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Introduction to the Problem of Claiming Inerrancy for Non-assertive Utterances

1. True or false: The University of Alabama footbaibgram boasts at least
one ardent fan in Pennsylvania.

2. True or false: How old is the University of Alabarfoatball program?

3. True or false: You are to root for Alabama thisusddy.

A growing number of conservative evangelicals hbkt while the first utterance
represents a truth claim, and can be properly cteniaed as true or false, the second and
third are not truth claims and thus cannot be attar&zed as either true or false, at least
in the normal sense.The following two utterances share the lattersperty—they also
are not truth claims. As with the third utteraad®ve they are instructions, i.e.
statements gbreferenceaather than statementsfatct — they do not reference an existent
“state of affairs”:

1. “Curse God and die!” (Job 2:9b)
2. “You shall love the Lord your God with all your hi€a(Mat 22:37b)

This understanding of a truth claim as a text taat properly be designated true or false,
has complicated the defense of biblical inerrammeyniany of its adherents. Many have
explicitly or implicitly accepted the above two-fodlivision of texts into assertions, the

1 A correspondence meaning of truth is assumed hdrieh characterizes a “proposition
(sentence, belief) as true just in case it cornadpdo reality, when what it asserts to be the e
case” (J. P. Moreland and William Lane Cradjlosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview
[Downers Grove: IVP, 2003], 135). Moreland andi@matfer a strong argument for the Bible’s
commitment to a correspondence meaning of truter aad against a coherence theory of truth and a
pragmatic theory of truth (ibid., 130-53). Theteccriptures such as Rom 1:25, “they exchanged the
truth of God for a lie” and Ex 20:16, “You shalltimear false withess against your neighbor.”

Speech act theory likewise presumes a correspoadaaaning of truth. It is committed to
linking propositions to “states of affairs” (J. Austin, How To Do Things with Word&" ed, eds. J. O.
Urmson and Marina Sbhisa [Cambridge: Harvard Unitgrd962], 3; John R. Searl8peech Acts: An
Essay in the Philosophy of Langug@iendon: Cambridge University, 1969], 50-&pression and
Meaning: Studies in the Theory of Speech f¢sv York: Cambridge University, 1979], 3).

2 All Scripture quotations are from NASB95. Apaxrh quotations, every mention Bible or
Scripturerefers to the autographs.
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texts that state fact, and non-assertions, those wath a primary purpose of
accomplishing something beyond stating fact, ak thi¢ task of pressing the speaker’s
preference upon the hearer that is seen at wdheitwo biblical commands above.
Second, these adherents generally hold that tH&ygaginerrancy and the quality of
factual truthfulness are one and the same—textsowiterror are those texts which state
the truth, andiice versa
Many defenders of biblical inerrancy have gondastate therefore, that the

quality of inerrancy is properly attributable onbdytexts in the Bible that are assertions.
For example M. Erickson states in his systemagolibgy,

The question arises, does inerrancy have any apiplicto moods other than the

indicative? The Bible contains questions, wisla@sl commands as well as

assertions. These, however, are not ordinarilgeqitble to being judged either

true or false. Thus inerrancy seems not to agptiiem?

The fourth item of the Summary Statement in “Tiecago Statement on Biblical
Inerrancy” reads, “Being wholly and verbally Goorgm, Scripture is without error or
fault in all its teaching no less irwhat it statesabout God’s acts in creation and the
events of world history, and about its own literarigins under God, than in its witness
to God's saving grace in individual livegemphasis mine). Article XI adds, “We deny
that it is possible for the Bible to be at the samme infallible and erranh its
assertion (emphasis minej. The Exposition section states, “Similaityerrant
signifies the quality of being free from all falgetd or mistake and so safeguards the
truth that Holy Scripture is entirely true and twarthyin all its assertion’ (second
emphasis mine). Kevin Vanhoozer states, “God’sMvariably accomplishes its
purpose (infallibility); and when this purpose ssartion, the proposition of the speech
act is true (inerrancy).”

® Three writers who link inerrancy with a correspende meaning of truth, or “fact,” are Charles
Ryrie (“The Importance of InerrancyBibSac120, no. 478 [Spring 1963]: 142), John S. Feinberg
(“Noncognitivism: Wittgenstein, " iBiblical Errancy: An Analysis of Its Philosophicabots ed. Norman
L. Geisler [Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1981], 166y Baul D. Feinberg (“The Meaning of Inerrancy,” in
Inerrancy, ed. Norman L. Geisler [Grand Rapids: Zonderv&80], 280-96). Article VI of “The Chicago
Statement on Biblical Hermeneutics” agrees: “WE KB that the Bible expresses God'’s truth in
propositional statements, and we declare that &ibtruth is both objective and absolute. We ferth
affirm that a statement is true if it representdtera as they actually are but is an error if ism@presents
the facts” JETS25, no. 4 [December 1982]: 398). It would seeat tnyone who argues for the inerrancy
of scientific and historical content in Scripturechuse it corresponds with fact is presuming a
correspondence meaning of truth.

* Millard J. EricksonChristian TheologyGrand Rapids: Baker, 1992), 234.
®“The Chicago Statement on Biblical Inerrancy£TS21, no. 4 (December 1978): 290.

®Ibid., 291. Itis true that Article XII statesath“We affirm that Scripturén its entiretyis
inerrant, being free from all falsehood, frauddeceit” (emphasis mine, 291-92). However, helddief
knowledge, not kinds of sentences, are in view—attgeiment is being made that the Bible’s teaching
regarding history and science are not to be exdldigen the list of inerrant “fields” touched upamthe
Bible.

" bid., 295.

