Inspiration of Scripture

People across the world, both believers and even many unbelievers, value and respect the Bible as a source of encouragement and inspiration.  Unlike unbelievers, though, believers hold that the Bible is a supernatural book and is in some sense inspired by God and the very Word of God. 

What exactly is “inspiration?”  What is this conviction based on?  In this chapter, we will address these questions. 

А. The Definition of Inspiration

James Orr correctly claims, “Man can know God only as, in some way, God reveals, or makes Himself known to man.”
  In light of this truth, we may safely assume that when God reveals Himself, He will also create a means to preserve that revelation.  This is the essence of the concept of “inspiration.”  Inspiration is the means by which God provides for the faithful preservation of His revelation.  Erickson concurs, “Since God does not repeat his revelation for each person, there has to be some way to preserve it.”

 In order to ensure a precise preservation of His revelation, God moved on the writers of Scripture in a supernatural fashion.  In other words, He “inspired” them.  The same Spirit who gave this revelation also provided the means for its preservation.
  Carl Henry expounds this idea in his definition of inspiration: “Inspiration is a supernatural influence upon divinely chosen prophets and apostles whereby the Spirit of God assures the truth and trustworthiness of their oral and written proclamation.”

Charles Hodge comments on the distinction between revelation and inspiration: “The object of revelation is the communication of knowledge.  The object or design of inspiration is to secure infallibility in teaching.”
  Hodge also sees in Paul’s statement in 1 Cor 2:13 an excellent expression of this relationship: “Which things we also speak, not in words taught by human wisdom, but in those taught by the Spirit, combining spiritual {thoughts} with spiritual {words},” that is, expressing truths given by the Spirit with words given by the Spirit.

We must also clarify that God’s revelation comes in two forms: revelation in words, and revelation in deeds.  In the case of the latter, the biblical narrator did not necessarily receive special revelation of the biblical events, but could record them based on information available to him by natural means.  Luke, in fact, did extensive research on the life of Jesus (Lk 1:3-4).  As far as we know, he received no personal revelation about Jesus’ history, but learned of it from human sources.  Yet, as inspired writers, the biblical authors faithfully and accurately recorded that history.

Nonetheless, we may still confidently speak of the narrative material in Scripture as revelation in its own right.  As stated above, the biblical authors recorded this history under the inspiration of the Spirit.  This means that God Himself relates this history through the biblical narrators, and thus it possesses the character of divine revelation.  The biblical narrative is therefore not so much a description of God’s revelation through His acts in the past, as it is a revelation for readers today.  

Concerning the biblical genre “poetry,” Beegle expresses doubt that the psalmist wrote under inspiration at all.
  Does not this material only express the feelings and experience of the psalmist?  Yet, Beegle fails to consider that although the psalmists generally do speak from their own personal experience, God directed the expression of those inner feelings in such a way that they could become an inspired means of instruction, encouragement and comfort for others, who are going through similar experiences.  

We reject the idea that the Bible possesses different “levels” of inspiration, that is, some portions are more “inspired” than others are.  We affirm, rather, “All Scripture is inspired by God” (2 Tim 3:16), and in equal measure.  Sections of Scripture differ not in degree of inspiration, but in the degree of importance that they hold for Christian faith and practice.  Pinnock expresses it well, that all of Scripture is inspired, but not all is equally central.
 

In addition, Orr makes an interesting and important observation about the relationship between inspiration and progressive revelation.  The term “progressive revelation” describes how, in the course of biblical history, God reveals His truth to His people progressively or in stages.  This means that biblical books closer to the end of the canon may contain a fuller and more precise expression of God’s truth than we see in earlier books.  Orr comments that some doctrines revealed in earlier canonical books, although they no longer directly apply to the Church (like the instruction on divorce in the Old Testament), nonetheless are fully inspired in that they faithfully reflect God’s plan at that time in history.

Finally, we must touch on the relationship between inspiration and insight.  Inspiration, as already defined, is the supernatural action of the Holy Spirit on the writers of Scripture for the preservation of God’s revelation and the precise expression of His truth.  Along with this, all would agree that the help of the Spirit is necessary not only in composing Scripture, but also in its proper interpretation by the reader. 

However, we must not consider the latter aspect “inspiration.”  Inspiration was only for the biblical writers.  In order not to confuse inspiration with the help that the Spirit provides in its interpretation, we employ a different term to describe the latter – “insight.”  The Spirit does not inspire the reader in such a way that his/her interpretation becomes infallible and equal to Scripture, but simply gives insight into its understanding and application to life.  Nonetheless, Strong rightly stresses the necessity of insight from the Spirit: “Christ has not so constructed Scripture as to dispense with his personal presence and teaching by his Spirit.”
  

B. The Mechanism of Inspiration

To better understand the idea of inspiration, one must consider its mechanism of action.  We want to know exactly how God inspired the Bible.  Did He simply inspire the biblical writers, who then wrote the text of Scripture on their own, or did He inspire their choice of words as well?  In other words, does the Spirit’s work of inspiration extend only to the writer, or also to his words?

We must also determine the degree of human involvement in writing of Scripture.  Is the writer totally passive in the process, or does he participate in some way, and to what degree?

1. Who or What Is Inspired?

а. Inspired Authors

Liberal theologians reject the idea of God’s special inspiration of the biblical authors.  In their opinion, the writers of the Bible were simply religious geniuses, who possessed the ability to perceive spiritual truths above the norm.  This theory is known as the “intuition theory.”
 

A brief examination of what the biblical authors felt about their own writings, however, will suffice to refute this error.  In both Old and New Testaments, the writers testify of the work of the Holy Spirit in their lives and ministries.  For example, David said, “The Spirit of the LORD spoke by me, And His word was on my tongue” (2 Sam 23:2), and Paul claimed, “Which things we also speak, not in words taught by human wisdom, but in those taught by the Spirit, combining spiritual {thoughts} with spiritual {words}” (1 Cor 2:13).  In the words of Strong, “Inspiration is an influence of the Spirit of God.  It is not a merely naturalistic phenomenon or psychological vagary, but is rather the effect of the inworking of the personal divine Spirit.”

In addition, in refutation of the “intuition theory,” we note that not any person, however talented he or she may be, could possess the quality of inspiration, but only God’s chosen prophets and apostles.  The biblical narrative makes it perfectly clear that God took the initiative in appointing such individuals.  He called them to that ministry and endowed them with the gift of the Spirit to execute that ministry.

Others embrace the so-called “illumination theory,” which states that inspiration refers to the Spirit’s work to simply give biblical authors special insight into God’s plan.  An adherent of this theory, Marcus Dods, expresses it this way: “The inspired man might not see the facts of history any more clearly that the uninspired; but he saw God in history where the uninspired only saw human passions.”

This theory, however, provides little place for receiving new revelation from God, especially in regards to prophecy.  This theory shares much in common with the main postulate of liberal theology, that God does no miracles, but accomplishes everything by natural means.  Strong opposes this teaching, stating, “We grant that there may have been instances in which the influence of the Spirit, in inspiration, amounted only to illumination… But we deny that this was the constant method of inspiration, or that such an influence can account for the revelation of new truth to the prophets and apostles.”

Finally, others defend the position that the Holy Spirit did indeed supernaturally inspire the biblical writers in a general sense, but that He did not superintend their choice of words.  Lampe, for example, feels that the Spirit’s work of inspiration is comparable to God’s breathing into Adam “the breath of life” (Gen 2:7).
  Yet in a following discussion, we will show that inspiration goes beyond just personally enriching the author, but effects his word choice as well.

In conclusion, we want to clarify several other issues concerning the inspiration of the biblical authors.  First, liberal theologians accept the thesis that several authors participated in the composition of certain biblical books.
  Yet, this significantly complicates the question of inspiration.  How can we demonstrate the inspiration of a book with many authors?  Which author was inspired?  Conservative evangelical theologians, in general, reject the multiple-author hypothesis.  This position is well defended in Donald Guthrie’s New Testament Introduction.

Second, some commentators remind us that the activity of the Spirit in inspiration does not sanctify the writer, but simply equips him to write Holy Scripture.  Finally, inspiration does not covey omniscience.  The biblical authors knew only what God revealed to them.

b. Inspired Words

Along with the claim that God inspired the biblical writers, i.e., He opened to them an understanding of His plan and imparted His thoughts to their minds, we must also recognize that He directed their word choice, so that they wrote exactly what He wanted them to write.  Therefore, we can consider what they wrote to be the Word of God.  Inspiration does not mean that the biblical writers, having received God’s thoughts, expressed those thoughts in their own words.  If God inspired only the writers, then Podnyuk’s concern has weight: “If God inspired only the writers, then their writings may have been polluted by interaction with their own primitive worldviews.”

The theory that inspiration extends to the words of Scripture is called “verbal inspiration.”  The Bible supports this view.  Paul, for example, wrote, “All Scripture is inspired by God” (2 Tim 3:16).   Notice that Paul ascribes inspiration not to the authors of Scripture, but to what they wrote.  In a similar way, Jesus announced, “The Scripture cannot be broken” (Jn 10:35), that is, the words of Scripture.  Paul wrote that Israel was “entrusted with the oracles of God” (Rom 3:2).  Again, the verbal nature of inspiration is stressed.  In 2 Peter 1:21, we read, “Men moved by the Holy Spirit spoke from God.”
  When we survey the New Testament in its entirety, we see that the New Testament writers received the Old Testament as the verbatim Word of God. 

The Bible, in fact, contains God’s speech.
  The prophets were God’s mouthpiece, transmitting His literal words.  Throughout the Old Testament, we encounter the phrase, “Thus says the Lord.”  Also significant are the instances where God commanded the prophets to record His revelation (Ex 34:27; Isa 8:1; 30:8; Jer 36:28; Ezek 43:11; Hab 2:2).  This indicates that not only are the thoughts of the prophets important, but their very words.  In addition, we encounter passages where God forbade people from adding or removing words from the text (Deut 4:2; Jer 26:2; Rev 22:18-19).  Again, we see emphasis on the words of Scripture – they must be preserved without alteration or distortion.

It is enlightening to observe the interplay between the expressions “God says” and “Scripture says” in the Bible, which shows that the words of Scripture are God’s words, not just a human’s words.  Comparing Genesis 12:1-3 with Galatians 3:8, we discover that the words ascribed to God in the former are attributed to Scripture in the latter.  We observe the same in comparing Exodus 9:13-16 with Romans 9:17, and Psalm 2:7 with Acts 13:33.  So then, God’s words are the words of Scripture.  The opposite is also true.  In Genesis 2:23-24, the words of Scripture, written by Moses, are attributed to God in Matthew 19:4-5.  We see the same in comparing Psalm 2:1 with Acts 4:24-25, and Psalm 95:7 with Hebrews 3:7.
 

In confirmation of “verbal inspiration,” commentators cite the following passages of Scripture.
  In Jeremiah 1:9, we encounter a fine expression of God’s relation to His prophets: “Behold, I have put My words in your mouth.”  Later, God warns the prophet, “Do not omit a word!” (Jer 26:2).  God spoke to Moses, “I, even I, will be with your mouth, and teach you what you are to say” (Ex 4:12).  Concerning the Old Testament in its entirety, Jesus once stated, “Man shall not live on bread alone, but on every word that proceeds out of the mouth of God” (Matt 4:4).  Concerning the New Testament, Paul claimed that he taught words “taught by the Spirit” (1 Cor 2:13). 

Some claim that a statement can be expressed in various ways without distortion of its meaning.
  That may be the case, but that is not the case with Scripture, otherwise it would lose its distinction of being the Word of God.  It would be, rather, God’s ideas in human words.  However, the prophets, apostles and the Lord Himself regarded Scripture as the Word of God.  In addition, the above-mentioned arguments show the activity of the Spirit in the author’s word choice.  Thus, God’s direction in the choice of words guaranteed a precise expression of His truth.

Shedd adds the idea that thoughts are also a verbal phenomenon.  People do not think in abstraction, but in concrete words.  Therefore, if God inspired the thoughts of the biblical writers, He also thereby already suggested which words would be the most appropriate to express them.
 

2. The Human Factor

If inspiration extends to the author’s word choice, then in what way is the human author involved in the process at all?  We will investigate two competing theories: the dictation theory and the accommodation theory.

