I think the reason Christians have traditonally (since the very beginning, and back even farther to pre-Christian Jews) treated as "god" is because they thought it was God speaking. If God appeared and told you something audibly, would you raise your hand and tell him "I'm sorry God, you're mistaken. It was 100 and 5 horses, not 100 and 4." Not likely. Of course, if you don't agree with this belief, then it might seem like the Bible has been treated as another god beside God... but that misses the point. It is God's words, and hence has the authority and demands the respect that God Himself does.
With regards to those NT passages you're referencing, where Paul says "I, not the Lord, say...", he is talking about commandments given by Jesus directly while he was on earth and commandments Paul himself is giving.

With regards to the human introductions with their own names: when Moses spoke to the people God's very words (this is how it's describe in the Torah, Moses repeated what God said), it didn't mean they weren't God's words. I guess I don't see the contradiction... I'd appreciate some more comment on this if you have some time...

I understand what is motivating your concern with this, I think. The Bible is often used very poorly to justify abuse and needless division. This is true. But the thing is, this is not the fault of the Bible. People who believe what I do, at least the best candidates for my view anyway, don't believe this just because they want an infallible source of theological axioms to fashion systematic theologies. They believe it because they first of all believe what the Bible says about itself.

For example, read the letter of Hebrews and notice how the author treats OT scripture when he quotes it. He refers to many places where human authors are speaking (e.g. David) and says it is the Spirit speaking, or in some synonymous way refers to it as God's words. This is my view in practice. I don't think anyone has held your view of scripture until the modern age, and for that reason (not that one alone), I think we should be careful before we say this kind of thing about scripture.

don't really have the time to run through a survey of how Jesus uses the OT, but off the top of my head I would say:

1. Jesus always seems to regard the historical statements of scripture as true. That includes ones today we would regard as fantastic (e.g. he seemed to believe literally in a global flood and the story of Jonah and the big fish), as well as seemingly less significant issues (e.g. he believed what the Bible said about the queen of the East (I think it was the East...) coming to visit Solomon). I never see Jesus once even hinting at the possibility that scripture might be wrong. Obviously I can't argue my view from the fact that Jesus didn't say something, but when we compare the silence with what he did say it adds a little weight.

2. He made the comment once, in reference to being called God's son (I think) that "the scripture cannot be broken". He was arguing from a particular word that a particular Psalm used, and through that line in as a given (that is, he and his contemporaries would have totally agreed with this). If the unbreakability of scripture is brought up in reference to a particular word, then I think we need to consider what this implies. 

3. Jesus entire sense of his vocation was built out of his interpretation of scripture. You probably wouldn't disagree with this, but again, this just adds to our understanding of his respect for scripture. He "discovered" the purpose of his life in reading God's promises and acts in scripture.

4. The one place where Jesus says something that be considered negative about scripture is in John where he says to the Pharisees "You search the scriptures for eternal life, but these speak of me". This, of course, says nothing about any problems with the scriptures, but with the readers. Dull-witted interpreters are hardly a new phenomenon. 

5. Whenever Jesus quoted scripture he treated it with the utmost authority.

That's all I can think of off hand. Are all these things compatible with your view?

The issue of canonization is admittedly complex. We do see throughout the history of Israel that God gave additional covenant documents (which is what the scriptures are; if you want to talk more about this then perhaps I can do this on a different comment... this one is already getting pretty long) at important points in the history of the nation. It would make sense that he would do so when his greatest act and revelation came into history, Christ. The New Testament is God's speech to go along with his act (God always gives both to His people; acts and the interpretation of His acts). I'm not going to get into the historical questions around canonization, though I think they are important. Suffice to say, I think God has revealed himself clearly enough in the NT and OT documents that the church recognized this immediately in history. Only a few documents were disputed, and eventually the were resolved too.

I think perhaps we should discuss a bit more what is meant by a "dynamic relationship". Evangelicals love to throw around this term "relationship" when it comes to God, but I wonder what is intended sometimes. They seem to mean by it and immediate (that is, unmediated) access to God. What kind of relationship would you have with a spouse, for example, if you never touched them or never spoke to them (with words or body language)? Why should this be different with God? Why can't a dynamic relationship with God be mediated through actual words, or communion, or the church, etc.? I think Jesus lived and breathed scripture, and he heard God speak to Him (not only here, of course) in scripture.