8 Kevin J. Vanhoozer, “The Semantics of Biblicaldriture,” inHermeneutics, Authority, and
Canon eds. D. A. Carson and John D. Woodbridge (Graaoid®: Zondervan, 1986), 95.
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While their distinction between biblical assersand non-assertions or
performativesnay vary in clarity, all the above writers tougton the preference for
linking both truth and inerrancy with assertionisone seeks to portray this position in a
more negative light, raising the specter of partiatrancy, one might summarize it
thusly: “Whatever proportion of the biblical texssassertions, is the proportion of the
Bible susceptible to the quality of inerrancy.”olfie seeks to portray the position in a
more positive light, suggesting “plenary inerrafi@ne might summarize it: “Everything
in the Bible that can be inerrant is—the Bible ishaut error.”

There is a different defense of biblical inerratitgt is at the same time eminently
successful in attaching inerrancy to every kintkeat, yet unsatisfactorily shallow in
terms of the authority it gains for the text. THefense hinges upon, first, recognizing
that any utterance quoted in Scripture can progelgharacterized as Scripture’s factual
report of an utterance, irrespective of whether the attee proper asserts fact, and then,
second, upon attaching inerrancy to the scripnegadrt of the utterance. In the case of
Job’s wife’s dubious instruction listed above, @a@ by this approach attach inerrancy to
that text by speaking of the Bible’s inerrant repudrher words.

However, while one might think that the above ajpph to defending biblical
inerrancy skirts the division of biblical texts andssertions and performatives, it in fact
supports the distinction. The approach asks tagereto expand the bounds of the text
beyond the utterance proper until, in this case,titereport of the unfortunate
instruction from Job’s wife that is in view: “Thdms wife said to him, ‘Do you still hold
fast your integrity? Curse God and die!”” Thetmstion from Job’s wife, itselfiot an
assertion, has been “reframed” as a portion ofgeltaext thats an assertion, the
assertion that Job’s wife said “such and such.usTim fact, this inerrancy defense
involves reframing every non-assertive utterance part of a larger assertion in order to
make the text amenable to a characterization ofaney, precisely as the
assertion/performative distinction requires.

The greatest shortcoming to this approach forraifey the inerrancy of non-
assertions in Scripture is that the truth valuehefutterance proper has been moved out
of the discussion—the actual content of the utteggroper has been degraded to simply
the moniker “such and such” for the sake of thesiancy defense. For the great
majority of Scripture of course, to which the readecalled to give great value, this is a
sub-biblical measure of the truthfulness and autyhof Scripture. For example, when
the Psalmist states “All Your commandments are\degendable . . .” (Ps 119:86,
writer’s translation), no astute interpreter imaggrthat the Psalmist is simply celebrating
that all of God’s commands were enscripturatedemthy, with no thought for the value
of the commands themselves. Nor are most defeld@nmsrrancy going to be satisfied

° The first position may involve the presumptionttaay biblical texts that cannot be
characterized as true or false, regardless ofethgon, cannot or should not be characterized asutte
The second position may involve the opposite prggiom, that any biblical texts that cannot be
characterized as true or false are inerrant, smegare without error. D. A. Carson takes thiefadtance:
“. .. it rather misses the point to say that ‘ma@t’ is a term inappropriate to commands and pesab
Inerrancy does not mean that every conceivableeserguof linguistic data in the Bible must be sutibép
to the term “inerrant,” only that no erraasertionoccurs” (emphasis added). D.A. Carson, “Recent
Developments in the Doctrine of Scripture,’'Hermeneutics, Authority and CandsiL.
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with giving the instruction to curse God and diegd desus’ command to love God with
all one’s heart, a status of inerrancy that is mheathe same way.

This paper will argue that there is a more rolle$énse of the inerrancy of
scriptural non-assertions to be made, which takesussly the Bible’s own claims that
many scriptural non-assertions should be charaeas “true,” not merely “truly
reported.®® Second, this paper will argue that this defenstases when applying
speech act theory to Scripture. Third, this pap#rsuggest that applying speech act
theory to Scripture generally becomes problemabiemstudents of the Bible emphasize
a single element of the “speech act” at the expehtige other two.

An Overview of Speech act Theory

Richard Young is an evangelical who has writtenualtioe benefits of speech act
theory for Greek exegesis. For him and othersy@st in the theory has arisen from a
desire to give due attention to the authorial intkat is encoded within the text:

“There needs to be more attention given to a speakeent when interpreting
what any utterance means. Both the propositiooatlent of what is said and how
the speaker uses the words have direct bearingeoproper understanding of an
utterance. If a hearer simply decodes the praposit content in the question
“Can you pass the salt?” he might respond withfanreative answer rather than
the desired action. He would not have understoloatwas said because he did
not consider the intent of the speaker. . . .dfféflow picking daisies on the other
side of the fence recognized only the propositionehning of “There is a bull in
the field,” he would probably end up being goréte may have been able to parse
every word and to look up the meanings in a lexican he would have failed to
understand because he missed the irttent.

Young provides a concise summary of the theory:

Two pioneers of speech act theory are J. L. Alfséind John R. Seartd. Their
basic thesis is that people actually perform agtading speech patterns. Austin
begins by saying that there are a number of uttexathat are not reports about
reality and therefore not subject to being truéatge. Instead, these utterances are
actions (e.g., “lI name this ship Queen Elizabetin,”l bet you a dollar it will rain
tomorrow”). By making the utterance the speakectsially performing the action.

9 Here a correspondence meaning of truth is beirigtaiaed even though non-assertions are in
view. D. A. Carson would likely reject this reqeinent for a correspondence meaning of truth to imold
the case of non-assertions, as unnecessarily stting-or instance, | might say ‘My wife is my true
friend"—even though | do hold to a correspondememty of truth. My sample sentence merely
demonstrates that the semantic range of “true”isntbgnates cannot be reduced to usages congenial
the correspondence theory of truth. Opponentsavbale to show either that the Hebrew and Greek
words for truth never take on the correspondencaning, or at least that they never have such faften
they refer to Scripture” (“Recent Developmentshie Doctrine of Scripture,” 26).