а. The Dictation Theory

According to the theological school called “fundamentalism,” the Holy Spirt dictated to the biblical authors what they should write.  Augustus Strong describes this theory in the following words: “This theory holds that inspiration consisted in such a possession of the minds and bodies of the Scripture writers by the Holy Spirit, that they became passive instruments or amanuenses – pens, not penmen, of God.”
 

Such an understanding of divine inspiration held some prominence in antiquity, especially among pagans.  In addition, the Hebrew philosopher Philo advanced such an understanding, as did the Christian apologist Athenagoras of Athens (2nd c.).
  Athenagoras wrote, 

I think that you also, with your great zeal for knowledge, and your great attainments in learning, cannot be ignorant of the writings either of Moses or of Isaiah and Jeremiah, and the other prophets, who, lifted in ecstasy above the natural operations of their minds by the impulses of the Divine Spirit, uttered the things with which they were inspired, the Spirit making use of them as a flute-player breathes into a flute (A plea for Christians, 9).

We can support this notion only partially.  Dictation did indeed occur in those instances where God spoke directly to people, or through them.  This would apply to the Law of Moses and the messages of the prophets.  In other instances, it is more appropriate to speak not of dictation, but of cooperation between the Divine and human authors of Scripture.

We can refute the theory of complete dictation in the following way.  First, in Scripture we observe that each biblical author has his own literary style, vocabulary, etc.  This would be inconsistent with the idea that the same Spirit dictated to all the writers of Scripture.  Second, Luke stated that before writing his history of Jesus, he researched the question thoroughly (Lk 1:1-3).  Third, this teaching deviates from the traditional understanding of inspiration in the Church, especially among Protestants.
  J. I. Packer informs us, “It is safe to say that no Protestant theologian, from the Reformation till now, has ever held it.”
 

Charles Hodge offers another refutation.  He points out that God is able to speak through people “without turning them into machines.”
  Strong considers it foolish to claim that “the Scripture writers should have had dictated to them what they knew already, or what they could inform themselves of by the use of their natural powers.”
  Chafer reminds us that God’s conventional dealing with humans is not to violate their will, but to invite cooperation with Him.
 

b. The Accommodation Theory

The “accommodation theory” holds that God inspired the biblical writers in such a way that the author employed his usual literary style and vocabulary, took into account the historical situation of his recipients, and wrote his work with a specific goal in mind.  At the same time, God directed this process in such a way that every word chosen by the human author was that word, that God wanted him to use.  Packer expresses this concept well: God works “through and by means of the writers’ own activity, in such a way that their thinking and writing were both free and spontaneous on their part and divinely elicited and controlled, and what they wrote was not only their own work but also God’s work.”
 

So then, the action of the Spirit on the authors of Scripture, in the words of Achtemeier, “enhances rather than suppresses the human potential.”
  Orr concurs, “The genius (of the author) is enkindled, not suppressed, by the power of the Holy Spirit inspiring him.”
  It is also correct to claim that God specially prepared the biblical writers, so that their intellectual and linguistic abilities, educational level, and personal experience enabled them to become His instruments to write the Holy Text.
  In the words of Chafer, “God evidently employs the personal talents of the human authors, selecting them according to their natural ability for the task He commits to them.  Moses the historian, David the sweet singer, and Paul the logician, are examples.”

At the same time, we add that this relationship of “accommodation,” which “enhances the human potential,” does not exhaust the mechanics of God’s self-revelation.  In other words, we do not want to confuse this concept with the theories of intuition or illumination, described above.  God can, and indeed did, reveal to the authors of Scripture truths that exceeded their human abilities to perceive them without the aid of special, supernatural revelation. 

One can cite substantial support for the accommodation theory.  Frist, as was already mentioned, Luke conducted scholarly research before writing his Gospel (Lk 1:1-3).  This means that he wrote his Gospel account not under dictation by the Spirit, but from the results of his research.  Second, in several New Testament passages, the authorship of Old Testament quotations is attributed not to God, but to people.  This shows the real participation of the human authors in the process of inscripturation and confirms the accommodation theory. 

· David speaks by the Holy Spirit (Mk 12:26; Acts 1:16; 4:25);

· David “writes” or “speaks” (Lk 20:42; Acts 2:25; Rom 11:9; Mk 12:36);

· Isaiah “writes” or “speaks” (Jn 1:23; 12:39; Rom 9:27, 29; Mk 7:6; Matt 15:7);

· Moses “writes” or “speaks” (Rom 10:5, 19; Matt 22:24; Mk 7:10; Acts 3:22; Mk 12:19; Lk 20:28).

This does not indicate, of course, that these Old Testament passages were not inspired.  Here, simply, the conscious human participation in this process is emphasized.

Chafer draws an interesting parallel between the writing of Scripture and the incarnation of the Son of God.  Just as Jesus Christ is both fully God and fully human, Scripture is both fully God’s Word and fully the words of men.  Just as some people during the Christological debates attempted to prove that Jesus was either fully God, or fully human, but not both, some people today commit the same error.  They speak of the Bible as the Word of God without human participation (the dictation theory), or as human words without God’s participation (liberals).
 

How exactly God the Holy Spirit interacted with the biblical authors to produce an inspired result, however, remains a mystery.
  Chafer aptly expresses it: “As to how the divine revelation was given to the human author, none other than God or the elect man could know.  It was wholly within those personal and sacred relationships into which none other might intrude.”

C. The Degree of Inspiration

1. Defense of Biblical Inerrancy

In this section, our concern is the degree of inspiration that the biblical text enjoys.  Is every word inspired, or not?  The answer to this question has an enormous effect both on our understanding of the Bible, and on our understanding of the doctrines based on it. 

The view defending the inspiration of each word in the Bible is called “full inspiration,” or “biblical inerrancy.”  How can one substantiate this view?

а. Full Inspiration Defined (Biblical Inerrancy) 

According to the theory of “full inspiration,” every word in the biblical text is the Word of God, inspired by Him.  Consequently, the Bible is without error and is completely reliable in all matters.  One of the most ardent supporters of this view is Charles Hodge, who writes,

Inspiration extends to all the contents of these several books.  It is not confined to moral and religious truths, but extends to the statements of facts, whether scientific, historical, or geographical.  It is not confined to those facts the importance of which is obvious, or which are involved in matters of doctrine.  It extends to everything which any sacred writer asserts to be true.

If the Bible is inerrant, it becomes crucial to define what exactly an “error” is.  Some say the Bible is free only from intentional mistakes, but not from unintentional ones.  In other words, the biblical authors do not intentionally deceive us.  In fact, the biblical authors do insist on their honesty.
  Others feel that the Bible is true in matters that it intends to teach us, but may not be accurate in unimportant details.  We will look at this latter theory in greater detail later.   

However, the majority of conservative evangelical theologians define “error” as that which does not correspond to reality.  This means that if the Scriptures are inerrant, then all that they contain corresponds to the true state of affairs.  As Geisler puts it, truth must be judged by its correspondence to the facts.

Concerning inerrancy, we must make the following important clarification.  When we claim that “every word” in the text is inspired, we mean “every word” in the context of the sentence, in which it is located, and in light of the entire biblical text.  Words taken in isolation do not possess their full meaning, but only when seen in their relationship with other words in the text. 

b. Full Inspiration Defended: Biblical Arguments

1) Full Inspiration of the Old Testament

It will be useful for us to divide our discussion of biblical inerrancy into two parts: the inerrancy of the Old Testament and of the New Testament.  The teachings of Jesus and the apostles confirm Old Testament inerrancy.  To review the objections to using the testimony of Jesus and the apostles in defense of Old Testament inspiration, see chapter 2, section B-4.  

The New Testament demonstrates that Jesus and His disciples often spoke of the Old Testament as God’s Word (Matt 4:4; Mk 7:13; Rom 3:2; 9:6; Heb 4:12; 5:12) or as God’s speech (Acts 1:16; 3:18, 21; 4:25; 13:35).
  Scripture is the foundation of Christian faith (Eph 2:20).

Furthermore, they fully supported the inspired nature of Old Testament teaching.  A few examples: the Law in general (Matt 5:17), the Ten Commandments (Mk 10:19), the love commandment (Lk 10:26-27), the ceremony for cleansing a leper (Mk 1:44), the temple as a place of prayer (Mk 11:17), order in marriage (Mk 10:6-7), the resurrection of the dead (Mk 12:26), multiple witnesses (Matt 18:16), respect for parents (Mk 7:10).

Moreover, Jesus and the apostles understood the Old Testament narrative as true history.  We note no instance when they expressed any doubt about the historicity of the Old Testament.  A few examples: 

· Jonah and the great fish (Matt 12:40)

· the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah (Matt 11:23; Jude 7)

· Adam and Eve (Matt 19:4-6; Rom 5:12; 1 Tim 2:13-14)

· Noah’s flood (Lk 17:26; 2 Pet 3:6; Heb 11:7)

· Satan (Mk 3:23-25; Eph 4:27)

· Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob (Mk 12:6; Rom 9; Lk 3:34)

· the brazen serpent (Jn 3:14)

· the wife of Lot turning to salt (Lk 17:32)

· Job (Jam 5:11)

· the destruction of Jericho (Heb 11:30)

· parting the Red Sea (Heb 11:29; 1 Cor 10:1-2)

· creation of the world (Jn 1:3; Col 1:16)

· manna in the wilderness (1 Cor 10:3-5)

· three Hebrews cast into the oven (Heb 11:34)

· Daniel in the lion’s den (Heb 11:33)

· Elijah praying for rain (Jam 5:17).

Additionally, Jesus and His disciples anticipated fulfillment of Old Testament prophecies (Matt 26:54; Jn 5:39; Lk 24:44; Acts 2:17, 25, 34; 3:22, 25).  Paul announced that he believed “everything that is in accordance with the Law and that is written in the Prophets” (Acts 24:14).

The following item holds special importance.  Three times in the New Testament, Jesus or Paul based their arguments on only one word in the text, which one cannot do, unless one believes that every word is inspired.  For example, in Matthew 22:32, Jesus proves to the Sadducees that there will be a resurrection from the dead: “I am the God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob.”  The use of the present tense “is” in Exodus 3:6 indicates that God is still the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, that is, they are still alive to Him.  If the word had been “was,” then Jesus could not have quoted it in support of the resurrection.  His argument depended on the tense of one verb.  

Moreover, in Matthew 22:44, Jesus quotes David, who, in his time, called his future son “Lord.”  Jesus continues, “If David then calls Him ‘Lord,’ how is He his son?”  Again, everything depends on one word – in this instance, “Lord.”  In Galatians 3:16 Paul demonstrates that Jesus is the descendant, i.e., “seed,” of Abraham, who will inherit the promise of Abraham.  Since “seed” stands in the singular, Paul can claim that Jesus is the only heir of Abraham.  Paul’s argument depends on the number of the word – singular, not plural.

It is significant that, although in the New Testament we see changes in how the Old Testament applies to believers in Jesus (for example, Acts 15:19-21), the New Testament writers nonetheless fully support the truth and inspiration of these teachings.  A change how the Old Testament is applied in no way affected their opinion of its spiritual quality.

Next, we will investigate several key passages that support the full inspiration of the Old Testament. 

· For truly I say to you, until heaven and earth pass away, not the smallest letter or stroke shall pass from the Law until all is accomplished (Matt 5:18).

· If he called them gods, to whom the word of God came (and the Scripture cannot be broken) (Jn 10:35).

· Sanctify them in the truth; Your word is truth (Jn 17:17).

· All Scripture is inspired by God and profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction, for training in righteousness (2 Tim 3:16).

· But know this first of all, that no prophecy of Scripture is {a matter} of one's own interpretation, for no prophecy was ever made by an act of human will, but men moved by the Holy Spirit spoke from God (2 Pet 1:20-21).

Concerning 2 Pet 2:20-21, some may object that these verses relate only to prophetic passages.  Erickson responds, “Peter refers to the ‘prophetic word’ (2 Peter 1:19) and every ‘prophecy of scripture’ (v. 20) in such a way as to lead us to believe that the whole of the collection of writings commonly accepted in that day is in view.”
 

In summary, we will consider Pinnock’s comments on 2 Tim 3:16 and 2 Pet 1:20-21.  The former passage establishes that all Scripture is inspired.  The latter passage reveals that no prophecy of Scripture was of human origin.  So then, the doctrine of full inspiration is confirmed by both inclusion and exclusion.
  Without doubt, Jesus and His apostles gave full support to the idea of Old Testament inerrancy. 

