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Little Rock Scripture Study
http://www.womenofgrace.com/blog/?p=193
By Susan Brinkmann, September 2, 2010
LD writes: “My parish has been using the Little Rock Scripture Study for its weekly bible study for about a year now. I don’t care for the series but can’t quite put my finger on why. I certainly don’t think it’s New Age but it doesn’t feel quite Catholic either. Can you tell me anything about where this series comes from and is it a truly Catholic study?”
The Little Rock Scripture Study (LRSS) is definitely a Catholic bible study program but what might be bothering you is the Study’s reliance on the Collegeville Bible Commentary, which is known to be based on liberal Scripture scholarship with many modernist interpretations that are not always faithful to Church teaching. 

Catholic Answers explains the problem with the Collegeville Commentary in a June, 1994 edition of This Rock:
“A good example of this is the commentary on Romans 1:18-32. In that passage of the Bible Paul states that because pagans worshiped creatures rather than the Creator, “God gave them up to dishonorable passions. Their women exchanged natural relations for unnatural, and the men likewise gave up natural relations with women and were consumed with passion for one another, men committing shameless acts with men and receiving in their own persons the due penalty for their error” (Rom. 1:26-27).
“The Collegeville Bible Commentary states “`natural’ and `unnatural’ should be more accurately translated `culturally approved’ and `culturally disapproved.’” This is linguistic nonsense. The Greek word here for “natural” is the adjectival form of phusis, from which we get “physics.” The term means “according to [a thing's] nature.” It has nothing to do with society’s approval or disapproval. In fact the phrase for “unnatural” (para phusin) was found in the Stoic philosophers before Paul’s time and clearly indicated something that was out of accord with nature. Sickness, for instance, was said to be para phusin (cf. Kittel’s Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, vol. 9, p. 265).
“The fact that the Collegeville Bible Commentary would go so far as to say that the terms “should be more accurately translated” as “culturally approved” and “culturally disapproved” shows the lengths to which the authors of the commentary are willing to go to push their social agenda. (In the case cited the commentary gives what may be termed a pro-homosexualist interpretation.) This is not scholarship, but the antithesis of it, where a scholar’s personal social or political views are allowed to dominate the data.
“We have given only one example of this commentary’s deficiencies, but we have found enough similar problems that we cannot recommend this as a trustworthy work.”
According to the website, the LRSS was created in the early 1970s by a Catholic couple named Fred and Tammy Woell. The Woells were attending a Protestant scripture study and felt Catholics should have something similar. They discussed the idea with various priests and were eventually introduced to Jerome Kodell, OSB, an Arkansas native and Benedictine monk of Subiaco Abbey, who had studied scripture in Rome. He was enthusiastic about the project and began to work with the Woells in developing a study. It was at this point that the group decided to use the Collegeville Bible Commentary as “a companion to the Bible.” In 1977, Bishop Andrew J. McDonald named the Little Rock Scripture Study as the official vehicle for promoting adult education in the Diocese of Little Rock.

It’s a shame that one of the few Catholic scripture studies out there has to be tainted in this way. I have read comments from some LRSS instructors who acknowledge the problem and say they use other commentaries as “back up” when leading a group. You may also consider buying your own Commentary and using it to supplement your studies. But be careful, there are a lot of similar problems in the world of biblical scholarship. The most highly recommended and authentically Catholic commentary is by Bernard Orchard and was published in the 1950s. I found a reprint of this book at http://www.lulu.com/shop/daniel-egan/a-catholic-commentary-on-holy-scripture-1953-new-testament-vol-2/paperback/product-6268680.html. (This one is recommended by Jimmy Akin at Catholic Answers.) 
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I possess a copy of the Little Rock Catholic Study Bible (LRCSB), 2011 edition and refer to it along with several other Catholic editions in the course of my work.

On reading the above report by Women of Grace Ministries, I looked at the notes on Romans 1:18-32 (pages 2297, 2298) in the LRCSB but did not find any such commentary or modernist language as that reported in Ms. Brinkmann’s article on the Little Rock Scripture Study (LRSS).  

Apparently, the notes in the LRCSB are different than those in the LRSS (although there a couple of mentions of the latter within the pages of the Bible) but I cannot confirm to what extent they differ.

I am contacting Women of Grace Ministries for clarification on the matter. (They did not respond)
The text of the LRCSB appears to be that of the New American Bible Revised Edition (NABRE).

The LRCSB is approved by the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops (USCCB) and the Nihil Obstat and Imprimatur are dated August 27, 1986.
There are positive reviews of the LRCSB at https://catholicstudybible.wordpress.com/about/reviews-2/. 

One of them is by Vietnamese-origin priest Dr. Fr. Peter C. Phan, former Salesian but now diocesan, a prolific highly-awarded author with three doctorates. But, there are problems with his writings and theology.
For one, he was under investigation by Rome for liberal views and his Being Religious Interreligiously “is in open contrast with almost all the teachings of the declaration Dominus Iesus," a 2000 Vatican document which states that non-Christians are "in a gravely deficient situation in comparison with those who, in the church, have the fullness of the means of salvation” according to the National catholic Reporter (http://ncronline.org/blogs/all-things-catholic/why-fr-peter-phan-under-investigation).

During the last decade, the Vatican accused him of violating Catholic doctrine (http://www.renewedpriesthood.org/ca/page.cfm?Web_ID=976). 