Y Richard A. Young, “A Classification of Conditiongkentences Based on Speech Act Theory,”
Grace Theological JourndlO (Spring 1989): 34, 39.

12 Austin,How to Do Things with Words.
13 Searle Speech Acts: An Essay in the Philosophy of Language
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Such use of language is termed “performative.” sTtAustin theorizes, language
may be used either to say something about realitystative utterance) or to do
something (performative utterancé).

Kevin Vanhoozer explains, “Austin distinguishedetiicomponents of the total speech
act: (a) thdocutionary actis roughly equivalent to “meaning” in the tradiial sense,’
(b) theillocutionary actis what we dan saying something, and (c) thberlocutionary
actis ‘what we bring about or achieby saying something, such as convincing,
persuading.™ Vanhoozer is perhaps clearer when he descrileds¢htion of a speech
act as its “propositional conten” Greg Allison is helpful in differentiating thedotion
and illocution by laying out a schema of five usieces capturing a single locution but
five illocutions:

Jesus Christ has come again.

Jesus Christ, come again! (God speaking)

I, Jesus Christ, will come again.

Oh! Jesus Christ has come again!

Jesus Christ hereby comes again. (God speakitigisaitterance, Jesus
Christ returns’

arwnE

The illocutions represented above in order areassertion, a command, a promise, an
“expressive,” and a declaration. Young is helpfudlifferentiating the illocution and the
perlocution:
“Performatives can carry a certdorce (rebuke, warning, etc) or can achieve a
certaineffect(conviction, persuasion, etc). The first is adldillocutionary act
(e.g., “He urged me to shoot her”) and the secertdiled gerlocutionaryact
(e.g., “"He persuaded me to shoot her”). If arciliiionary act fulfills all its

1 Young, “A Classification of Conditional Sentend&ssed on Speech Act Theory,” 35. Young
goes on to say that “Austin himself came to rejeist distinction since even statements about seadin be
expressed using a performative verb, ‘| herebyedtadt X.” Thus all utterances are performativegdung
continues, “However, it is Searle’s classificatmrspeech act types which is more commonly accepted
today, but even his scheme is not without opponeAtsording to Searlexpression and Meaniriilew
York: Cambridge University, 1979] 1-29) there awe ttypes of utterances: (1) assertives, which camm
the speaker to the truth of the expressed propodé.g., assert, conclude, affirm); (2) directilagsvhich
the speaker attempts to get the hearer to do sorggthg., request, question); (3) commissivesgctvhi
commit the speaker to some future course of a¢gan, promise, offer); (4) expressives, which eggra
psychological state (e.g., thanking, apologizirgi (5) declarations, which affect immediate charige
the state of affairs (e.g., declaring war, christgnexcommunicating). B. Fraser (‘Hedged Perfoivest
in Cole and MorgarSpeech Actsl87-210) groups speech acts into eight categbassd on speaker’s
intent.”

13 vanhoozer, “The Semantics of Biblical Literatur8g. Both internal quotations are from
Austin,How to Do Things with Words)9, emphasis his.

18 Kevin J. Vanhoozels There a Meaning in this TefGrand Rapids: Zondervan, 1998), 208,
218.

" Gregg R. Allison, “Speech Act Theory and lts Iroplions for the Doctrine of the
Inerrancy/Infallibility of Scripture,” presented thte 48" Annual Conference of ETS (Nov 1993), 9, and
Philosophia Christil8 (Spring 1995): 7.

5
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necessary conditions, it will produce in the hearezcognition of the intent of the
utterance (emphasis addedj.”

An example from biblical hermeneutics, of the dgdive power of speech act
theory: Instructors recognize that for studentsrtperly interpret the Psalm 2:1 text
“Why are the nations in an uproar And the peoplsging a vain thing?” they must
recognize that while the locution suggests a qaesthe illocution is that of a stern
assertion, or expressive perhaps. In keepingtivétienets of speech act theory,
instructors hold that the authorial intent for Rs&:1 has not been captured until both
locutionandillocution have been properly identified (whethemot they use such
terminology). This is so much clearer an explamathan speaking of rhetorical
guestions as “questions that aren’t really questiogtc. As well, speech act theory’s
requirement to identify the text’s perlocution, é@erhaps a repentance from self-rule,
combats the tendency of both hermeneutics instractd student to hurry past the
application discussion.

Speech Act Theory and the Inerrancy of Performative

A significant contribution to the cogent defensé¢h@ inerrancy of biblicahon-
assertionshas been provided for by Gregg Allison, using shegct theory?® For the
purpose of his analysis Allison uses the five-fdidision from speech act theorist John
R. Searle to categorize scriptural utterances daogtto illocution typ€® The available
categories are:

Assertive (to assert, believe, affirm, report, e, etc.)

Directive (to command, beg, request, dare, recondienay, etc.)

Commissive (to promise, purpose, bet, agree taantee, etc.)

Expressive (to think, congratulate, praise, apaegieplore, etc.)