2) Full Inspiration of the New Testament

It is more difficult, of course, to establish the inerrancy of the New Testament on the basis of Jesus and the apostles’ teaching, since the New Testament was not fully written until the end of that period.  Nonetheless, with the aid of the following premises, we may establish New Testament inerrancy. 

First, we have already demonstrated the full inspiration of the Old Testament based on Jesus and the apostles’ teaching.  Second, Jesus and His disciples spoke of the Old Testament as “Scripture.”  For Jesus and the apostles the term “Scripture” referred to the books that contain God’s revelation, what we would call the “canon” today.  It is important to realize that Jesus and the apostles considered the Old Testament, and only the Old Testament, to be Scripture.  Third, if the Old Testament is inerrant and is considered Scripture, then we can conclude that Scripture, in general, possess the quality of inerrancy.  Fourth, since our New Testament books are included in the canon (see chapter 3), we can consider them “Scripture.”  If the New Testament is described by the same term as the inerrant Old Testament, i.e., “Scripture,” then it must possess all the characteristics of Scripture, including inerrancy.

Along with this, Hodge provides this helpful thought: “If the Scriptures of the old economy were given by inspiration of God, much more were those writings which were penned under the dispensation of the Spirit.”
   We may also argue that the apostles wrote their works with authority, expecting their readers to obey their instructions.
  Although this alone does not confirm the total inerrancy of the New Testament, it can serve as a supplementary argument in support of this position.  The apostles were conscious of the fact that they were writing God’s truth.

c. Full Inspiration Defended: Other Proofs

A classic argument for inerrancy goes as follows.  If the Bible, as was proven earlier, is the Word of God, and if God, by nature, is faithful and true, then the Bible cannot contain error, since God cannot lie (Heb 6:18).  It follows, then, that the biblical writers wrote a faithful account of what actually happened.  The disciples of the apostle John, in fact, testified of his Gospel: “This is the disciple who is testifying to these things and wrote these things, and we know that his testimony is true” (Jn 21:24).  Notice that they did not call John’s Gospel a “story,” but a “testimony.”  Duffield and Van Cleave add the thought, that it is unlikely that God would use an untruth to advance His truth.

Finally, until modern times, the generally accepted teaching of the Church was that the Bible was God’s Word, inspired by the Holy Spirit, and a fully reliable source of God’s revelation.  Consider the following examples: 

· Justin Martyr: “I am entirely convinced that no Scripture contradicts another” (Dialogue, 65).

· Irenaeus: “The Scriptures are indeed perfect, since they were spoken by the Word of God and His Spirit” (Against Heresies, 2.28.2).

· Basil the Great: “No single syllable of the sacred writings it to be neglected.”
 

· Gregory Nazianzen: “It is blasphemous to suppose that… even the smallest letters (are) without design.”

· John Chrysostom: “There is divergence in the historical narrative of the Gospels, but there is no contradiction.”

· Augustine: “I have learned to yield this respect and honour only to the canonical books of Scripture: of these alone do I most firmly believe that the authors were completely free from error” (Letter to Jerome, 82.3).

· Martin Luther: “The Scriptures cannot err” (St. L. XIX:1073).
 

· John Calvin: Scripture “came to us, by the instrumentality of men, from the very mouth of God (Institutes of the Christian Religion, 1.7.5).

· John Wesley: In Scripture there “is no defect, no excess” (Preface to the Sermons, 5).

2. Objections to Biblical Inerrancy

On the one hand, when we examine the teaching of Jesus and His apostles on the inspiration of Scripture, we discover that they endorsed the view of full inspiration, that is, biblical inerrancy. 

On the other hand, the Bible contains so-called “phenomena.”  This term refers to the presence of scientific, geographical, and historical claims, which supposedly contradict secular history or scientific data.  Some also see inconsistencies within the Bible itself, even to the point of finding incorrect doctrine.  Also problematic is the presence of seemingly unfulfilled prophecies.  These issues merit our attention.

а. Inconsistencies with Scientific Data

It is claimed that the Bible advances ideas inconsistent with modern science.  For example, the Scriptures say that the sun moves through the heavens from East to West (Josh 10:12-13; Ecc 1:5; Ps 19:4-6).  Furthermore, the Law of Moses classifies a bat as a bird, not as a mammal (Lev 11:12-19).  In Matthew 12:42, we read of the “ends of the earth,” which leaves the impression of a flat earth.  In addition, it seems that the biblical writers held to a primitive cosmology – that the atmosphere is contained in a hard shell (Gen 1:8), which is held up by pillars (Job 26:11) attached to a foundation (2 Sam 22:8), and that it has windows to let down precipitation (Gen 7:11).

We can best understand such inconsistencies between scientific and biblical claims by considering the instability of the discipline of science.
  If the Holy Spirit inspired the biblical writers to describe scientific facts with absolute precision, according to which scientific standard should He have directed them?  To the standards of the 15th century?  The 21st century?  The 24th century?   If the scientific claims of Scripture corresponded to the standards of 21st century science, then would not readers of the Bible in the 24th century consider it errant?  In His wisdom, the Holy Spirit did not introduce such a confusion into the Holy Text, but allowed the biblical writers to express scientific data in accordance with the scientific standards of that time.

We offer the following explanations as well.  In places where the sun is described as moving across the sky, we are dealing with what is called “phenomenological language.”  This means that a phenomenon may be described in terms of how it seems from the human vantage point.  Even today, we speak of the sun “rising” and “setting.”  In addition, in Matthew 12:42, the idea of the “ends of the earth,” is also phenomenological.  It seems to the naked eye that the earth does have edges.  We still speak of the “ends of the earth” today. 

When the Law of Moses classifies the bat as a bird, we consider this an instance of “prescientific classification.”  According to this principle, it is permissible to use more primitive classification schemes.  It seemed right to the ancients that a flying creature should be called a bird.  Additionally, we observe prescientific classification in Lev 11:5, where the camel and rabbit are said to “chew the cud.”  The ancients were describing these animals not from the perspective of the anatomic features, but their method of eating.  We also have the example of Jesus calling the mustard seed the smallest of seeds (Matt 13:32).  One must consider that in Palestine, that was indeed the case.
  

Some object to the more spectacular claims of the Bible, which seem impossible from a scientific point of view, like the sun standing still (Josh 10:12-13), a flood covering the earth (Gen 7:17-20), light appearing before the sun was created (Gen 1:3, 14), a baby born from a virgin (Matt 1:25), or the creation of the universe from nothing (Heb 1:3).  

Yet, such objections simply challenge the truth of God’s omnipotence.  Could not God, who created the planet Earth, temporarily halt its rotation without causing any negative consequences?  Could not Almighty God cover the earth with water, not to an excess of 10 feet, but 1000 feet?  Could not He, if He so pleased, create light before the sun?  With Almighty God, all things are possible.  Finally, some object to the biblical dating of the creation of the world and time humans appeared on it.  This topic is treated in detail in the third volume of this series, in the discussion of God as Creator. 

In conclusion, we will make an important qualification.  Although we are ready to recognize that the Holy Spirit allowed the biblical authors to describe natural phenomena according to the cosmology of their time, nevertheless we must take caution here.  Sometimes, scientific “facts” may directly contradict biblical assertions.  In such cases, we must affirm the priority of Scripture over science.  For example, the Bible describes different components of the human condition: such as the soul, spirit, conscience, etc.  Here the Bible encroaches on the disciplines of medicine and psychology, which may offer alternative theories.  Yet, since biblical anthropology is key to understanding other truths, we must accept the biblical view of human nature.  

b. Inconsistencies with Geographical Data

Concerning supposed geographical inconsistencies, we will examine a pair of examples.  First, in Mark 5:1-13, Jesus casts a legion of demons out of a man, and they “entered the swine; and the herd rushed down the steep bank into the sea.”  Mark records that this occurred in the “country of the Gerasenes,” that is, the city of Gerasa.  In the parallel passages in Matthew and Luke and in the textual variants on this passage, we encounter other locations: Gadara and Gergesa.  The problem with Gerasa is that it is 50 kilometers from the sea.  Although the territory of Gadara stretches to the sea, there are no cliffs there.
  Additionally, the cities of Gerasa and Gadara are too from the sea for someone to run there and back in one day (see Mark 5:14-15).  The word “Gergesa” is found only in weaker textual variants, and the location of this city is unknown.  It is possible, though, that the city in question is the present day Kersa.  It is close to the sea, and cliffs with caves are nearby.

Second, in Mark 7:31 we read, “Again He went out from the region of Tyre, and came through Sidon to the Sea of Galilee, within the region of Decapolis.”  The problem here is that Sidon is north of Tyre, while the Sea of Galilee is south.  One possible explanation is that, since Jesus destination was the Decapolis (to the east of the Sea of Galilee), He went north from Tyre in order to reach the east bank.  In addition, an ancients papyrus (№ 45) gives the variant, “from the regions of Tyre and Sidon,” which removes the difficulty.
 

c. Inconsistencies with Historical Data

Unlike supposed scientific or geographical inconsistencies, alleged historical contradictions can lead to much more significant theological consequences, since historical data directly affect doctrinal claims.  In fact, the foundation of Christian faith, the death and resurrection of Jesus, is based on historical events.  If the Bible is historically unreliable, this could potentially shed doubt on the fact of Christ’s resurrection.  In fact, not a few more “progressive” theologians have already crossed that line and deny His bodily resurrection.

Also imperative to note is that, unlike scientific data, which often vary, the faithfulness of a historical account does not change from time to time or place to place.  Although, in the course of time, people may understand the natural world differently, everyone is clear on what is true history and what is not.  Therefore, we reject the theory that the writers of Holy Scripture wrote history in accordance with standards of their day, which supposedly allowed exaggeration and legendary elements in the recounting of events.  God’s standards of honesty would not permit that.  

Moreover, those who accuse the Bible of historical errors fail to consider that we do not possess absolute knowledge of historical events in antiquity.  It is very possible that new discoveries will reveal evidence supporting the biblical narrative.  Another complicating factor is the following.  If we allow that certain passages are historically inaccurate, then what criteria can enable us to determine which passages are accurate, and which ones are not?
  

A very weighty argument in favor of historical accuracy is that Jesus and the apostles always accepted and respected the historicity of the Old Testament.  They never expressed doubts about the reliability of the biblical narrative.
  In addition, Luke speaks of the faithfulness and precision of his account (Lk 1:3-4).  As far as the dependability of John’s Gospel narrative, his disciples wrote, “We know that his testimony is true” (Jn 21:24).

In a number of instances, the biblical account has already been vindicated.  R. A. Torrey provides the following examples, where the Bible was found true in spite of earlier skepticism by secular authorities.
  In Acts 13:7, Luke calls Sergius Paulus ἀνθύπατος (anthupatos, i.е. “proconsul”).  It was formerly thought that since Cyprus was an imperial province, it would be ruled by a propraetor, not a proconsul.  Later, though, scholars discovered that in Luke’s time, Cyprus had changed from an imperial province to a senatorial province, which is administrated by a proconsul.  In addition, Lindsell informs us that archeology has confirmed Luke’s claim that “Quirinius was governor of Syria.” (Lk 2:2).
  

 Next, for a long time scholars believed that Belshazzar was a legend (Dan 5).  The king of Babylon at the time of the Median invasion was known to be Nabonidus, and he was absent from the city during the siege.  Later discoveries, though, revealed that Nabonidus had a son named Belshazzar.  He certainly was acting ruler in Babylon during his father’s absence.  This is why he promised to make Daniel “third {ruler} in the kingdom” (Dan 5:16), after his father and himself.
  Other findings have confirmed the existence of Darius the Mede and Sargon of Assyria.

Formerly, it was thought Moses could not have written the Pentateuch, since people at that time could not write.  Now, that theory has been debunked.  Furthermore, the presence of the Hittites in Palestine, a theory once rejected by historians, but affirmed by the biblical narrative, has been confirmed by archeology.  Next, historians previously denied the presence of camels in Egypt during Abraham’s time, but they have since been proven wrong.  Archeology has also confirmed the existence of Sodom and Gomorrah.
  We make special note of the groundbreaking work of William Ramsay, who confirmed many of the historical claims mentioned in the Acts of the Apostles.
 

Some point to the disagreement between Gamaliel (Acts 5:34-39) and Josephus concerning the appearance of false Messiahs (see Jewish Antiquities, 20:97ff).  Here we must keep in mind that Luke is simply recording the opinion of Gamaliel, who is not an inspired individual.  It is also possible that Gamaliel was correct, and Josephus was not.

