by the 

original authors. The view which you are defending is one which also supports the doctrinal 

beliefs of Liberalism. 

Del: So what is Liberalism? 



Sap: When one talks about Liberalism in a religious setting with a capital ‘L’, one is 

referring to the doctrinal views of the Higher Critics. The doctrinal positions of the liberal Higher 

Critics are usually what is being referred to when one speaks about Liberalism. These doctrines 

include the view that Christ is not the son of God, that the Bible is entirely the work of man, and 

that there was no actual blood atonement. 

Del: It might be the case that theologians use these views to defend such views; I hold to 

the view that the Bible includes errors, but this does not lead me to deny the fact that Jesus is 

God. 

Sap: But listen to this argument which I gave in my paper. I argued that if it is the case 

that the Bible includes the word of man and the word of God interspersed, then it is impossible to 

conclude what is the word of God and what is the word of man. 

Del: One second we are discussing whether the Bible has errors and now you switch to 

claiming that the Bible has the words of God and the words of man if the original manuscripts or 

the first copies of the Bible included errors. 

Sap: Well, it follows that if the Bible errors in the original copies, then these errors must 

have come from men. 

Del: I guess that you are right 

Sap: When I talk about the Bible containing the words of God and the words of man, I 

am referring to the doctrinal position that the Bible is infallible. I mean infallible in the sense 

which it is defined by certain of my profs in the Religion department. They define infallibility in 

the sense that the Bible contains the ideas of men and God interspersed. The ideas of men often 

contradict what is in fact the word of God. The Bible, they claim, is correct with respect to the 

general ideas presented in it. However, the details in the books are not inspired. The redemptive 

message is infallible, not all the facts or claims. 

Del: So you think that Paul is not being sexist when he claims that women cannot be in 

church office! 

Sap: Before you get all emotional, let me explain what infallibility is! 

Del: I know what you mean, I think. I am majoring in Theology here at Calvin after all. I 

have had my share of classes. And you are right, this is the way that my professors have 

generally defined the nature of biblical inspiration. For example, they will argue that many of the 

miracles recorded in the Bible are attempts at deluding the people. Instead, many miracles can be 

interpreted to be stories about actual scientifically explainable events. 

Sap: OK, you agree with me about how infallibility is defined in the intellectual circles 

we are in. Now let's distinguish this from inerrancy. Inerrancy differs from infallibility in that 

this doctrinal position claims that the autographs of the Bible are wholly inspired by God. All of 

the facts and the details were correct. 

Del: Are you implying that you support this position? 

Sap: Yes, I do. 

Del: Why? 

Sap: Like I was saying earlier, in my paper I argued that if the Bible was infallible then 

we would not be able to figure out which were the words of man and the words of God. 

Del: Why should that be the case? 

Sap: Because when you read the Bible you would have the views of men and God mixed 

together. Christians would need some sort of shared objective criterion in order to figure out 

which words were God's. 



Del: I agree that they would need a shared criterion. Why can we not say that this shared 

criterion is God giving His Spirit to His people so that they would grasp which was His word? 

Sap: I suppose that is possible, but God has not done that. 

Del: What do you mean, God has not done that? 

Sap: Looking at the Higher Critics, they disagree over many doctrinal points; therefore, 

they do not have any shared basis for understanding what are God's ideas. 

Del: It is true that they do not have shared beliefs, but neither do people who believe in 

inherence. 

Sap: I guess you are right. Many people believe in inerrancy who disagree with each 

other about Calvinism and Arminianism, infant baptism, divorce and remarriage, and many other 

things. 

Del: Then according to the standards with which you were evaluating infallibilists, then 

inerrantists also do not have a shared criterion. 

Sap: Well, I would say that all inerrantists do not have a shared criterion, just those whom 

God saves and gives the ability to know the truth. 

Del: So the shared criterion is not the inerrant Bible; instead it is the work which God 

does in the mind of the Christian. 

Sap: I guess that you are right! 

Del: So you were incorrect in arguing that if the Bible was infallible, then people could 

not choose the word of God from the word of man. 

Sap: Why would that be? 

Del: Because the actual writings of the Bible are not the shared criterion for finding out 

what is truth. Instead it is God opening the mind to truth that is the shared criterion for knowing 

what is the case. Therefore, the Bible can be infallible (involving the ideas of man) and yet the 

Higher Critics could have shared criterion for finding truth because of the fact that their minds 

were opened up so that they could know what was truth in the Bible. 

Sap: You are right, but that is simply not the case. 

Del: What is not? 

Sap. Higher Critics do not share any criterion. For they disagree with each other on many 

subjects. 