Declaration (as in “I resign,” “I christen this gkii “War is hereby declared,” etc.)

agrwbnE

Allison argues that speech act theory brings ¢dftine the reality that every
utterance, assertive or not, necessarily incorperatpropositional component, the
elements of which either do or do not corresponeatity. This component is labeled
thelocution of the utterance, and it consists of two elemahts,eference expressioor

8 Young, “A Classification of Conditional Sentend@ssed on Speech Act Theory,” 36. As noted
in footnote 13, for later Austin and for Young, ff@mative” describes all texts including assersion

9 Allison, “Speech Act Theory and Its Implicatiorts the Doctrine of the Inerrancy/Infallibility
of Scripture.”

2 Searle Expression and Meanind—29. Young characterizes the categories thtiEhese
match the five illocutions categorized by Searld arplained by Young: (1) assertives, which corntimt
speaker to the truth of the expressed proposigan,(assert, conclude, affirm); (2) directivesydych the
speaker attempts to get the hearer to do somethigg request, question); (3) commissives, wharnmit
the speaker to some future course of action (ergmise, offer); (4) expressives, which express a
psychological state (e.qg., thanking, apologizirg) (5) declarations, which affect immediate charige
the state of affairs (e.g., declaring war, christgnexcommunicating)” (Young, 35).
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subject (e.g. “Jesus Christ”) and thredicate expressioor predicate (e.g. “coming
again”). Both elements are amenable to an exammaf truth or falsity. Whether or
not the author’sntent(illocution) is to state truth, propositional cent (the locution)
susceptible to an inerrancy characterization igdrpresent in the text.

Based on this approach, Allison argues that saahtDivine assertives,
expressives, and declarations (illocution categatiet, 5 above) are straightforwardly
defensible as inerrant, even in terms of a cormedeoce theory of truth, by way of
speech act theory. In each of these cases, thgdoaan be evaluated straightforwardly
as corresponding or not corresponding to reallfyus it is not illogical, or a category
mistake, to refer to Scriptures of praise or tardpronouncements, for example, as
“true” and inerrant, apart from and in additiorthe fact that they have been inerrantly
reported in Scripture.

Allison argues that speech act theory enablegyart defense of the inerrancy of
divine commissives (promises, predictions, etc\yak, though not quite as directly.
divinely spoken promises and predictionsiafallible, or successfuin speech act
terminology, because timecessary preconditior{a technical label in speech act theory)
are satisfied: the promise or prophecy commitgitiime speaker to some future course
of action, the speaker intends to fulfill the prembr prophecy, and the locution
(propositional content) references a future achefspeaker. As with the other
illocutions, evaluating thamerrancyof the divine commissive entails examining its
locution for correspondence to reality. In thiseghe locution presents content tivék
correspond to reality in the future. Allison st&te

In the case of commissives, the verification itha future; the verification

criterion is whether the course of action comesass. The verification procedure
is to observe if in the future a state of affamsresponding to the propositional
content of the commissive does obtain . . . Iféhera correspondence between the
world and words, the commissive is true; if notsifalse. We maintain that all
divine speech acts which are commissives are Ipédhible and inerrant, in that
their speakers infallibly commit themselves to sdatare course of action which
they intend to carry out and which they are abladioieve, and these future states
of affairs do indeed inerrantly come to pass.

Thus for Allison, speech act theory provides amadée defense for the inerrancy of
divine prophecy—he does not feel it necessaryexample, to speak of divine
commissives as infallible utterances tivt prove to benerrant.

Allison holds that providing a cogent defensetfa inerrancy of divine
directives (instructions, etc.) is yet more difficthan that of commissives, employing
speech act theory. He notes that directives are in the same genusramissives, in the
sense that they both incorporate the speaker’sedigit the locution (e.g., “Love the

2L Allison, “Speech Act Theory and Its Implicatiofos the Doctrine of the Inerrancy/Infallibility
of Scripture,”Philosophia Christi 13—-14.

2 This is not to imply that Allison is here equivtiog on plenary inerrancy, rather he is
equivocating on the utility of one descriptive togpeech act theory, for defending plenary ineryariche
difficulty of the defense pertains when 1) inernaatvays demands a correspondence meaning of truth,
and 2) speech act theory, which always (at leastéarle and Allison) demands a correspondenceingan
of truth in regards to locutions, is the descrigtisol employed.



Speech act and Inerrancy 8

Lord your God with all your heart,” “Jesus Christlweturn”) correspond to reality at a
point in the future. Allison adds that there ispever, a problematic difference between
commissives and directives for the purposes oharrancy defense, if inerrancy
continues to be tied to a time/space correspondmeeging of truth. The problem lies
in a significant difference between commissives dingictives in regards to the
relationship of the speaker to the future corredpoge with reality of the locution. The
inerrancy (the future correspondence of locutioretdity) of a divine promise is
dependant upon the actions and abilities of thaedspeaker such that the future
correspondence of promise to reality is assurealth® other hand, the inerrancy (the
future correspondence of locution to reality) ofide instructions is dependant upon the
reactions of théearer, such that the future correspondence is not agdsiBpeech act
theory, in keeping it seems with common sense, e tfuat an evaluation of the quality
of any utterance should end with the hearer’s cetmgmsion of the speaker’s desired
response (i.e., the perlocution), and should neXpanded to the hearer’s actual reaction
which lies outside the speech &ttGiven that the future correspondence of the loout
to reality in the case of directives is dependgatruthe hearer, Allison’s conclusion
concerning a defense of the inerrancy of divinedives using speech act theory is that
“the proposed paths of the labyrinth seem illusairthis point.**

Building on Allison’s Work in Regards to Divine Commissives (Promises,
Predictions)

Speech act theory in the hands of Gregg Allisongnagided defenders of
biblical inerrancy a tool for explaining with sorpeecision and clarity an ascription of
inerrancy to most divine non-assertives, withoetdlefender being vulnerable to the
accusation of a category mistake in linking the.tWdhile Vanhoozer has focused on the
speech act illocution leading to a defense of ifelibility of every divine utteranc®
Allison has focused on the speech act locutioniteptb a defense of the inerrancy of
most divine utterances.