At the same time, we must admit that some historical inconsistencies remained unresolved.  For example, we have no outside confirmation of Shalmaneser V’s victory over Samaria (2 Kin 17:3-6), or of the existence of Pharaoh Ramses in the 15th century BC.
  Also problematic is the claim that in the third year of Hoshea (728), the king of Israel, Hezekiah began to reign in Judah (2 Kin 18:1).  This would fix the date of Sennacherib’s  assault on Judah in the 14th year of Hezekiah at 714 (2 Kin 18:13).  Secular historians insist, however, that Sennacherib attacked in 701, not 714.
 

A much discussed topic is the city of Jericho.  Historians relate that the ancient city along with its walls were destroyed about 2300 BC.
  A new city was erected and was inhabited until the 16th century BC.  Little evidence remains for its existence after that time.
  In addition, archeologists demonstrate the destruction of the cities of Canaan not in the 15th century, as in the Bible, but in the 13th century.  Along with this, history records the reign of a certain Pharaoh Ramses, not in the 15th century, but the 13th century.  Finally, Palestine apparently had functioning pagan temples until 13th century.  The above-mentioned historical anomalies require further investigation. 

The nature of dialogue in the biblical text also receives much attention.  Strictly speaking, only the biblical author enjoys inspiration to the degree of inerrancy, but the biblical characters do not.  Consequently, we may discover inaccuracies or misstatements in their speeches.  The doctrine of full inspiration guarantees only that the biblical authors faithfully represent the speeches included in Scripture, but does not vouch for their contents.  Often, we explain the apparent historical inaccuracies in Stephen’s speech in Acts 7 in this way.   

For evaluating the truth content of biblical dialogue, Lewis gives the following wise counsel.  First, one must seek in the text itself some kind of indication that the statements in the dialogue should be taken as literal truth or not.  The most obvious example is the preaching and teaching of Jesus.  We can receive His words as true in all cases.  On the other hand, God gave the following assessment of Job’s friends: that they “have not spoken of Me what is right as My servant Job has” (Job 42:7).  In the case of other speakers recorded in Scripture, one must judge each case individually in light of the entire biblical revelation.

d. Inconsistencies between Passages of Scripture

Students of the Bible have long noticed the presence of inconsistencies between parallel passages of Scripture.  In Appendix 2, we investigate in detail many instances of such inconsistencies along with suggested solutions.  In this section, though, we will discuss the issue in more general terms, highlighting principles that may lead to the resolution of many of these difficulties. 

Parallel passages in the biblical narrative contain many examples of inconsistencies in quantities or numbers.  Some examples are covered in Appendix 2.  Haley explains that in biblical times, numbers were expressed by letters, which could lead to confusion because of similarity between them.
  This may also explain many cases of differences in spelling of names.  

Other factors can also explain discrepancies.  One person may have more than one name.  For example, Eshbaal (אֶשְׁבָּעַל) of 1 Chr 8:33 and Ish-bosheth (אִישׁ־בֹּשֶׁת) of 2 Sam 2:10 are the same person.  The ending is merely changed from בעל (Baal) to בּשׁת (boshet), or “shame.”  Eshbaal is a “man of Baal,” while Ish-bosheth is a “man of shame.”
  Additionally, there were no vowels in early Hebrew texts – only consonants.  Readers of the text could have easily assigned the wrong vowels, resulting in different names.  Moreover, some names may have had more than one pronunciation.
   

One must also allow for the omission of names in biblical genealogies.  As a result, the term “son” may actually mean “descendant,” and “father” could mean “ancestor.”  A clear example is Genesis 46:16-18, where Zilpah “bore” to Jacob sixteen children.  Yet, these sixteen individuals include her children’s’ (Gad and Asher’s) children and the children of Asher’s son Beriah.

When studying the chronologies of the kings of Israel and Judah, the student of Scripture encounters not a few difficulties.  Happily, solutions can be found thanks to the work of Edwin Thiele and his publication The Mysterious Numbers of the Hebrew Kings.  His solutions to these discrepancies are based on the following factors: (1) the death of Ahaz, according to Assyrian records, occurred in 853 BC, (2) Israel measured a “year” from spring to spring, while Judah measured a “year” from fall to fall, (3) the reigns of kings sometimes overlapped, and (4) occasionally the chronologies employed the “accession year” method, according to which the year in which a king ascends the throne is not always counted as the first year of his reign.
 

Concerning the different ways that the Four Gospels record the words of Jesus, we must make the following comments.  First, we differentiate the ipsissima verba and the ipsissima vox.  The term ipsissima verba translates “true (exact) words” of the speaker in a narrative, while ipsissima vox means “true voice” of the speaker.  In other words, according to the principle of ipsissima vox, the true sense of the speaker’s words are expressed in the narrative, but they may not be his/her exact words.  Do we have in the Gospels Jesus’ exact words or only an approximation?  In other words, to we possess the ipsissima vox or the ipsissima verba of the Lord?
 
It is difficult to convincingly defend the thesis that the Gospels always record the exact words (ipsissima verba) of Jesus (or in other cases of dialogue in narrative as well), although that certainly might be the case in many instances.  Many examples of significant differences between accounts of Jesus’ words testifies in favor of ipsissima vox (see Appendix 3).
Also important to note is that Jesus did not speak Greek, but Aramaic.  In the New Testament, though, His words are in Greek.  This means that the New Testament text could not have preserved Jesus’ exact words, since it is a translation.
  However, we refrain from the extreme position that the bible authors intentionally distorted the speech in narrative dialogues in order to advance their own ideas or theology. 

So then, even though we allow for the use of ipsissima vox, the doctrine of full inspiration, which we are defending in this chapter, guarantees that the true sense of the words originally spoken are preserved.  We also take into consideration Jesus’ promise to His disciples that, through the Holy Spirit, He would “bring to your remembrance all that I said to you” (Jn 14:26).  We can, therefore, have full confidence in the biblical narrative.  A fuller discussion of this question is found in chapter 13, section E.

e. False Teaching in Scripture

Another challenge to biblical inerrancy is the claim that the Bible contains false teaching.
  Common examples are cited in Ecclesiastes 3:19-21 and 7:16. 

For the fate of the sons of men and the fate of beasts is the same. As one dies so dies the other; indeed, they all have the same breath and there is no advantage for man over beast, for all is vanity.  All go to the same place. All came from the dust and all return to the dust.  Who knows that the breath of man ascends upward and the breath of the beast descends downward to the earth? (Ecc 3:19-21).

Do not be excessively righteous and do not be overly wise.  Why should you ruin yourself? (Ecc 7:16).

In order to address this objection, we must first understand the character of the Book of Ecclesiastes.  The author, for the most part, writes from a secular point of view.  Possibly, for this reason he often uses the expression “under the sun,” that is, from a human point of view.  The value of this book lies not so much in its individual statements, but in the conclusion the author reaches at the end: “The conclusion, when all has been heard, {is:} fear God and keep His commandments, because this {applies to} every person” (Ecc 12:13).

This book describes the author’s search for meaning.  He seeks it in wealth, women, and wisdom, sometimes making incorrect statement based on his observations on life and personal experience.  Yet, at the end of it all, he comes to the proper conclusion: “Fear God.” 

Runia stresses an important point.  If the Bible advances false teaching, then how can one correct it?  Where can we find a higher standard, by which to judge when the Bible is correct, or when it is in error?
 

f. Unfulfilled Prophecies

Some object that the Bible contains prophecies yet unfulfilled.  For example, Isaiah 17:1 predicts that Damascus will be totally destroyed, yet that has never occurred.  In addition, in chapter 26 of his prophecy, Ezekiel predicted that Nebuchadnezzar would capture the city of Tyre, but he, in fact, failed to do so.  Later in the same book, his unsuccessful attempt is actually recorded (Ezek 29:18).  

We can offer the following explanations.
  As far as Damascus goes, possibly the prophecy may not apply so much to the city itself, as to the ancient Syrian state.  In fact, in Isaiah 17:3, we read, “The fortified city will disappear from Ephraim, and sovereignty from Damascus and the remnant of Aram.”  We know from history that Damascus fell from being a regional power.  Another possibility is that the prophecy concerns the end times.  We note that verse 17 of this same chapter is eschatological in scope.

Concerning Nebuchadnezzar, we note that the ancient city of Tyre had two parts: one part on the shore and the other on an adjacent island.  Nebuchadnezzar conquered the city on the shore, but the people with their valuables fled to the island.  Later, Alexander the Great conquered the island and plundered the people.  It is interesting to note that in Ezekiel 26:1-11, those attacking Tyre are described in the singular, which may apply to Nebuchadnezzar.  Yet, from verse 12 onward, we encounter the plural, which may indicate the Greeks.  The prophecy, then, was fulfilled in two parts.

g. Limitations Due to Humanness/Fallenness of the Biblical Authors

Some feel that, due to the limitations of human understanding and language, God had to “accommodate” His message in order for it to be received by finite human beings.
  Some go to the extreme of claiming that, as a result of accommodation, God’s revelation lost its inerrant, and possibly, its inspired character.

We also affirm that God could not have fully expressed Himself within the limitations of human language.  Yet, this in no way implies that God could not communicate His revelation with sufficient precision that people could truly know Him.  The simplification of material does not necessarily result in its distortion.  In addition, we have earlier proven the “verbal” nature of inspiration – that God inspired His Word to the degree of the authors’ word choice.  So then, human language did not prevent God from expressing Himself in verbal form.
 

In light of God’s creative genius, Henry can claim, “If He can create man, the communication to him of ideas and words in man’s language is no great burden.”
  Packer adds the following thought that Jesus Christ, the incarnate God, successfully employed human language in His teaching ministry.
  In addition, God created language with the goal of communication.  The skill of communication is part of God’s image in humanity.   

Moreover, we may claim that even human sinfulness did not corrupt the purity of the revelation given to the biblical writers.  Even after the Fall, the Spirit was able to use human channels to communicate His revelation without distortion.
  Jesus Himself, in fact, appealed to the Old Testament, written by fallen humans, as the literal Word of God.  This shows that He believed it possible to communicate Divine revelation through imperfect people, while still preserving its purity.  

h. Influence of Culture on Biblical Writers

Opponents to biblical inerrancy also point to the influence of culture on the biblical writers – they could not avoid introducing into the text purely human ideas determined by their cultural upbringing.  At times, this claim concerns matters that do not involve a violation of inerrancy.  For example, we earlier affirmed that, with some qualifications, the biblical writers shared the scientific worldview of their audience and expressed God’s truth in a corresponding way.  Additionally, the Bible abounds in cultural expressions and images of those times.  Jesus Himself constantly employed everyday examples to communicate His teaching.  Nonetheless, we object to the claim that the biblical authors mimicked the cultural practice of combining actual history with folklore or myth.
 

Earlier, we warned of the dangers of rejecting the historical accuracy of Scripture.  We will highlight several points again.  Peter, one of the closest of Jesus’ disciples, wrote, “For we did not follow cleverly devised tales when we made known to you the power and coming of our Lord Jesus Christ, but we were eyewitnesses of His majesty” (2 Pet 1:16).  Paul also spoke out against “myths” (1 Tim 1:4; 4:7; 2 Tim 4:4).
  In addition, Luke’s historical credibility is affirmed in that he “investigated everything carefully from the beginning” (Luke 1:3).  Of John’s veracity, we read, “We know that his testimony is true” (Jn 21:24).

Moreover, Jesus called His apostles “witnesses,” which implies their fidelity.  We can safely assume the same degree of fidelity from the Old Testament writers.  The standard of honesty that Jesus and the apostles held to was, in fact, advanced in the Old Testament as well.

Lagrange promoted the view that by exaggerating the historical material and by adding legendary elements, the biblical writers were attempting to teach theology more that history.
  Yet, one must question how true doctrine can be based on false history.

Therefore, on the one hand, we affirm the influence of culture on the biblical writers in reference to their scientific worldview and use of cultural images and expressions.  On the other hand, we firmly reject that they distorted history or added to it legendary accounts or myths.

i. Improper Methodology

Another objection made by opponents of inerrancy is that adherents of full inspiration of Scripture employ a faulty methodology, namely deductive, rather than inductive, reasoning.  The deductive argument that inerrancy’s opponents object to is as follows: God cannot lie, and therefore the Bible, being God’s Word, cannot error.