Those are major red flags for me! 

The Catholic Answers Forum has a strong criticism as well as a discussion on the LRCSB at http://forums.catholic.com/showthread.php?t=740489.

There’s another more recent thread on the “Little Rock Bible Study” at http://www.catholicforum.com/forums/showthread.php?60392-Little-Rock-Bible-Study.   
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Readers’ comments
1. I would add Bishop Anthony B. Taylor, Diocese of Little Rock, on a list of minor muckrakers. He put his imprimatur on The Little Rock Scripture Study Bible (2010). This approval covered an introductory essay by scripture scholar Sr. Irene Nowell OSB entitled "How and Why Bibles Differ." In this essay, she asserts that Martin Luther "agreed" with St. Jerome about which books should be in the Bible, only those for which a Hebrew (or Aramaic) "original" could be had. They lived more than a thousand years apart, so I'd think she'd need to clarify what "agree with" means in such circumstances. This, in the first place, is an odd introduction to a Bible which HAS the other books which Luther and Jerome didn't want in the Bible. It is noteworthy also, that those Hebrew originals that Luther and Jerome sought were not discovered until the scrolls at Qumran were found in the 1940's. So, Luther and Jerome were misguided by their own limited history. 
Second, she says that Luther's Bible was "one" of the "great accomplishments of the Reformation." As a Catholic, I cannot think of ANY great accomplishments of the Reformation, considering the resulting disunity of the Church, wars and thousands of deaths, and the skepticism about religion in general, as if everything was just a matter of opinion. Third, Sr. Nowell concludes her essay by implicitly dismissing the Catechism of the Catholic Church, wherein the canonical list of books of the Catholic Bible is given. Instead, she concludes "Richness in Diversity...God speaks through A VARIETY of languages and translations... Different communities of faith [read "Protestants" here] hear God's word MORE CLEARLY through DIFFERING LISTS of sacred books. Reading books that are not in one's own canon may increase our wonder at God's wonderful works." (Emphasis added) In a private communication, Bp. Anthony upholds Sr. Nowell's assertions. One can only wonder if Sr. Nowell would agree that Catholics hear God's word properly through Christ's Church, and not through the accident of a list of books, here or there.

Luther's rejection of the Greek Septuagint contradicts scripture itself. 2 Timothy 3:16 that "all scripture is inspired by God..." That was written in Greek to a Greek speaking audience to which the Greek translation of scripture was canonical. Certainly the hearers of 2 Tim 3:16 understood what Paul meant. If that verse does not point to the Septuagint, then the verse is meaningless, as to what, then, would it possibly refer? Luther's rejection of those books has been imitated in EVERY Protestant Bible and hence follows Luther's heresy. I would hardly call Luther's Bible one of the great accomplishments of the Reformation. Luther's Bible had a tremendous effect on standardizing the German language in his era, and that was an accomplishment, but dubious at best.

LRSS Bible? Buyer Beware.

2. Exactly. I bought the Little Rock Study Bible back in 2011 when I reverted to the Faith. What a disappointment that purchase was.

I refuse to purchase any study Bible or Biblical commentary that is based on the New American Bible, or the NABRE, or whatever version it happens to be on now. The translation is usable, if lacking in poetry, but the footnotes are a danger to the faith of any on-the-fence Catholic and fly in the face of papal declarations on how the Scriptures are to be interpreted (cf. Providentissimus Deus, Leo XIII, November 18, 1893; Spiritus Paraclitus, Benedict XV, September 15, 1920; Divino afflante Spiritu, Pius XII, September 30, 1943).

I find the Douay-Rheims-Challoner to still be my favorite translation (my much-used Baronius Press copy even has the three papal documents above printed at the beginning), followed by the RSV-CE. I have yet to see a post-1965 translation containing notes that fall in line with traditional Catholic teaching on Biblical interpretation and are not based exclusively in the historical-critical method of scholarship (the "Q" hypothesis is one that I can hardly believe is still accepted, for in any other scholarly field if one was to assert the existence of a theoretical document without hard evidence, one would be quickly unemployed).

3. When I first came to my parish, and we still had a few sisters, they were doing the Little Rock series. I joined and was very young and very shy to say anything at the discussion time. The elderly sister would make fun of the saints and other strange things. My few comments showed that I was just Catholic, but not militant about it (then). Finally, out of the blue she announced to the other women seated in a circle in the convent living room (whom I wished to befriend) that she wanted everyone to know how she felt about me. She came up to me and cupped her hands over my throat and said that she wanted to choke me! I was very docile and can remember waiting for the pain. (Believe me I had not done or said ANYTHING to prompt that!)
Later, new Catholic friends in the neighborhood encouraged me to attend "Bible Study Fellowship." I asked a priest if it was okay to go to a Protestant church for a Bible Study, and he said that it would be fine. I happily did 5 years of that. Oddly, I can't remember that they ever taught heresy, except that "once saved, always saved" was generally believed by the attendees. If it were not for those courses, I would be SO ignorant of the content of the Bible, despite 16 yrs. of Catholic schools.
Getting rid of and/or corrupting Catholics has DEFINITELY been the game plan at my neighborhood parish for decades. Of course, following St. Athanasius' advice, I avoid that place.
And, BTW, I know better than to go to the Protestants for religious classes of any sort. But, really, the Catholic courses have been, and are, MUCH, MUCH WORSE!!!!
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