It appears that the key to extending the preciammh clarity of the “speech act
inerrancy defense” more fully to divine commissieggails extending the direction of
Allison’s work. In the same way that Allison movtiee focus of evangelical, speech act
discussions from the illocution to the logicallyigprlocution in order to successfully
defend the inerrancy of most non-assertions,ptagitable to move the focus from the
locution to the to logically-priopreparatory conditiongor the successful speech&ct
for an inerrancy defense of divine commissives.

The characterization above of Allison’s inerraneyethse of divine commissives
(prophecy?’ promises, etc.) as less-than-full reflects théitsethat the defense gains a

2 |bid., 14.
2 |bid.
% Vanhoozer, “The Semantics of Biblical Literatur5.

% SearleSpeech Acts: An Essay in the Philosophy of Langu&di AustinHow To Do Things
with Words 10.

27 actually, Allison holds that prophecy is a subskthe assertive illocution, not a subset of the
commissive illocution. This is because, “In a grefic assertion, the prophetic content is given in
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status of onlyrospectiveor temporally contingenerrancy for divine prophecies and
promises that are yet unfulfilled. It seems theriancy defendé? unsatisfied with
simply speaking of inerraméportsof divine commissives is forced to speak of figfil,
divine commissives as inerrant, and unfulfilledjide commissives as “certain to be
proven inerrant someday.”

It appears however that the defense of an undgaghiiierrancy of commissives
may become available, when the defender recogthz¢she standarpreparatory
conditionsaccording to speech act theory that must exish fuwccessful commissive fail
to capture the unigue preparatory conditions offdrg a speaker that is divine. What if,
in addition to the standard preparatory conditifmmommissive speakers—their
existence, their sincerity and the absence of ditplbehind their commissive, their
ability to bring about the future state of affailesscribed therein—a speaker as well
exercises exhaustive foreknowledge of all real wskible futures, is omnipotent, is
eternal, is immutable, exercises unlimited autlganter all of time and the universe,
including the “laws” of nature, and has a multiptddiennia record of fulfilled promises
and predictions without exceptidii?As the nature of the preparatory conditions moves
along a continuum away from the standard list tolwdhe expanded list descriptive of a
divine commissive speaker—one can imagine the nuwfqgreparatory conditions
engendered by a very powerful, human dictator tmtike middle of this continuum, for
example—the real distinction between a presenduspredicted state of affairs in terms
of likelihood, and thus the distinction betweenragpectiveversusunqualified inerrancy
in terms of the correspondence of commissive looutd reality, progressively shrinks.
It would seem that for the absolutely divine speakeating the one-of-a-kind
preparatory conditions ascribed in Scripture toGoel of the Bible, the distinction
between a prospective inerrancy of unfulfilled,ide/promises and predictions and an
unqualified inerrancy of these promises and preglisthas been erased, excepting only
the time-bound perception of the human observer.

conformity with some future reality (words-werld fit), whereas in a commissive, a state of affaiilsbe
brought into correspondence with the promise (watdiordsfit)” (“Speech Act Theory and Its
Implications for the Doctrine of the Inerrancy/IHitaility of Scripture,” 20, n. 51, emphasis mineut
this perspective of prophetic content seems torassaucorresponding future state of affairs to be a
certainty now, which to the biblical inerrancy skiepnust surely look like begging the question.

For the most robust inerrancy defense it seems proféable to work from the perspective that
unfulfilled, biblical prophecy entails words uttdrin the past to which a future reality must confpso
that prophecy should be viewed, like promises,railing a world-towordsfit—the words of both the
promise and the prophecy are brought into existérgte and then later the corresponding stateffaira
arises if the utterances are inerrant. This lgtégspective does put the burden of proof on teeamcy
defender for defending commissives, whether prosnisgrophecy, as unqualifiedly inerrant now rather
than prospectively inerrant now. One of coursddoedefine inerrancy such that it speaks of Saript
“proving to be true/inerrant” with the passing iohé. This writer will argue instead that speechtheory
makes this redefinition unnecessary.

| e., when working under the limitations of speachtheory and the correspondence meaning
of truth and of errorlessness that it requires.

2 perhaps an argument from logic that minimizestheloyment of a faith position regarding the
nature of God, could limit this list of charactéidgs of the divine commissive speaker to the fiteth. In
that case only additional, humanly-observable stataffairs have been imported into the prepayator
conditions for the divine commissive.
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To put it another way: for the divine speaker @fenissives, the only element of
contingency to the inerrancy of those commissingslves the passing of time, nothing
else. Buttime is absolutely guaranteed to pAsxl, even this temporal contingency is a
perceptual one, shared only by time-bound observBosput it yet another way: the
reason one may refer tolfilled divine commissives as inerrant according to Allison
because they “cannot not be fulfilled.” And yetce the unique preparatory conditions
dictated by the nature of the divine speaker anpgnty notedunfulfilled divine
commissives also “cannot not be fulfilled.” Inres of propositional logic, the existence
of a speaker with the divine attributes descridealva is a sufficient condition for the
fulfillment of all commissives uttered by Him, atiterefore a sufficient condition for
ascribing unqualified inerrancy to His unfulfilledmmissives. The relationship of the
present point in time to fulfillment, that is, whet the fulfillment is past, present, or
future, is inconsequential, a non-condition for tidne commissive’s status of
unqualifiedly true/inerrant. The only relevanceaalivine commissive’s current status
as fulfilled or unfulfilled is in terms of inerragwerification and even then for the time-
bound observer only. The massive limitations ieheto the human condition relative to
God makes the current fulfillment status of divamenmissives relevant in terms of
inerrancy verification by humans, but not releviarterms of inerrancidentification®

It may be said therefore that the inability of sgle act theory to offer more than a
prospective inerrancy defense for divine commissisedue to a defect in the theory,
which however is repairable. The defect is thatdtandard preparatory conditions
specifically itemized within the theory for commiigss fail to account for the possibility
of a divine speaker, for whom there is no distimttbetween a preseversuspredicted
state of affairs in terms of likelihood of fulfillemt. Once the preparatory conditions are
remediated to take into account the possibilitg divine speaker with the attributes the
Bible ascribes to God, it becomes possible to defdindivine commissives as currently,
unqualifiedly inerrant. To this end, using speachtheory, one can isolate the
commissive’s locution and measure the text's cpwadence to reality as required by
speech act theory and by many defenders of bibheatancy.