Critics of inerrancy boast in the superiority of the inductive approach, namely that one should form his/her view of inspiration on the facts of Scripture, that is, the “phenomena.”  One must consider these factors when deciding what biblical inspiration really means.  According to such thinkers, inerrancy is thereby ruled out as an option for understanding biblical inspiration, since the phenomena point to obvious mistakes in the text.  Mounce claims that induction allows us to define the true character of inspiration – that it does not include inerrancy.

However, the case with inerrancy is not so.  The doctrine of full inspiration is based both on deductive and inductive reasoning.  The fact is that the “facts” of Scripture include not only the discrepancies we have earlier discussed, but also the teaching of Jesus and the apostles on the matter.
  The presence of the “phenomena” alone does not settle the matter.

Yet, we encounter the following complication.  If, on the one hand, the Bible testifies of Jesus and the apostles’ staunch position supporting inerrancy, and, on the other hand, it also contains the “phenomena,” then where are we to begin?  Which aspect is weightier?  Adherents of inerrancy are convinced that the teaching of Jesus and the apostles carry much greater weight than seeming contradictions in the biblical text. 

In addition, some commentators note that the Bible is not an ordinary book, which one can treat as a mere human literary product.  Its status as the Word of God requires us to relate to it with great respect and not be hasty to ascribe defects to it.

Moreover, Nicole insightfully comments that, on the one hand, the doctrine of full inspiration is a concrete biblical teaching.  On the other hand, the presence of phenomena is not a biblical teaching, but an observation made from Scripture.  Therefore, it seems most appropriate to give greater weight to specific biblical statements about the nature of inspiration.
  Furthermore, conclusions based solely on the presence of phenomena can only be tentative, since at any time, new discoveries may reconcile these discrepancies.  Yet, the teachings of Jesus and His apostles are constant and stable.
 

Paul Feinberg compares the inerrancy questions with scientific inquiry, arguing that the presence of certain still unresolved discrepancies does not nullify the more substantial evidence in favor of full inspiration.  In scientific inquiry, after examination of the evidence, researchers form a hypothesis, which is accepted if the bulk of the evidence supports it.  Similarly, if the bulk of evidence favors inerrancy, the presence of still unresolved discrepancies should not affect our conclusion.

At the same time, some conservative scholars remind us that, even though the teaching of full inspiration of Scripture has the support of Jesus and the apostles, we should not simply ignore the biblical phenomena, but actively engage in their study.  Wenham writes, “Surely a truly biblical theology of the inspiration and authority of scripture will be based on all the data.”
 

j. Editing the Biblical Text
Another question arises concerning later editing of the biblical text.
  In Scripture, we observe instances where it is clear that a later editor added information to the text.  For example, another author besides Moses wrote about the latter’s death (Deut 34:1-12).  In Genesis 14:14, someone inserted the name “Dan,” since at the time of the author, Moses, this tribe had not yet received its inheritance of land in Canaan (similar example in Deut 34:1).  The final verses of the Gospel of John were most likely written by his disciples.  In John 21:24, we read, “This is the disciple who is testifying to these things and wrote these things, and we know that his testimony is true.”

Grisanti makes an appropriate response to this issue: 

Within the canonical process, and subsequent to the initial writing of a biblical book or books, a God-chosen individual or prophetic figure under the superintendence of the Holy Spirit could adjust, revise, or update pre-existing biblical material in order to make a given Scripture passage understandable to succeeding generations.  Those revisions, which occurred within the compositional history of the OT, are also inspired and inerrant.
 

k. Other Objections

Some feel that Paul’s statement in 1 Corinthians 7:12 undermines the doctrine of inerrancy: “But to the rest I say, not the Lord…”  Does this mean that Paul’s is here giving only human advice?  One must consider that verse 12 contrasts with verse 10: “But to the married I give instructions, not I, but the Lord.”  Paul is simply indicating that the instruction in verse 10 came directly from the Lord, whereas the instruction in verse 12 did not.
  Yet, Paul’s apostolic counsel is, nevertheless, inspired.  In verse 40, Paul affirms, “In my opinion she is happier if she remains as she is; and I think that I also have the Spirit of God.”    

Finally, others object that biblical inerrancy is ruled out by the presence of grammatical errors in the text.  In response, we appeal to Ferguson’s apt rejoinder: “Grammar is a matter of custom and development, not (normally) a matter of truth and error.”
  Pinnock adds, “Grammar is made for man, not man for grammar.”
 

D. Various Suggested Solutions to the Inerrancy Question

Having studying both sides of the issue, we must arrive at some conclusion.  Only two options present themselves to us.  Either inspiration extends to all of Scripture, resulting in an inerrant text, or it does not, allowing for errors in the text.  In addition, within each of these two categories, different positions exist to defend one view or the other.  We will investigate each in turn.

1. Theories Allowing Errors in Scripture

а. Errors Only in Historical and Scientific Data

Some defend the idea that the Scriptures may error only in historical and scientific matters, but the teachings of Scripture are totally true.
  One way the historical discrepancies are explained is to assume that the biblical writers used sources that contained errors.
  In addition, we are told to consider the literary genre of the biblical materials.  In general, we do not require that writers in the historical genre record events with absolute precision.  An occasional minor discrepancy does not prevent us from appreciating the general contours of the historical account.
 

On the other hand, adherents of this position must consider the close connection between history and doctrine, which we discussed earlier, and the necessity of preserving the historical foundation of the Christian faith.  In addition, history and doctrine are connected in yet another way.  We are not able to empirically substantiate doctrinal questions, only historical ones.  Therefore, if Scripture is unreliable in historical matters, how can we assert its fidelity in doctrinal ones?  As the Lord once said, “"If I told you earthly things and you do not believe, how will you believe if I tell you heavenly things?” (Jn 3:12).
 

In defense of a historically errant Scripture, Pannenberg argues that according to 2 Timothy 3:16, Scripture is inspired not in every respect, but only “for teaching, for reproof, for correction, for training in righteousness.”
  Pannenberg’s thinking, however, is misguided in that the cited quotation concerns the goal of inspiration.  The degree of inspiration is indicated in the phrase “all Scripture is inspired by God.”  Although the goal of Scripture is not to teach science, geography or history, “all Scripture,” including its scientific, geographical and historical portions, are fully inspired.

The problem with suggesting errant historical sources for Scripture is that the entire biblical narrative becomes suspect as a consequence.  How can one determine which historical data is accurate, and which is not?  In other words, how can we know when the historical sources used by the biblical authors were correct, and when they were not correct? 

Furthermore, Pinnock argues that, according to the doctrine of inspiration, the final version that resulted from the gathering and arranging of biblical materials is fully inspired by God, regardless of what sources were used or how they were used.  At the end of the day, the whole of Holy Scripture, as finally penned by the biblical authors, is true and accurate.
 

Concerning the claim that we do not require absolute precision from historians, one must recall that we are dealing here not with conventional human writers, but divinely inspired authors.  Concerning errors in matters of science, see our earlier discussion of that point. 

b. Inerrancy in Attaining the Author’s Intention

Others hold to the opinion that the idea of “inerrancy” concerns only what the author intended to teach in his text.  That is, if the goal of the author was not to relate historical data, but rather simply to unveil its instructional value, then the presence of historical errors does not violate the concept of full inspiration.
  If the author accomplished his intended goal, then the work was “inerrant” in reaching that goal.  

However, divorcing historical fact from authorial intent can lead to a hazardous instability.  For example, Vanhoozer suggests that the goal of the biblical narrative of the conquest of Canaan (Joshua chp. 6) was to show God’s faithfulness in giving Israel the Promised Land.  The account itself, though, may contain inaccuracies.  Yet, what prevents us, then, from postulating that the goal of the resurrection narrative was to show God’s victory over death, but that Jesus did not really rise?
  Some who operate on this principle have taught exactly that. 

Another problem here is that according to the principle of “verbal inspiration,” not only the author’s intention is inspired, but his words as well.  This means that each word in the biblical text, regardless of the author’s intention, was written under the Spirit’s direction and, therefore, is true.  Finally, Nicole points out that the author’s intention in revealed in the text itself.  We have no other access to it.  In other words, the author wrote what he intended to write.
 

c. Inerrancy in Attaining God’s goal

According to this view, the Bible faultlessly achieves God’s goal of leading believers in Jesus to salvation.  Since the presence of historical inaccuracies do not hinder people from understanding God’s plan of salvation, the Scriptures accomplish God’s intended goal.  In this sense, the Bible is “inerrant.”

On the other hand, we object, “Can an ‘errant’ gospel lead to a ‘true’ salvation?”  It seems that unreliability in the biblical narrative would undermine our confidence in the Bible in general, including its teaching on salvation.
  Payne and Poythress remind us that attainment of salvation is not the only goal of Scripture.  The Bible also contains much instructional material for believers.
  In fact, the great majority of the Bible was written not for the unbelieving world, but for God’s people.
  

d. Errors Due to the Development of Religious Thought

We may briefly treat the liberal view that in the course of time many authors and editors contributed to the composition of each biblical book, and that each of them in turn made alterations in the text.  The result, supposedly, was the introduction of inconsistencies and contradictions in the text.
  However, as we asserted earlier, conservative evangelical theology in general rejects the theory of multiple authors of each biblical book. 

e. Inerrant Parts of Scripture Are Self-Evident

If, as argued above, the Bible contains errors and contradictions, then how can these mistakes be ascertained?  Some adherents of biblical errancy contend that the inerrant parts of Scripture are self-evident.  In other words, in reading the biblical text, the reader can distinguish the true from errant parts, since the former create in the reader’s heart an internal confirmation of their truth value.

This approach, though, is very problematic.  There are no objective criteria for distinguishing truth from error.  In practice, it turns out that different people will recognize different parts of the Bible true, depending on their personal convictions.  We need objective criteria for discernment of truth, independent from intuition or human preference.

2. Theories Not Allowing Errors in Scripture

а. The Abstract Approach

Among proponents of biblical inerrancy, we encounter different approaches to dealing with the phenomena of Scripture.  The first for our consideration is the so-called “abstract approach.”  According to this theory, we must give greater weight to the teaching of Jesus and the apostles concerning Scripture’s full inspiration than to apparent contradictions in the text.  In this vein, Warfield writes, 

We approach the study of these phenomena with a presumption against their being such as will disprove the Biblical doctrine of inspiration… Asserted facts as to performance must give way before the fact as to teaching, unless the evidence on which they are based as facts outweighs the evidence on which the teaching may be accredited as true.

In other words, in Warfield’s opinion, the teachings of Jesus and the apostles on full inspiration so far exceeds in value the evidence from biblical phenomena that the position of inerrancy is, for all practical purposes, irrefutable.

Nevertheless, serious conservative theologians will not be content to ignore the phenomena in Scripture, but along with the abstract approach will attempt to propose, as far as possible, convincing explanations for these discrepancies. 

b. The Harmonization Approach

This approach claims that we are able at the present time with the data presently available to resolve all the apparent discrepancies of Scripture.  Therefore, adherents of “harmonization” make every effort to offer a thorough explanation for every inconsistency encountered in the Bible. 

Nevertheless, this approach is subject to criticism.  Not infrequently, its adherents suggest rather fanciful and strained solutions to problem passages.
  The classic example is Harold Lindsell’s proposal that in order to harmonize the varying accounts of Peter’s denials of Christ, one must conclude that Peter denied Him not three, but six times.
 

c. The Moderate Harmonization Approach  

The “moderate harmonization approach” is similar to the “harmonization approach” except for the qualification that, although we can resolve many phenomena at the present time, we do not yet have sufficient information to resolve them all.  In the future, when research uncovers more historical data, we will be able to harmonize all the biblical accounts. 

Earlier, we cited several cases where formerly unresolved discrepancies were successfully resolved in the light of new discoveries.  This gives Pinnock the courage to claim, “It is a matter of record that the majority of critical hypotheses charging the Bible with error over the past hundred years have been refuted by facts and withdrawn.”
  When one encounters a still unresolved discrepancy, Turretin counsels, “It will be wiser to acknowledge our own ignorance than to suppose any contradiction.”

Ferguson speaks of the value of combining the abstract with the moderate harmonization approach.  On the one hand, the abstract approach provides a theological foundation for the claim of inerrancy.  On the other hand, the moderate harmonization approach serves the apologetic goal of substantiating that claim.
 