Taking the Bible as God's word is by faith in a sense. But then, all beliefs in any kind of final, ultimate authority are by faith. No one can escape faith in epistemology (or life) eventually. Everybody has to do circular reasoning when they get down to their ultimate authority. Ask a rationalist to prove the laws of logic, and they will either have to argue with logic (circular) or else just say "this can't be questioned" and end the discussion. This is the same for every worldview. Christians believe God and what He says as their ultimate authority. If people ask them to prove God is true, they can't offer anything more certain than God's own witness to Himself. What is more certain than the God Himself?

One comment was made, and is still being discussed as to whether the Bible claims to be God's word or perfect. I'm not sure any of the passages that use the phrase "God's word" could be nailed down to be talking about scripture (including the OT and NT) completely. The 2 Tim passage (which I think is a stretch to interpret theopneustos as alluding to God's breathing into Adam; a more logical background would be the references in the OT to God's word and speech, both of which normally require breathing (hence the metaphor, I think)) seems to, by implication, do this. Paul likely would have had the OT in mind, but I don't think Paul was limiting this statement to the OT. He was not discussing the contents of the Canon at all, but rather the nature of scripture, whatever the content of it might be. You can see as early as 2 Peter that the apostles recognized their own writings as scripture, so I think Paul easily could have included the NT writings in his statement by implication.

There are also many many places where the words of Scripture (written by men, as everybody admits) are equated with God speaking. Ryan and I have already given examples of this. Read through the letter to the Hebrews and take note of how the writer uses OT scripture, how he refers to it. Paul calls the scriptures "the oracles of God", which refer to words.

As to whether or not the Bible claims to be perfect, I think the first thing we should ask is: does the bible claim God always speaks truth? I think all the Biblical writers who deal with God speaking and who deal with the Scriptures being God's speech assumed that God could not lie or lack knowledge.

Perhaps it would be helpful to define exactly what is meant by "error" when it to comes the doctrine of inerrancy. I think it is something like: a false assertion based on ignorance or deciet. Inerrancy has never claimed freedom from "error" if error is defined in the sense that a physicist or mathematician would define it, that of absolute precision. No normal human being uses this standard in language, and the scriptures were written by normal human beings. Saying that scripture is free from error also does not mean, as one person seemed to imply above, that there are no textual or interpretive difficulties. This is simply the product of textual transmission and human ignorance; it doesn't really have anything to do with whether the words written by the Canonical writers were inerrant.

Another thing I noticed: some people have been treating the classical view of inspiration and inerrancy as if it were necessariy a dictation theory of inspiration. This is simply false. Plenary verbal inspiration does not mean dictation.

One last thought: in life, we should always take God's communication to us (I'll leave open for the moment what that is) over appearances. We walk by faith, not by sight, correct? This means we place epistemic priority on God's communications over all phenomena. We doubt our own eyes before we doubt God's words. This is the practice of faith. If this applies to our discussion, it means that the teaching of scripture about itself must override any apparent difficulties we encounter in reading scripture. This is simple obedience, I think.

"It’s clearly not referring to the NT canon, since it did not exist, and while you can try and stretch it to work there, that is not something to hang a doctrine on."

My point isn't that Paul necessarily had the NT letters in mind when he wrote this. My point is that Paul doesn't seem to care at this point what the content of the canon is. His point is about the nature, not the content, of scripture. And that was my point.

"Regardless, it really doesn’t have any significant bearing on the discussion though, since I don’t see anyone taking the position that scripture is NOT inspired.
I believe scripture is inspired, I believe that Jesus, Paul, et al. believed that scripture was inspired, so corralling them and their use of and support of scripture is not truly pertinent since we’re not really discussing whether the Bible is inspired, but rather, what does that mean, and in particular, what does that mean to our Faith and how we walk it out."

True enough. My point is that some people try to avoid this passage applying by saying things like "well, how could this prove inerrancy if the NT wasn't included" or "this doesn't mean every word was inspired, just that it is inspired like Adam was 'inspired'". My point is that these responses are irrelevant.

"I don’t doubt that at certain points in time a prophet may have spoken with the words that he stated were the actual words God gave him to speak. It appears though, that when this happens, the author makes it clear to us with a “Thus sayeth the Lord thy God…” etc to open the passage and warn us that this is something different. So why do we want to try and add that where the authors didn’t?"