Building on Allison’s Work in Regards to Divine Directives (Commands,
Requests)

As summarized two sections prior, it was Allisoa&clusion that speech act
theory may not be able to defend the inerrancyeality correspondence, of divine
directives—commands, warnings, requests, etc tiue that directives, like
commissives, seek to create a future correspondmtesesen words and world, between
locution and reality, by moving the future realityo line with the current or past

% The same defense of unfulfilled, divine propheeig$eing true/inerrant can be made apart
from speech act theory by connecting the correspiocel meaning of truth of the utterance not to any
future state of affairs, but instead to God’s ratuit would seem however that for the purposes of
engaging those rejecting inerrancy on logical gdsuhwill be more productive to accept the narrgwe
traditional understanding of a correspondence mggaai truth, as involving a humanly observable,
corresponding state of affairs rather than invaj\énfaith position regarding God. Speech act theor
maintains this requirement.
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words®' The problematic difference between commissivedirettive in regards to
inerrancy however is that while the achievemenhefrancy for the commissive (the
bringing of future reality into correspondence witle promise or prediction) remains

with the speaker, the achievement of inerrancyHerdirective (the bringing of future
reality into correspondence with the instructiomges upon the obedient response of the
hearer. Thus, outside of a fully-deterministiclitgathe correspondence of current
directive to future space/time reality seems nde &b be assured regardless of the nature
of the speaker.

However, a survey of Scripture narratives surracngndome apparent, divine
speech act directives indicates that for God theing of an apparent directive involves
something quite different than the ignorant, hopefiicipation of obedience that
typifies the human directive-maker within speechtheory. In some cases God or His
spokesperson will follow the apparent divine dinezby predicting the hearer’s
response, even a disobedient one, plus the staadiaios that will result (Deut 4; Josh
23; Isa 6)** These and other evidences of God'’s exhaustiekhmwledge indicate that
every divine instruction is inextricably linked am inerrant prediction of the response
plus all ensuing states of affairs, whether vedealior not. In addition, foreknown
disobedience does not vitiate the instruction enrttind of God, leading Him to “save
His breath” and withdraw the instruction. CleaBod has purposes for issuing
instructions beyond securing a positive respofgerd, the predicted subsequent states
of affairs do not focus primarily upon the instioatgiver but upon the recipients, as if
the instructions are primarily for the benefit bétrecipient and not the divine issuer.

These significant differences between God andratinective speakers,
underlining the absence of hopeful anticipationdbedience on the part of the divine
instruction speaker, suggest that in the casevafi@instructions the illocution involved
is at least more complex than a simple attemphé&mge the future. In addition, it will be
a nonsensical strategy to defend divine instrust@s being inerrant using the strategy
offered above for inerrant, divine commissives.nttary to the case of divine
commissives, divine instructions will not alwayadeto a correspondence of the future
world with the current words. God has uttered appiadirectives knowing full well that
they would not be obeyed and would not bring tharkireality into correspondence with
those words.

Though Searle’s comments on directives are bridfaverlook the possibility of
a divine speaker, they support the contentionttiessence of the divine instruction and
the essence of the speech act directive are tterelt to represent the same illocution.

31 Again, this contrasts to the assertion for exampléch gains inerrancy when the words are
successfully moved into line with reality.

32 perhaps the most familiar example of a divine camanfollowed by a predicted, negative
response is the following interaction between JesuksPeter: “A new commandment | give to youttha
you love one another, even as | have loved yot yitnaalso love one another. By this all men wilbw
that you are My disciples, if you have love for @mother.’ . . . ‘Simon, Simon, behold, Satan has
demanded permission to sift you like wheat; buaéprayed for you, that your faith may not failigda
you,when once you have turned agastrengthen your brothersBut he said to Him, ‘Lordwith You | am
ready to go both to prison and to deéith(Jn 13:34-35 and Lk 22:31-33; emphasis mine.)
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For Searle the primary preparatory condition foy élocution is theessential condition
the successful achievement of which is most crdorahchieving the intended
illocution.®® For directive speech acts, the essential comditias to do with the fact that
the speaker intends the utterance as an attergpt the hearer to do the adt.”
Shortcomings related to this condition will disqfyah particular speech act as being a
directive, meaning it is either a “defective” ditee (Searle), or perhaps a different kind
of speech act altogether (this writer). In regdaddefective directives, Searle states:
“There is, e.g., no point in telling somebody tostenething if it is completely obvious
that he is going to do it anyhow>” Presumably, Searle would agree that a direcsive i
also defective if it is uttered even when faillséareknown, such as when a verbal
command is uttered outside of the line of sighé dieaf person. In this case there is a
motive for the utterance, perhaps humiliation @ sipposed recipient, or perhaps the
proving to a third party that the recipient is iadedeaf. But clearly the illocution or
utterer’s intent for that utterance is somethingeothan that of the speech act directive.