Opponents of the moderate harmonization approach object that, even though many biblical phenomena have been successfully resolved, this does not guarantee that in the future all problem passages will be solved.
  This is a fair objection.  Nonetheless, Lindsell responds that the opposite claim also holds: “The absence of a solution for even a single remaining problem is no reason to suppose that there is no solution.”

R. C. Sproul shares an interesting thought that one must distinguish “contradiction” and “mystery.”  By definition, a “contradiction” is impossible to reconcile.  A “mystery,” though, is simply an unknown fact.  Therefore, we must look at the phenomena of Scripture as “mysteries”: “Mysteries may not be clear to us now simply because we lack the information or the perspective to understand them.”
 

Speaking from a practical perspective, Charles Hodge compares the discrepancies in Scripture with the marble of the Greek Pantheon.  The presence of some particles of sand in the marble does not affect the structure as a whole.  In the same way, the believer who has a solid foundation in the biblical doctrine of full inspiration is not disturbed by the presence of some still unresolved questions.
 

d. Qualified Inerrancy

Here is it assumed that lack of precision is not equal to error.  This means that the Bible may contain imprecision in historical or scientific questions, but that these do not invalidate the doctrine of inerrancy.  The biblical authors wrote with the degree of precision necessary to accomplish their goals.

According to this theory, we allow the following features, which are not considered errors in Scripture:
 

· generalization of material

· approximations and round numbers

· phenomenological language 

· pre-scientific categories of classification
· mistakes in spelling or grammar
· abbreviation of speeches

· omission of details in narrative 

· non-chronological ordering of events
· omission of names in genealogies

· creative use of Old Testament material in the New Testament

· figures of speech
· inclusion of incorrect statements by non-believers in the text

Curiously, this theory appears to share much in common with the theory of “inerrancy in attaining the author’s intention” discussed above.  Nevertheless, we heed Shedd’s warning about allowing not only imprecision in the text, but actual introduction of error.  Biblical writers do not attribute “to Christ a parable which he did not teach, a miracle which he did not work,” or describe him “as concerned in occurrences with which he really had nothing to do.”
 

Finally, it is important to keep in mind that “qualified inerrancy” does not necessarily discount previous theories that defend inerrancy, but may work together with them in harmony.  One may hold to the “abstract approach” as the foundation of inerrancy, while at the same time utilizing the system “qualified inerrancy” to reconcile difficult passages in conjunction with the “modified harmonization approach.” 

At a conference of evangelical scholars, held in Chicago in 1978, the theory “qualified inerrancy” served as the basis for their definition of inerrancy.  Their statement on the question, made at the completion of the conference and reflecting “qualified inerrancy,” is found in Appendix 1. 

е. The Witness of the Holy Spirit

Earlier in this chapter, we spoke of the theory, in defense of errancy, that the true parts of Scripture are self-evident to the reader.  Among defenders of inerrancy exists a similar view – the proof of full inspiration lies not in logical arguments or resolution of discrepancies, but in the internal witness of the Holy Spirit in the heart of the believer.  This theory differs from the corresponding errancy theory in holding that not only parts of Scripture are inspired, but all of it is inspired.  Yet, the proof of that inspiration is subjective – the Spirit simply tells us that it is so.
 

Although we affirm that the Spirit gives an internal confirmation of the truth of Scripture in the hearts of believers, we must not base our faith in inerrancy solely on that foundation – it will open the door to subjectivity.  God has provided us a solid, objective basis for this doctrine, discussed earlier, which does not depend on fluctuating inner feelings, but on firmly established facts.  The witness of the Spirit is vital, but plays a secondary and supplemental role in confirming the veracity of Scripture. 

E. Conclusions, the Extent of Inspiration, and the Authority of Scripture

1. Conclusions 

Concerning the doctrine of biblical inspiration, we arrive at the following conclusions.  First, the results of our investigation weigh in favor of biblical inerrancy – that the Bible contains no errors.  We define “error” as that which does not correspond to facts, or as Aristotle put it, “To say of what is that it is, and of what is not that it is not, is true.
  All that is written in God’s Word corresponds to the true state of affairs. 

In addition, we conclude that the Bible is inerrant in all respects, i.e., both in doctrinal and non-doctrinal matters.  The only exception we permit is that the biblical authors were allowed to express God’s truths in accordance with the scientific standards and worldview of that day.  However, in respect to historical reliability, the writers of Scripture operated not on cultural standards, but on biblical standards of truth.  Their works were not only history, but also reliable testimony.   

Second, among the suggested solutions for biblical phenomena, we prefer a combination of several approaches, which, taken together, provide an adequate response to this challenge.  We base our general conviction of the trustworthiness of the Bible on the teaching of Jesus and the apostles and their attitude toward Scripture (the abstract approach), which appears to render our conviction indisputable and irrefutable.  Nonetheless, serious students of God’s Word must seek, as much as possible, credible solutions to biblical phenomena (the moderate harmonization approach).  The “qualified inerrancy” approach is useful for discovering solutions to many of these difficult passages. 

At the same time, in line with the moderate harmonization approach, we recognize that at the present time we are not able to resolve all the issues raised by the phenomena of Scripture, but await future discoveries in the areas of archeology and historiography.  In our search for harmonization, we also recognize the element of “mystery.”  Lovelace writes that the idea of inerrancy may “demands artistry beyond any formula we can devise.”
  In addition, along with rational arguments in defense of inerrancy, the Holy Spirit provides an inner assurance of Scripture’s veracity in the hearts of believers.    

Moreover, we reject the idea that the presence of still unresolved discrepancies overthrows the doctrine of full inspiration.  In order for the opponents of inerrancy to prevail, they must demonstrate that their position in general outweighs the proofs offered in defense of inerrancy, which, as we have demonstrated, they fail to do.  Therefore, we accept the doctrine of the full inspiration of Scripture. 

Third, we hold to the position that, with the exception of direct prophecy, the biblical writers were real participants in composing the biblical text and expressed God’s truth in accordance with their personal vocabulary, literary style and goals for writing.  At the same time, God directed the process of Scripture writing in such a way to ensure that every word chosen by the authors of Scripture was the very word God wanted chosen.  So then, we affirm the “verbal inspiration” of Scripture, yet reject the “dictation theory” as a mechanism for that process, favoring the “accommodation theory.” 

Fourth, we embrace the understanding of inspiration as expressed in the Chicago Statement on Biblical Inerrancy (see Appendix 1), which corresponds to our findings in this study. 

Finally, Runia rightly stresses that the discussion of the nature of Scripture (although important, even critical) should not distract us from embracing and applying its contents.  We defend the inspiration of Scripture so that we can observe it.
 

2. The Extent of Inspiration

Having defined the nature of Scripture in terms of “full” and “verbal” inspiration, we now turn our attention to the extent of inspiration.  Here we ask the question, “How far does inspiration extend?  Does it include copies and translations made from the originals, or only the original documents?”  As we discussed in an earlier chapter, the original biblical documents have long perished.  What then, is the status of the copies and translations made from them?  Are they also inspired, and, if so, to what degree? 

а. The Status of Copies and Translations

As a rule, inerrancy, or full inspiration, applies only to the original documents penned by the biblical authors.  We know that God led the prophets and apostles in their composition of Holy Scripture.  Therefore, we have confidence in its inspired status.  We have no assurance, though, of complete precision in its copying or translation.
  

It is interesting to note that the apostle Paul sometimes personally signed his letters (1 Cor 16:21; Gal 6:11; Col 4:18; 2 Thes 3:17; Philemon 19).  He did so in order to assure his readers that they were reading the original, and not a copy.  Additionally, copies of biblical books differ from one another.  Clearly, documents that differ from one another cannot all be inerrant. 

Nevertheless, the absence of the originals and presence of textual variants among the copies does not necessarily lead to doctrinal distortions.  Since Christian doctrine is never based on a single passage, but on the entire biblical witness, passages that may have been changed in the copying process can be recognized when comparing them with other related Scripture passages.
  One must also take into consideration that, since God is highly interested in preserving His revelation, He would certainly have acted in a way to ensure that it would not be lost in transcription.  He promised, in fact, that His Word would abide forever (see Isa 40:8; Matt 5:18; 24:35; Lk 16:17; 1 Pet 1:24-25).
 

In light of this, Christian theology assigns to the assembled mass of copies the quality of “infallibility,” which means that when their witness it taken together, they will not lead to doctrinal error.  The copies, viewed as a whole, are sufficiently reliable.  Through critical analysis of the existing copies, comparing them to one another (see chapter 4), we are able to extract from them true Christian doctrine.
   

We may appeal to several arguments to support the claim that the copies of biblical books possess sufficient accuracy to function in the capacity of God’s Word.  First, Jesus and the apostles did not use original copies of the Old Testament, but copies.  Yet, they used them with confidence that they communicated God’s revelation.  Second, of God’s Word it is said that it is “living and active” (Heb 4:12).  Yet again, copies of the originals are in view.  Third, the phrase “it is written” introduces quotations taken from the copies, which again testifies of their reliability as Scripture.
  

One must also consider that the science of textual criticism, which seeks to restore the original biblical writings, is highly developed and can provide us with texts that are practically identical to the originals.
 

Another point is worth noting.  At times, the New Testament writers employed amanuenses to write the actual texts (see Rom 16:22).  The work of an amanuensis is not a copy, but an original.  One can assume that the New Testament writers verified the content of their letters.
  

As far as translations go, there is also no guarantee of their inerrancy.  They vary among themselves in quality.  As we stated earlier, “inerrancy” applies only to the originals.  Copies possess “infallibility.”  But we cannot vogue even for the infallibility of translations, since a poor translation can lead one into error.  The fidelity of a translation depends totally on its quality.
 

b. The Necessity of Inerrant Originals

If the original biblical documents no longer exist, then why must we insist on their inerrancy?  Achtemeier adds the objection that if God saves believers through errant copies, then what is the urgent need to prove the inerrancy of the originals?
   

The thing is that copies and translations are reliable communicators of God’s Word only to the degree that they reflect the inerrant originals.  If we allow that the originals have errors, then we undermine the dependability of the copies and translations based on them.  Only when we have full confidence in the originals can we depend on the copies and translations based on them.
 

Additionally, it is possible to discover and correct mistakes that occurred in the process of transcription, but we are less able to discern errors in the originals themselves.
  We can continually strive to improve our biblical texts and approximate them more closely to the originals, but it is far more problematic to attempt to correct errors in the original documents, if they really contain them.

In answer to the question, why God did not preserve the original biblical documents, we can only speculate.  Maybe people would have worshipped them.  Maybe someone would have attempted to falsify them to promote his/her own doctrines.
  Geisler insightfully notes that God did indeed preserve the originals by preserving multiple copies of them, through which we can now work back to the writings penned at the first by the prophets and apostles.

3. The Authority of Scripture

The final topic for our investigation is the authority of Scripture.  Without question, if the Bible is God’s inspired, inerrant Word, then it carries God’s authority as well.  Believers must treat the Bible as the voice of the Lord.  It defines the will of God for humanity.
  In applying Scripture to our lives, we keep in mind, of course, the cultural context of the Bible and the principle of progressive revelation. 

J. I. Packer aptly conjoins the issues of Scriptural authority and full inspiration: “Statements that are not absolutely true and reliable could not be absolutely authoritative.”
  Mohler echoes this thought: “Without a total commitment to the trustworthiness and truthfulness of the Bible, the church is left without its defining authority, lacking confidence in its ability to hear God’s voice.”

Some attempt to skirt the claim of biblical authority by claiming that authority lies not in Scripture, but in God and Christ.  This is, of course, true.  Nevertheless, Nicole wisely states, “How shall we distinguish between the authority of God and the authority of what he says?”

Pinnock adds the helpful thought that without the doctrine of inerrancy, “normative theology” and “clear, bold preaching” are unattainable.
  If Christian theology and preaching cannot be based on the standard of God’s Word, then Christians need to find another basis for their convictions.  Liberals, in fact, actively seek this new foundation for faith.  Yet, they disagree among themselves as to where to find it, which testifies of the futility of their quest.  Carl Henry warns of the danger of this liberal experiment – the liberal approach “may modify the Biblical message only in details, or it may threaten its intrinsic content.  That is why the connection between special revelation and Bible is strategically important.”
  

Appendix 1: The Chicago Statement on Biblical Inerrancy

A SHORT STATEMENT 

1. God, who is Himself Truth and speaks truth only, has inspired Holy Scripture in order thereby to reveal Himself to lost mankind through Jesus Christ as Creator and Lord, Redeemer and Judge. Holy Scripture is God's witness to Himself. 