This is simply false. The author of the letter to the Hebrews quotes Psalms of David, which through the Psalm make no mention of any "thus saith the Lord". In fact they are all speaking TO God. And yet in Hebrews all the words David spoke are considered words of God.

"I’m not understanding why you have this paragraph here. I don’t believe you’ll get any argument re: God lacking knowledge or lying."

Well, it goes to an implication of what is being said between us. My view (and I have substantiated this already) is that the words of scripture should be taken to be God's words. If this is accepted as true (and I'm not saying that you do, just that given the evidence I've already presented, you should) then saying scripture has errors is tantamount to saying God speaks errors. This is where my paragraph comes in.

"OK, I think it would be very helpful to define what we mean by error, but I’m not sure I’m following your position.
Are you saying then that God’s Word is inerrant, but that a physicist is more inerrant??"

No. I'm saying there are (at least) two different definitions of error in the human language. One is the one I provided, which is the one that has been intended by theologians (and the general meaning of error). The other is a technical one used by certain types of natural and mathematical scientists. Physicians statements about the natural universe might be more precise according to a certain standard of precision, but they are not more true according to the general meaning of error I gave.

"If God is delivering to man a perfect and inerrant Word, then why are there textual and interpretive difficulties? Is the task too “big” for God? Of course not. You invoke human condition to explain it away, which is really not too different at all from saying that God is perfect, His message is perfect, but it comes to us via earthen vessels, flaws and all."

Sure. But you then apply this to mean that the message itself becomes flawed because the messengers are. I deny this application is valid. My point is that it was never claimed that inerrancy solves every problem of textual criticism or interpretation. That's never what it was intended to do.

"When we allow the Spirit to guide us to the message, it is perfect. So we revere the Spirit, we revere God, but not necessarily the flawed vessels which we appreciate and love for bringing us to God."

We don't consider Paul, in his character and life, to be flawless. But when he speaks (or writes) as a prophet, He speaks God's words. God IS flawless, and so are His words.

"Plenary verbal inspiration is a technical way to describe it, but how would it be different than dictation then? If every word and jot must be perfect and fully inspired and inerrant, how would “dictation” be any different?"

Because the former takes into account the humanness of the authors and their thought processes. It accepts that they came to write the things they did through "natural" means, the same way a normal person would write. It also affirms that God guided and directed these processes so that they wrote exactly what He intended. Dictation means that God just spoke words that the author then wrote down, in which case their thought processes would be irrelevant to interpretation and meaning. 

"That’s entirely circular then Andrew. I walk by Faith in God. I don’t doubt God’s words. But then you make a logical fallacy statement and make the leap that I ought to put that Faith in The Bible’s words as if they are the literal words of God, but that is precisely the issue we are discussing."

This is not a circular statement if you take into account the evidence I have already given to accept that these are the literal words of God. If this is the case, then it IS an issue of faith in God.

. No offense intended Nate, but your comments on this number betray an ignorance of translation and textual criticism. It's not just "majority" wins; more thought goes into it than that. And our translations are not THAT far from the original.

2. It's not impossible that the LXX be right on something the MT is different with it on. That said, there are better understandings of what Matthew is doing (which are more than just the harmonizations you seem to despise) than what you have described.

4. I don't see why it matters whether or not we know who wrote it...?

5. There are a million and one doctrines than can be used to breed arrogance. The idea that Christ is the Messiah breeds arrogance in some people. But I don't think (I hope) we can say this is a bad belief because it does that to some people.

6. I clearly understand the other view, and what is motivating it. I believe inerrancy because I believe it is an implication about what the Bible teaches about itself, and as a Protestant Christian I am committed to believing whatever I think God teaches. Yes this is a circle; see my comments on the previous thread about circularity in epistemology if you (or anyone reading this) thinks that is fallacious.

7. Are the unexplainable? You say they are, and then when anyone tries to explain them, you say they are just patch jobs. This seems unreasonable. Let me ask you a question: if someone came up to you and said "Your life depends on trusting me and what I tell you", but every other word out of their mouth was false, would that be a person you would trust your life to? I know, you don't accept that the Bible is God speaking. And if you think that when the Bible says it is God speaking it is false, then I'm not sure what more can be said. I'm committed to the principle that I believe what the Scripture teaches about X, and thats why I believe what I do about what the Scripture teaches about itself. But if you don't affirm that principle, then the discussion has to move on to larger issues, ones which come closer to the foundation of one's worldview. And those kinds of discussions are never pretty when they involve conflict.