Del: But remember, we showed earlier that just because people disagree about truth, this 

does not prove that there is not a trustworthy criterion at work. For inerrantists disagree on 

doctrine, yet they believe that there is a shared criterion for finding truth, yet they do not all have 

this shared criterion completely. God gives some Christians more truth than others. And this 

would apply to the infallibilists as well as to the inerrantists. 

Sap: I guess you are right, if God was to make the Bible infallible, then surely He is the 

sort of Being who would provide a way for people to find out which was His word and which 

was man’s. 

Del: That is exactly what I have been trying to prove, it is wrong to assume that if God 

made the Bible infallible, that he would not provide a method of interpreting and finding truth. 

Inerrantists and Infallibilists both assume that God wants to get His will across to man. 

Therefore, they both assume that if God inspires a book in a certain way, then He definitely 

would provide a way of communicating the truth in it to His people. And your argument was 

denying this. 

Sap: I guess you are right. That argument against Liberalism and their doctrine of 

scripture does not work. 



Del: Wow, let’s take a break from all of this heavy thinking. Let's go out on that wood 

balcony overlooking that gorgeous pond. 

Sap: What a view! See the ducklings swimming hurriedly after their mother! 

Del: They are such cute little things! 

Sap: You are a lot like those little ducklings following mother duck in that your theology 

so closely follows that of some of the more liberal theology profs at Calvin. 

Del: Thanks a lot! And by the way you haven't given me reason for thinking that my 

‘liberal’ view of the doctrine of scripture is wrong yet. 

Sap: Let’s head back. We still have half of the preserve to walk through. On the way, I 

will tell you why I think that infallibility is wrong. 

Del: All right, let’s go. 

Sap. One reason 1 believe that the Bible is inerrant is that a common sense and natural 

reading of the Bible leads one to conclude that the Bible is inspired in such a way that it is 

entirely without error in the original manuscripts. I am not ruling out that errors in copying and 

translation could not have taken place. Although, I think that copying errors probably do not 

affect any important doctrines. 

Del: What is this common sense way of reading like? 

Sap: It is the way that we all read things. When we pick up a book and start reading it, we 

assume that what the author is saying is correct. When I start reading a history book about what 

took place in the Netherlands in the 17th century I do not doubt that the wars between the 

Spanish and the Dutch took place. When I read a biography, I assume that what is being said 

about the person is correct. If, when reading the biography of Herman Hoeksema, I must con-

tinually doubt whether these events occurred in his life, I would remain in a very skeptical 

position concerning what his life was about. 

Del: So you are saying that common sense reading assumes that what a writer is saying is 

reliable. 

Sap: Correct. This is the way that we go about finding truth. That is just the way that we 

form our belief systems. When we are reading a scientific textbook, we assume that what the 

writer is saying is the case. If we had to doubt everything we read, we would never have 

sufficient grounds for believing that much we know is true. 

We cannot all go out there and check whether Einstein’s theory of relativity is correct, we 

have to take his word for it. And not even his word, the words of people who tell us to trust that 

it is correct. 

Del: However, there is a problem with what you are saying. You have not ruled out that 

we must and actually do doubt some things that we read. In fact, it is important for us to doubt 

many things that we come across. 

Sap: You are entirely correct. 

Del: We can doubt things when there is sufficient reason to. We can doubt that the world 

was created in six literal days when we come across solid proof that humans have evolved over 

millions of years from lower forms of life. We can doubt that the walls of Jericho actually fell 

when we have archaeological evidence which claims that the walls were destroyed thousands of 

years before the Israelites came to Palestine. 

Sap: You doubt certain things. That is true. But what is important is that we should only 

doubt things when there is sufficient reason to do so. That is my critical point. We can only 

doubt what people are claiming if there is sufficient reason to doubt them. Therefore, the rule of 



interpreting what a writer is claiming and whether you should believe it or not, hinges on 

whether there is sufficient reason to doubt the authenticity of the claims. 

Del: I see where you are going. You are going to claim that the controversy between 

infallibilists and inerrantists depends upon whether the infallibilists have sufficient reason to 

doubt the common sense claims of the writers. 

Sap: Maybe you are not beyond help. They must be teaching you something here at 

Calvin. 

Del: Look who is talking. You are not even a Religion and Theology major, yet you think 

that you can stand up to me arguing about theological matters. 

Sap: My dear sir, this is a theological matter, but it is also mixed in with philosophical 

areas, such as epistemology, in which we try to understand how we form beliefs and how we 

should. 

Del: So why is there not sufficient reason to doubt the supposed claims of the Biblical 

writers? 