2. Holy Scripture, being God's own Word, written by men prepared and superintended by His Spirit, is of infallible divine authority in all matters upon which it touches: it is to be believed, as God's instruction, in all that it affirms, obeyed, as God's command, in all that it requires; embraced, as God's pledge, in all that it promises. 

3. The Holy Spirit, Scripture's divine Author, both authenticates it to us by His inward witness and opens our minds to understand its meaning. 

4. Being wholly and verbally God-given, Scripture is without error or fault in all its teaching, no less in what it states about God's acts in creation, about the events of world history, and about its own literary origins under God, than in its witness to God's saving grace in individual lives. 

5. The authority of Scripture is inescapably impaired if this total divine inerrancy is in any way limited or disregarded, or made relative to a view of truth contrary to the Bible's own; and such lapses bring serious loss to both the individual and the Church. 

ARTICLES OF AFFIRMATION AND DENIAL 

Article I 

We affirm that the Holy Scriptures are to be received as the authoritative Word of God. 

We deny that the Scriptures receive their authority from the Church, tradition, or any other human source. 

Article II 

We affirm that the Scriptures are the supreme written norm by which God binds the conscience, and that the authority of the Church is subordinate to that of Scripture. 

We deny that Church creeds, councils, or declarations have authority greater than or equal to the authority of the Bible. 

Article III 

We affirm that the written Word in its entirety is revelation given by God. 

We deny that the Bible is merely a witness to revelation, or only becomes revelation in encounter, or depends on the responses of men for its validity. 

Article IV 

We affirm that God who made mankind in His image has used language as a means of revelation. 

We deny that human language is so limited by our creatureliness that it is rendered inadequate as a vehicle for divine revelation. We further deny that the corruption of human culture and language through sin has thwarted God's work of inspiration. 

Article V 

We affirm that God' s revelation in the Holy Scriptures was progressive. 

We deny that later revelation, which may fulfill earlier revelation, ever corrects or contradicts it. We further deny that any normative revelation has been given since the completion of the New Testament writings. 

Article VI 

We affirm that the whole of Scripture and all its parts, down to the very words of the original, were given by divine inspiration. 

We deny that the inspiration of Scripture can rightly be affirmed of the whole without the parts, or of some parts but not the whole. 

Article VII 

We affirm that inspiration was the work in which God by His Spirit, through human writers, gave us His Word. The origin of Scripture is divine. The mode of divine inspiration remains largely a mystery to us. 

We deny that inspiration can be reduced to human insight, or to heightened states of consciousness of any kind. 

Article VIII 

We affirm that God in His Work of inspiration utilized the distinctive personalities and literary styles of the writers whom He had chosen and prepared. 

We deny that God, in causing these writers to use the very words that He chose, overrode their personalities. 

Article IX 

We affirm that inspiration, though not conferring omniscience, guaranteed true and trustworthy utterance on all matters of which the Biblical authors were moved to speak and write. 

We deny that the finitude or fallenness of these writers, by necessity or otherwise, introduced distortion or falsehood into God's Word. 

Article X 

We affirm that inspiration, strictly speaking, applies only to the autographic text of Scripture, which in the providence of God can be ascertained from available manuscripts with great accuracy. We further affirm that copies and translations of Scripture are the Word of God to the extent that they faithfully represent the original. 

We deny that any essential element of the Christian faith is affected by the absence of the autographs. We further deny that this absence renders the assertion of Biblical inerrancy invalid or irrelevant. 

Article XI 

We affirm that Scripture, having been given by divine inspiration, is infallible, so that, far from misleading us, it is true and reliable in all the matters it addresses. 

We deny that it is possible for the Bible to be at the same time infallible and errant in its assertions. Infallibility and inerrancy may be distinguished, but not separated. 

Article XII 

We affirm that Scripture in its entirety is inerrant, being free from all falsehood, fraud, or deceit. 

We deny that Biblical infallibility and inerrancy are limited to spiritual, religious, or redemptive themes, exclusive of assertions in the fields of history and science. We further deny that scientific hypotheses about earth history may properly be used to overturn the teaching of Scripture on creation and the flood. 

Article XIII 

We affirm the propriety of using inerrancy as a theological term with reference to the complete truthfulness of Scripture. 

We deny that it is proper to evaluate Scripture according to standards of truth and error that are alien to its usage or purpose. We further deny that inerrancy is negated by Biblical phenomena such as a lack of modern technical precision, irregularities of grammar or spelling, observational descriptions of nature, the reporting of falsehoods, the use of hyperbole and round numbers, the topical arrangement of material, variant selections of material in parallel accounts, or the use of free citations. 

Article XIV 

We affirm the unity and internal consistency of Scripture. 

We deny that alleged errors and discrepancies that have not yet been resolved vitiate the truth claims of the Bible. 

Article XV 

We affirm that the doctrine of inerrancy is grounded in the teaching of the Bible about inspiration. 

We deny that Jesus' teaching about Scripture may be dismissed by appeals to accommodation or to any natural limitation of His humanity. 

Article XVI 

We affirm that the doctrine of inerrancy has been integral to the Church's faith throughout its history. 

We deny that inerrancy is a doctrine invented by Scholastic Protestantism, or is a reactionary position postulated in response to negative higher criticism. 

Article XVII 

We affirm that the Holy Spirit bears witness to the Scriptures, assuring believers of the truthfulness of God's written Word. 

We deny that this witness of the Holy Spirit operates in isolation from or against Scripture. 

Article XVIII 

We affirm that the text of Scripture is to be interpreted by grammatico-historicaI exegesis, taking account of its literary forms and devices, and that Scripture is to interpret Scripture.

We deny the legitimacy of any treatment of the text or quest for sources lying behind it that leads to relativizing, dehistoricizlng, or discounting its teaching, or rejecting its claims to authorship. 

Article XIX 

We affirm that a confession of the full authority, infallibility, and inerrancy of Scripture is vital to a sound understanding of the whole of the Christian faith. We further affirm that such confession should lead to increasing conformity to the image of Christ. 

We deny that such confession is necessary for salvation. However, we further deny that inerrancy can be rejected without grave consequences both to the individual and to the Church.

https://www.etsjets.org/files/documents/Chicago_Statement.pdf

Appendix 2: Biblical Phenomena

This appendix is devoted to many of the apparent inconsistencies encountered within Scripture – the so-called “biblical phenomena.”  Proposed solutions to these discrepancies are also included.  The material is organized as follows: 

A. Discrepancies between the narratives in Samuel/Kings and Chronicles.

B. Other discrepancies within the Old Testament

C. Discrepancies between the Old and New Testament narratives

D. Discrepancies between the Gospel accounts

E. Other discrepancies within the New Testament

А. Discrepancies between the Narratives in Samuel/Kings and Chronicles.

1 Sam 9:1 – “Kish the son of Abiel, the son of Zeror”

1 Chr 8:33 – “Ner became the father of (lit. = “bore”) Kish, and Kish became the father of Saul” (also 1 Sam 9:39) 

Ner is the grandfather of Kish.  The expression “bore” does not necessarily refer to an immediate direct descendent.
  
~~~~~~~~

According to 1 Sam 16:6-11, Jesse had eight sons: Eliab, Abinadab, Shammah, David and four others.

1 Chr 2:13-15 – “Jesse became the father of Eliab his firstborn, then Abinadab the second, Shimea the third, Nethanel the fourth, Raddai the fifth, Ozem the sixth, David the seventh.”

(1) It is assumed that one of Jesse’s sons died at an early age and was therefore not included in the list in 1 Chronicles.  

(2) The Hebrew text of 1 Chronicles 27:18 mentions a certain Elihu, brother of David.  In the Syriac text, his name was added to the list in 1 Chronicles 2:13-15.  Possibly, he was somehow omitted in the Hebrew text of 1 Chronicles 2:13-15.
.  

~~~~~~~~

1 Sam 28:6 – “When Saul inquired (שָׁאַל) of the LORD, the LORD did not answer him, either by dreams or by Urim or by prophets.” 

1 Chr 10:14 – “and (Saul) did not inquire (דָּרַשׁ) of the LORD.  Therefore He killed him and turned the kingdom to David the son of Jesse.” 

Saul only initially inquired of the Lord, but then appealed to a sorceress.  He did not “seek” (דָּרַשׁ) the Lord.
 

~~~~~~~~

1 Sam 31:6 – “Thus Saul died with his three sons, his armor bearer, and all his men on that day together.”

1 Chr 10:6 – “Thus Saul died with his three sons, and all {those} of his house died together.”

Not all the sons of Saul perished (see 2 Sam 2:8). 

The expression “all of his house” in 1 Chronicles 10:6 is explained in 1 Samuel 31:6 by the words “all his men,” i.e., all his army.

1 Chronicles 10:6 confirms that only three of his sons perished. 

~~~~~~~~

1 Chr 3:5-8 – “These were born to (David) in Jerusalem: Shimea, Shobab, Nathan and Solomon, four, by Bath-shua the daughter of Ammiel; and Ibhar, Elishama, Eliphelet, Nogah, Nepheg and Japhia, Elishama, Eliada and Eliphelet, nine.

2 Sam 5:14-16 – No mention here of Eliphelet or Nogah. 

Haley proposes that Eliphelet and Nogah died in childhood and therefore were not included in 2 Samuel 5.
 

~~~~~~~~

2 Sam 5:21 – “(The Philistines) abandoned their idols there, so David and his men carried them away.”

1 Chr 14:12 – “(The Philistines) abandoned their gods there; so David gave the order and they were burned with fire.”

(1) In 2 Sam 5:21 of Lucian’s revision, we read that they were burned with fire.
 

(2) It is possible that they were burned with fire after David’s men carried them away.

~~~~~~~~

2 Sam 8:4 – “David captured from him 1,700 horsemen and 20,000 foot soldiers.”
1 Chr 18:4 – “David took from him 1,000 chariots and 7,000 horsemen and 20,000 foot soldiers” 

1 Chronicles 18:4 is the original version.  When 2 Samuel 8:4 was being recopied, the word “chariots” was omitted and the letter ז (7000) was accidently changed toו  (700).
 

~~~~~~~~

2 Sam 10:6 – The sons of Ammon sent and hired the Arameans of Beth-rehob and the Arameans of Zobah, 20,000 foot soldiers, and the king of Maacah with 1,000 men, and the men of Tob with 12,000 men” (33,000 total).
1 Chr 19:7 – “So they hired for themselves 32,000 chariots, and the king of Maacah and his people.”

(1) The missing 1000 in 1 Chronicles 19:7 are found in the expression “the king of Maacah and his people.”
 

(2) The discrepancy between “foot soldiers” and “chariots” could be a mistake in copying, or maybe these soldiers fulfilled both functions.
 

~~~~~~~~

2 Sam 10:18 – “But the Arameans fled before Israel, and David killed 700 charioteers of the Arameans and 40,000 horsemen.”

1 Chr 19:18 – “David killed of the Arameans 7,000 charioteers and 40,000 foot soldiers.” 

There occurred an incorrect copying of letters (confusion of ז [7000] and ו [700]).
  The discrepancy between “foot soldiers” and “horsemen” could be a mistake in copying or, maybe these soldiers fulfilled both functions.

~~~~~~~~

2 Sam 17:25 – “Now Amasa was the son of a man whose name was Ithra the Israelite, who went in to Abigail…”

1 Chr 2:17 – “Abigail bore Amasa, and the father of Amasa was Jether the Ishmaelite”

(1) Haley suggests that Jether was an Ishmaelite, but became an Israelite.
 

(2) In the opinion of Keil and Delitzsch, 1 Chronicles 2:17 is the correct version, and 2 Samuel 17:25 was somehow altered.  There is no reason to state the obvious – that the man was an Israelite.
   

~~~~~~~~

2 Sam 17:25 – “Abigail the daughter of Nahash, sister of Zeruiah” 

1 Chr 2:13-16 – “Jesse became the father of Eliab his firstborn… and their sisters {were} Zeruiah and Abigail.” 

(1) The rabbis taught that Nahash and Jesse were the same person.
 