I'm not sure what more to say; I hope everyone can keep the dialogue going (not necessarily here, but in life) about this, and not prematurely shut down the possibility of their error (on either side, to be fair).

Nate, calling the Bible inerrant makes a universal claim: the Bible contains no errors. Calling the Bible errants also makes a universal claim: the Bible contains errors. That does not mean, of course, that every statement in the Bible is an error. I don't think anyone in existence, ever, would assert something so stupid as that. You are in the "Bible is errant" camp if you say there is even one error in it.

"Sure Keith, the argument that it appears that you and Andrew are bringing forth is a simple bifurcation of our understanding of the Bible. 
You are supporting your concept of a verbal plenary inspired inerrant Bible by presenting the idea that any error in the text is an error by God (which also begs the question by its circular reasoning) and can't exist."

Of course, the fact that it is fallaciously circular has already been called into question. It also wasn't that narrow of a circle (no one argued this way: the Bible is God's word because God's word is the Bible. I quoted specific passages that witness to this belief about the Bible, making the circle less narrow).

"Also, when examining what a lack of inerrancy implies, the views being presented insist on removing all value from the Bible.

A False Dilemma of "The Bible is inerrant" else "The Bible is wrong and worthless" is created."

It's not a false dilemma if one can show that the necessary consequence of the view, WHETHER THE ONE HOLDING IT WANTS THIS TO BE THE CASE OR NOT, result in the Bible's being worthless.

Nick and Nate:
"The term inerrancy is not referring to truths or falsities in the bible, it is a referance to what God is try to tell us through scripture. "

Stories are strings of propositions. If you assert (and everyone here seems to want to asser this) that God is trying, primarily, to tell a story with scripture (I think this is overly narrow, but I'll assume it for argument), then you are by definition saying God is trying to convey factual, propositionally repeatable, claims to us. These can either be true or false. Inerrancy applies to these claims. Is the story a true story or a cunningly devised fable?

"Keith all i'm trying to get at here is you to understand that there can be a middle ground somewhere, there has to be because i'm on it, i just am having a hard time explainging what its called. "

Of course there are people who claim to be on the middle ground. I think Keith's point is that the consequences of the not-inerrant view necessarily end in one place. They may claim to be different, but the road leads to the same destination. 

"Andrew, showing a different argument that is even more obviously circular does nothing to improve the circular argument being presented. A circle is a circle, some arguments are more obviously circular and some less so but it is always fallacious." I discussed the permissibility of circularity when it comes to ultimate authorities in epistemology in a prior comment. Unless you have a response to that, I don't see how my kind of circularity is fallacious. "Regardless of the use of a caps lock or not, the conclusion of there being only two points of opposing views has not been shown. " This has all been said before: If God lies or is ignorant, we are all screwed. If the Bible is God's word, and contains errors, God is either lying or ignorant. The Bible is God's word (have you responded to my comments about how the epistle to the Hebrews treates scripture? No one has as far as I've followed this discussion). Therefore, if the Bible has errors, we are all screwed. You don't like the third premise and the conclusion, but you've not established it is false. 

Nick: I think you misunderstood what I was trying to say. My point was that saying the Bible is "basically" a story is too narrow. The Bible is not just a story. It is also Law, Wisdom, Promise, etc. It also contains all of these things, among others.

Instead of responding to those quotes in depth, because I'm about to write 5 pages on Aquinas, I'll just answer this way: it is not a sufficient, or even respectful, argument against any idea to just label it and base one's rejection on that. I didn't read all the quotes thoroughly, but I saw people many times equate inerrancy with modernism, foundationalism, etc. The view of inerrancy predates modernism. I just read the entire City of God by Augustine this summer and he operates by the exact same principle I do: everything scripture asserts is true. He predates modernism and foundationalism by several centuries.

Sure, my interpretation is that it means women can't teach or rule in church. Women clearly were allowed to prophesy, and I think by extension we know they could be in corporate prayers and sing. But they may not teach, and certainly may not question the teacher in the middle of a sermon.