Sap: Let’s look at what they say. Jesus claims that the Bible is of such a sort that its 

messages cannot be broken. Even David calling the Jews ‘gods’ cannot be thrown out as the 

personal and possibly untrustworthy view of David. Jesus claims that this queer claim, that the 

Jews are gods is a sure and correct statement. Peter claims that holy men of old spoke as they 

were moved by the Holy Spirit. He also claims that prophecy did not come about by the will of 

man, by their private interpretations; instead, it came by the will of God. Paul, writing to 

Timothy, claims that all of the Bible is inspired. The prophets in the Old Testament continually 

claim that the word of the Lord came to them. Again and again they say this, and they equate it 

with God speaking directly to them, as Jeremiah does in Jeremiah chapter 1. So we have Jesus, 

apostles, and prophets claiming that the Bible is inspired in such a way that the will of man is not 

the final cause of the origin of scripture; instead, God is in control of the message, sending His 

will to prophets and guiding the writers so that what they write is His will. 

Del: Now the question is, is there sufficient reason to doubt these claims of the biblical 

writeers? And I say that there is. Because the writers contradict each other on doctrinal issues 

and say many wrong things, it is clear that there are errors in the Bible. We should doubt what 

they say because of the evidence which we get from critical biblical study and from science. 

Let’s see you get out of this predicament, Sapientia. Maybe you were named wrong. Imagine 

someone with such irrational views being named Wisdom! 

Sapientia: I shall show you how we together can get out of this predicament. 

Deludius: How’s that? 

Sap: Are there not many people who believe in inerrancy and claim that there are not 

disagreements between the biblical writers? 

Del: Yes. 

Sap: And do not these inerrantists claim that there is only one mind (God’s) behind the 

theology in the Bible? 

Del: Correct. 

Sap. And is it not the case that they can interpret the Bible to their satisfaction so there 

are not irreconcilable inconsistencies between the different writers? 

Del: Yes, they do seem to. 

Sap: Therefore, it is rational, if one believes in inerrancy to reconcile apparent differences 

between waiters in order to find out what the one will of God is? 

Del: Yes. 



Sap: Therefore, we should conclude that the Inerrantist, given his presuppositions about 

the nature of the Bible is rational in supposing that the Bible is without errors? 

Del: Yes, I guess you are right. I see where you are going. If it is the case that the 

Inerrantist is rational in doing so, even if one might believe like I do, that the Infallibilist can 

rationally build up a theory about the beliefs of the different biblical writers, I would still not 

prove that infallibility is correct. Instead, it would seem that Inerrancy should win the day 

because of the fact that it is rational for humans to assume what the Biblical writers say, to be 

true, unless there is reason to doubt. And, it seems that both the Inerrantist and the Infallibilist 

can put together coherent theories about the nature of the Bible, yet inerrancy is supported by the 

shared notion between all humans, that we should only doubt a position if there is reason to. 

Sap: Yes, and if it is equally rational to believe in inerrancy as it is to in infallibility, then 

we should probably go with the view which is supported by common sense. And common sense 

says that if you can interpret and understand a text in its common, natural, and literal sense, then 

you should go with that interpretation. Only, if you have sufficient enough reasons to doubt the 

correctness of this view should you doubt the claims of Jesus, the apostles, and prophets about 

the nature of the Bible. You should only try interpreting their words in an unnatural or higher 

critical way, (claiming that these claims are only their personal subjective beliefs) if one cannot 

take them literally. 

Del: And as you pointed out, we can take them in the literal sense, as conservative 

scholars have. Therefore, it probably is rational to conclude that it is more rational to believe in 

inerrancy that infallibility, because the Bible read naturally leads to the belief in an inerrant 

Bible. 

Sap: However, if this does not convince someone that it is more rational to believe in 

inerrancy, then they could respond that there is sufficient reason to doubt inerrancy. But this is 

because they do not think that one can rationally reconcile the Biblical writers or reconcile the 

allegedly known historical facts (from historiography and archaeology) with biblical claims. But 

this is only because they are probably assuming that the Bible is infallible. And their judgments 

do not allow them to see that the Bible can be interpreted consistently by Inerrantists. 

Del: I think that you are right. There is not sufficient reason to doubt inerrancy, given the 

statements of the writers. Instead, it is more rational to believe that the Bible is what the authors 

of it claim it to be. It is natural for humans to believe what they read. And God surely included 

this in the way that people would correctly read the scriptures. They would read it in the way that 

we read other books. The way that God made us to read and understand things. And this is by 

believing what people say in a common sense way. Therefore, it is rational to believe that the 

Bible is inerrant. 

Sap: Look! The sun just came out for the first time this afternoon! The world sure looks 

like a more lovely place when it shines. 

Del: Just as we finish our walk, naturally the sun comes out! 

Sap: How ironic. 
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