If Searle were presented with the yet-stranges chs speaker uttering many
texts with apparent directive syntax, but yet férom every response to the apparent
directives is completely obvious to the speakewito the directive utterance in every
case, and by whom the apparent directives are tlodrawn in the face of foreknown
disobedience, it seems that Searle would respatdatith are likewise not proper
directives. Thus it seems Searle would supporttmeention that the God of Scripture
does not in fact utter directives, as speech adribts understand that term. The
differences between apparent divine directivessppech act directives seem to mean
that speech acts theory’s categorylioéctivedoes not apply to God.

Additional examination of the intent behind thgpagent divine directive makes
thedirectivecategory still more suspect for the divine spealées indicated by Searle
above, inherent to the speech act directive iattegnpted imposition of the speaker’s
preference and agenda upon the hearer. But whatirective speaker’s preference and
agenda consistently and without exception giveslegeight to the ultimate welfare of
the hearer, as in the case of God as speaker? iWhatant you tox” and “You should
do x” mean without exception, “You and the univensk ultimately be better off if you
do x,” as in the case of God? What if everythinghmanded by the apparent directive
speaker is something the hearer would have alrelaolyen to do, if she knew all the facts
as God does? Searle also supports this concereetides are driven by “the authority
of S[peaker] over H[earer],” not by the known bétseto be experienced by the heater.
In view of this issue of primary motive for theertince, the descriptiapeech act
directiveseems to further lose its efficacy in regardsivné instructions.

The absence of contingency in the case of theeéiwistruction, because the
response of the hearer and all related outcomdsnargn to the Speaker, the lack of
cruciality of an obedient response to the speeth #locution and Speaker’s intent,
because the Speaker continues with the instruetren when a non-response is

3 SearleSpeech Acts: An Essay in the Philosophy of Langué@ye
*Ipid., 64.
*pid., 69.
*1pid., 66.
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foreknown, and the absence of self-centered agebdaause the Speaker has no agenda
contrary to the ultimate benefit of the hearer,sfeg a re-understanding or at least a
recalibration of the speech act categaingctivefor the divine speaker.

It seems thaadvicemay be a good candidate for replacingdhrectiveillocution
in the case of divine instructions. As with divinstructions, genuine advice seeks to
incorporate prescience of future outcomes. As ditine instructions, genuine advice is
reasonably offered even when it is known or belietat the hearer will not respond
positively>’ As with divine instructions, genuine advice entasdrom the speaker’s
desire for the hearer’s ultimate benéfit.

There is a strategic benefit as well for recogmjzhe divine instruction as in
essence a piece of advice. The germdce speech at¥ou will be better off if you
do actiona” is in actuality a conditional prediction or cotidnal promise. But if the
divine instruction is in essence a piece of adwael if pieces of advice are actually
conditional predictions or promises, then a divimstruction is actually a conditional
prediction or promise. In that case, the divirgmnction is nothing other than a subset of
the divine commissive, already argued to be untjedly inerrant in the prior section.

Stepping away from speech act theory terminologynentarily, one may argue
that the divine instruction is in actuality a foohdivine promise, once the implicit
context is properly recognized to include divineefmowledge of actual responses plus
ensuing outcomes, plus the welfare of the heardreasentral motivation for the
instruction/promise to begin with. For examples thstruction “Love the Lord your God
with all your heart” can properly be understoodiegi the divine attributes of the speaker,
as the promise-complex: “[I want/advise you to] edfrie Lord your God with all your
heart [and if you do, you and all creation williolately be better off, whereas, if you do
not, you and all creation will ultimately be wors#; and, | foreknow in every case your
actual response plus the actual ensuing statdtaosh” Because of God’'s exhaustive
foreknowledge, and the cohesiveness of all Higuesbns from uniformly seeking the
ultimate benefit to the speaker and his univefrsgdivine instruction is in actuality a
piece of advice wrapped in a conditional, oftendisipprophecy-complex that inerrantly
captures all future states of affairs ensuing ftbehearer’s foreknown response.

Every divineinstructionis actually a piece of advice because it alwagstha
hearer’s ultimate benefit in mind, as well as parfereknowledge of all states of affairs
ensuing from both obedience and disobedience—diusteuctions are made with a
series of related predictions in God’s mind. Aacléiblical example of divine
instructions that include both implicit and exglipromises is represented by the Ten
Commandments. Only the fifth, the honoring of pgsemakes explicit the related
promise. But the remainder all have implicit prees (and curses) linked to them as
well, as the larger context of the whole Mosaic €want makes clear.

Likewise, every divineommissivés a piece of advice because there is always a
related application for the hearer in God’s mintietiher implicit or explicit—divine
commissives are made with related instructionstdwi mind. A clear, biblical example

37 Such is not the case with the directive speecHarcivhich a foreknown non-response would
appear to make the speech act defective.

3 Such is not the case with the directive speechwtth has as its primary motivating core the
belief of the speaker that he has authority overiarer.
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of a prediction with an implied instruction, suttat a full “piece of advice” is actually

entailed, is found in the preaching of Jonah. @k@icit, divine threat was properly

understood by the hearers as a “piece of adviceipbete with implicit instructions. It

seems the divine commissive and the divine instsa@ctually incorporate the same

elements, with the only difference being which etaits must be explicitly stated.
See the proposed schema below:

The future state of affaipswill happen®®

You are to do actioa.

The result of you doing actiamis that you and the universe will ultimately be

better off.

4. The result of you not doing acti@ns that you and the universe will ultimately
be worse off.

5. | know your future response to the instructionlengent2, plus all ensuing

states of affairs.

WP

It seems that what Bible interpreters characteag&divine promises and prophecies have
all five elements as part of the divine speakerhtal context, given what Scripture
reveals of the nature of God, but only the fireneént must be explicitly stated in
Scripture for the utterance to earn the chara@gozpromiseor prophecy It seems that
what Bible interpreters characterize as divineruwtions have all five elements as part of
the divine speaker’'s mental context, but only eosd element must be explicitly stated
for the utterance to earn the characterizatistruction

Using theadviceillocution: All of God’s commissives are piecesinfallible
advice, because each has linked to it, explicttlyrplicitly, a recommended reaction
that will always be to the ultimate benefit of tteeipient and the universe. All of God’s
instructions are also pieces of infallible advicecause each has linked to it, explicitly or
implicitly, a predicted outcome that will always teethe ultimate benefit of the recipient
and the universe.

If the above five-part schema holds for divindiiastions as well as divine
commissives, the problem of assessing the inerrahdivine instructions becomes
subsumed within the problem of assessing the ineyraf divine commissives—in the
case of God both have the sam@viceillocution. But the unqualified inerrancy of
divine, speech act commissives has already beemded above by adjusting the
preparatory conditions for commissives to allowtfoe possibility of a divine speaker.

To wit: the apparent contingency within the appadivine directive disappears
when one recognizes that the divine instructicacisially a piece of adviogersusa
speech act directive, since among other thingdlaeer’s actual response as well as all
ensuing outcomes are fully known. The divine igtion, while not qualifying as a
speech adlirective does qualify as a speech aotmmissive More precisely, this
commissive entails a conditional prediction, whie hearer's recommended response as
one of the conditions, all couched within a compié (often implicit) inerrant

% This predicted, future state of affairs may or mayinvolve pre-conditions, implicit or explicit,
and any pre-conditions may or may not include tttealization of actioma (element2). In any case, the
presence of any conditions, their final statusudfilleéd or unfulfilled, and all ensuing statesaffairs
including evenk, are fully known beforehand to the divine speaker.
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predictions that take into account the known, feittesponse of the hearer plus all
ensuing states of affairs.

Once all the elements (often implicit) surroundihg divine instruction are taken
into account, there is no contingency to be resbbsecept, as in the case of all other
commissives, within the perception of the time-bwobserver. All divine advice,
whether labeled as prophecy, promise, or instraciicorporate the future state of
affairs within their contexts, such that the woodishe advice fully correspond to the
actual, future state of affairs. All divine adwe@romises, prophecies, and
instructions—are true in terms of the correspondeneaning of truth, and are inerréht.

One can successfully argue from Scripture that @tats onlyinfallible
instructions. That is, God'’s instructions will @ys prove to be morally consistent with
His perfect nature, and will always lead to thémeite benefit of the hearer and the
universe when obeyed. One can also successfgjhedrom Scripture, with the aid of
speech act theory and Allison’s defense of theamay of divine commissives, that God
utters onlyinerrantinstructions, even in terms of the correspondeneaning of truth.
One will not be limited to arguing simply for theerrantreport of divine instructions by
Scripture. This is the case, because speechemtytdisqualifies divine instructions as
being speech act directives. Ironically, the di&hinent of this “defect” within apparent
divine directives in terms of speech act theoprecisely what is needed to defend the
inerrancy of divine instructions.

Comments Regarding Emphasizing One Element of thepBech Act Over the Others

To this writer, the greatest benefit of Kevin Vaoker’s application of speech act
theory to Scripture has been the resulting aktititgescribe in much greater precision
than before how an author’s intention can be endedthin a text, rather than residing
only in the author’'s mind and thus being lost t® #ges. Speech act theory holds that the
author’s intention is encoded within every texgafically within the illocution that is
present in every utterance. Vanhoozer’s long-tercas on the role of the illocution in
utterances has thus been of inestimable valuertserweative, biblical hermeneutics.

That same focus on the illocution however hasseoted well for defending the
inerrancy of biblical utterances. Leaving aside ibality that Scripture inerrantly reports
all its utterances, only one of the five illocutinhe assertion, has asptsmary purpose
the stating of truth, the matching of words to erent state of affairs. The focus needs to
move to the locution, where the propositional coht# the speech act resides, when the
presence or absence of error is being assessegctspct theory is helpful here because
it demands an unswerving commitment to the cormedpoce meaning of truth. When
the locution of the speech act is the focus, thisewhas argued that the inerrancy of
every biblical utterance, whether an assertiomuhtor not, can be cogently defended
and explained in terms of the correspondence megaiitruth.

Speech act theory has served equally poorly wikempérlocution only is the
focus. Some have observed that at least somegyasttmodern leanings have latched on
to speech act theory as a tool, because of theepoitguts forth of the perlocution, the

“° The problems of verification of divine instruct®hy the time-bound observer are identical to
those regarding the inerrant, divine commissivesaly discussed above.
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desired effect upon the hearer on the part of tiiece** The argument is made by these
that the supposed inability to link biblical uttecas with absolute truth, plus the
supposed inability to identify the Divine origing®intent, plus the supposed irrelevance
of the human author’s intent, is not fatal to thel&s authority, because the biblical
utterances continue to have the positive effe@satithors would have desired upon the
lives of its hearers and readers. Unquestiondigy,tspeech act theory is as vulnerable
to misuse as any descriptive tool has ever beemwhihe hands of the Bible interpreter.

1 Examples are Robertson Mcquilkin and Bradford kull“The Impact of Postmodern Thinking
on Evangelical HermeneuticsJETS40, no. 1 (March 1997): 71; Scott A. Blue, “Meanihgention, and
Application: Speech Act Theory in the Hermeneutit&rancis Watson and Kevin J. Vanhoozéirihity
Journal 23, no. 2 (Fall 2002): 167-71; Gordon R. Lewiggjpbsitional Revelation Essential to
Evangelical Spiritual Formation?JETS46, no. 2 (June 2003): 281.