(2) Some propose that Nahash was the second husband of Abigail’s mother.
 

~~~~~~~~

2 Sam 23:8 – “These are the names of the mighty men whom David had: Josheb-basshebeth a Tahchemonite, chief of the captains (or “the three”), he was {called} Adino the Eznite, because of eight hundred slain {by him} at one time.”

1 Chr 11:11 – “These {constitute} the list of the mighty men whom David had: Jashobeam (that is, Josheb-basshebeth), the son of a Hachmonite, the chief of the thirty; he lifted up his spear against three hundred whom he killed at one time.”

(1) The copyist of 1 Chronicles 11:11 confused this verse with 1 Chronicles 11:20, “As for Abshai the brother of Joab, he was chief of the thirty, and he swung his spear against three hundred and killed them.”

(2) The Syriac translation of 1 Chronicles 11:11 reads “800 men.”

(3) The Greek and Coptic translations of 2 Samuel 23:8 read “300 men.”

(4) The chief of “the three” would also be the chief of “the thirty.”

~~~~~~~~

2 Sam 23:11-12 – “Now after him was Shammah the son of Agee a Hararite.  And the Philistines were gathered into a troop where there was a plot of ground full of lentils, and the people fled from the Philistines.  But he took his stand in the midst of the plot, defended it and struck the Philistines; and the LORD brought about a great victory.”

1 Chr 11:12-14 – “After him was Eleazar the son of Dodo, the Ahohite, who {was} one of the three mighty men… They took their stand in the midst of the plot and defended it, and struck down the Philistines; and the LORD saved them by a great victory.”

Most likely, we are dealing here with two separate instances.
  

~~~~~~~~

2 Sam 24:1 – “Now again the anger of the LORD burned against Israel, and it incited David against them to say, ‘Go, number Israel and Judah.’”

1 Chr 21:1 – “Then Satan (שָׂתָן) stood up against Israel and moved David to number Israel.” 

(1) The absence of the article before the word שָׂתָן (satan) requires that we translate it in its generic sense, “adversary” (see 1 Kin 5:4; 11:14, 23, 25; Ps 109:6, 20, 29).  In the Old Testament, when the word שָׂתָן indicates Satan, it takes the article (see Job, chps. 1-2 and Zech 3:1-2).  So then, God punished Israel by stirring up an adversary (some pagan nation) against it, which prompted David to number the people in preparation for war.

(2) God allowed Satan to tempt David.
  In the Targum, God prompted Satan to tempt him.
 

(3) Haley reminds us that in the Old Testament times, all events were ascribed to God.
 

~~~~~~~~

2 Sam 24:9 – “There were in Israel eight hundred thousand valiant men who drew the sword, and the men of Judah were five hundred thousand men.”
1 Chr 21:5 – “And all Israel were 1,100,000 men who drew the sword; and Judah was 470,000 men who drew the sword.” 

(1) Either errors in copying, or use of round numbers/approximation.

(2) 1 Chr 21:5 includes 288,000 permanent soldiers (see 1 Chr 27:1-15).
 

~~~~~~~~

2 Sam 24:13 – “Shall seven years of famine come to you in your land?  Or will you flee three months before your foes while they pursue you?  Or shall there be three days' pestilence in your land?  Now consider and see what answer I shall return to Him who sent me.”

1 Chr 21:12 – “…either three years of famine, or three months to be swept away before your foes, while the sword of your enemies overtakes {you,} or else three days of the sword of the LORD, even pestilence in the land.”

A copyist error occurred in 2 Sam 24:13.  1 Chr 21:12 has the correct version (three... three... three), as in the LXX of 2 Sam 24:13.

~~~~~~~~

2 Sam. 24:24 – “So David bought the threshing floor and the oxen for fifty shekels of silver.” 

1 Chr 21:25 – “So David gave Ornan 600 shekels of gold by weight for the site.”

The price of the threshing floor and oxen was fifty shekels of silver.  The price including the “site” on which it stood was 600 shekels of gold.”

~~~~~~~~

1 Kin 4:26 – “Solomon had 40,000 stalls of horses for his chariots, and 12,000 horsemen.” 

2 Chr 9:25 – “Now Solomon had 4,000 stalls for horses and chariots and 12,000 horsemen, and he stationed them in the chariot cities and with the king in Jerusalem.” 

There occurred a confusion of numbers, ארבעים (40) instead of ארבעיה (4).  Another Hebrew manuscript of 1 Kings 4:26 has 4000.

~~~~~~~~

1 Kin 5:11 – “ Solomon then gave Hiram 20,000 kors of wheat as food for his household, and twenty kors of beaten oil (3785 liters); thus Solomon would give Hiram year by year.”

2 Chr 2:10 – “Now behold, I will give to your servants, the woodsmen who cut the timber, 20,000 kors of crushed wheat and 20,000 kors of barley, and 20,000 baths of wine and 20,000 baths of oil (378 541 liters).” 
The copyist of 2 Chronicles 2:10 may have mistakenly placed the numeral 20,000 in front of all the elements.  

~~~~~~~~

1 Kin 5:16 – “…besides Solomon’s 3,300 chief deputies who were over the project and who ruled over the people who were doing the work.”

2 Chr 2:2 – “…3,600 to supervise them.”
2 Chronicles 8:10 speaks of 250 chief officers, and 1 Kings 9:23 speaks of 550 chief officers.  Including the above figures, the sum in both books is 3850.  The difference lies only in how the officers were defined.

~~~~~~~~

1 Kin 7:13-14 – “Now King Solomon sent and brought Hiram from Tyre.  He was a widow's son from the tribe of Naphtali.”

2 Chr 2:13-14 – “Now I am sending Huram-abi, a skilled man, endowed with understanding, the son of a Danite woman.”

(1) The mother of Hiram was from the tribe of Naphtali through her father, but her mother (the grandmother of Hiram) was a “Danite woman.” 

(2) One passage relates her ethnicity, and the other – her place of residence.

~~~~~~~~

1 Kin 7:15 – “He fashioned the two pillars of bronze; eighteen cubits was the height of one pillar.”

2 Chr 3:15 – “He also made two pillars for the front of the house, thirty-five cubits high.”

1 Kin 7:15-16 is correct (see 2 Kin 25:17 and Jer 52:21)

(1) 2 Chronicles 3:15 combines their individual heights.

(2) A copyist error:יח = 18,לח = 35.

~~~~~~~~

1 Kin 7:24 – “Under its brim gourds went around encircling it ten to a cubit, completely surrounding the sea; the gourds were in two rows, cast with the rest.”
2 Chr 4:3 – “Now figures like oxen were under it and all around it, ten cubits, entirely encircling the sea. The oxen were in two rows, cast in one piece.”

The “gourds” were shaped like oxen.  The word פְּקָעִים (gourds) may mean an object with an undefined form.
 

~~~~~~~~

1 Kin 7:25-26 – “the (molten) sea… could hold two thousand baths.”
2 Chr 4:4-5 – “the (molten) sea… could hold 3,000 baths.” 
1 Kings 7:25-26 is correct, taking into consideration the size of the molten sea (сf. 1 Kin 7:23).  A copyist’s error occurred in 2 Chronicles 4:4-5.

~~~~~~~~

1 Kin 8:66 – “On the eighth day (twenty-second day of the seventh month) he sent the people away and they blessed the king. Then they went to their tents.”
2 Chr 7:10 – “Then on the twenty-third day of the seventh month he sent the people to their tents.” 

Solomon “sent the people away” on the 22nd day (in the afternoon or evening), but the people departed on the 23rd day (in the morning).

~~~~~~~~

1 Kin 9:26-28 – “King Solomon also built a fleet of ships in Ezion-geber… They went to Ophir.”

2 Chr 9:21 – “For the king had ships which went to Tarshish with the servants of Huram.”

(1) Ophir is located in Arabia along the Red Sea.  Tarshish, however, is on the eastern shore of the Mediterranean Sea.  The fact that they brought “gold and silver, ivory and apes and peacocks” from Tarshish implies that there was a place with the same name in Arabia or Africa, close to Ophir.
 

(2) It is very possible that these are different instances.  The parallel passage to 1 Kings 9:26-28 is not 2 Chronicles 9:21, but 2 Chronicles 8:18 (see below).

~~~~~~~~

1 Kin 9:28 – “They went to Ophir and took four hundred and twenty talents of gold from there, and brought it to King Solomon.”

2 Chr 8:18 – “And Huram by his servants sent him ships and servants who knew the sea; and they went with Solomon's servants to Ophir, and took from there four hundred and fifty talents of gold and brought them to King Solomon.”

(1) Copyist error: נ = 20, כ = 50.

(2) In Turretin’s opinion, either thirty talents went for the expenses of the trip, or two separate instances are recorded.
 

~~~~~~~~

1 Kin 15:2 – “(Abijah’s) mother's name was Maacah the daughter of Abishalom.”

2 Chr 13:2 – “(Abijah’s) mother's name was Micaiah the daughter of Uriel of Gibeah.” 

(1) 1 Kin 15:2 is the correct variant (сf. 2 Chr 11:20).  A copyist error occurred in 2 Chr 13:2 and was corrected in the Syrian translation and the Septuagint.

(2) Josephus suggested that Micaiah was the daughter of Uriel, while Abishalom was her grandfather.
 

~~~~~~~~

1 Kin 15:23 – “Now the rest of all the acts of Asa… are they not written in the Book of the Chronicles of the Kings of Judah?”

2 Chr 16:11 – “Now, the acts of Asa from first to last, behold, they are written in the Book of the Kings of Judah and Israel.”

(1) Possibly, the Book of the Chronicles of the Kings of Judah and the Book of the Kings of Judah and Israel are the same.
 
(2) Possibly, these events are recorded in both books.

~~~~~~~~

1 Kin 15:33 – “In the third year of Asa king of Judah, Baasha the son of Ahijah became king over all Israel at Tirzah, {and reigned} twenty-four years.”

2 Chr 15:19-16:1 – “And there was no more war until the thirty-fifth year of Asa's reign.  In the thirty-sixth year of Asa's reign Baasha king of Israel came up against Judah.” 

(1) The thirty-five years of 2 Chr 15:19-16 are dated from the time the kingdom of Israel was divided (895 BC).  The name “Asa” was added later.

(2) There was a confusion of the lettersי  (nine) and ל (thirty).  We should read in 2 Chr 15:16, “…until the 15th year of Aca’s reign of,” and in 2 Chr 16:1, “In the 16th year of Asa’s reign.”

~~~~~~~~

1 Kin 15:33 – “In the third year of Asa king of Judah, Baasha the son of Ahijah became king over all Israel at Tirzah, {and reigned} twenty-four years.” 

1 Kin 15:16 – “Now there was war between Asa and Baasha king of Israel all their days.”

2 Chr 15:19-16:1 – “And there was no more war until the thirty-fifth year of Asa's reign.  In the thirty-sixth year of Asa's reign Baasha king of Israel came up against Judah.” 

There were constant skirmishes between Asa and Baasha, but no war until the 36th year (or the 16th year – see above).
  

~~~~~~~~

2 Kin 8:26 – “Ahaziah {was} twenty-two years old when he became king.”

2 Chr. 22:2 (Masoretic Text) – Ahaziah {was} forty-two years old when he became king.”

2 Chr 21:20 – Jehoram, the father of Ahaziah, died at age forty. 

In the light of 2 Chronicles 21:20, 2 Kings 8:26 must be correct.  The Syrian translation, the Septuagint, and other Hebrew texts have 22 years in 2 Chronicles 22:2
.

~~~~~~~~

2 Kin 9:27 – “When Ahaziah the king of Judah saw {this,} he fled by the way of the garden house.  And Jehu pursued him and said, ‘Shoot him too, in the chariot.’  {So they shot him} at the ascent of Gur, which is at Ibleam.  But he fled to Megiddo and died there.”

2 Chr 22:9 – “He also sought Ahaziah, and they caught him while he was hiding in Samaria; they brought him to Jehu, put him to death and buried him.”

(1) Haley, along with others, proposes that 2 Chronicles 22:9 is simply a condensed version of the story.
 

(2) Keil and Delitzsch think that Ahaziah headed for Jerusalem via Samaria, where he was captured.  House adds that Ahaziah was led to Jehu, while the latter was at Megiddo.

~~~~~~~~

2 Kin 12:13-14 – “But there were not made for the house of the LORD silver cups, snuffers, bowls, trumpets, any vessels of gold, or vessels of silver from the money which was brought into the house of the LORD; for they gave that to those who did the work, and with it they repaired the house of the LORD.”

2 Chr 24:14 – “When they had finished, they brought the rest of the money before the king and Jehoiada; and it was made into utensils for the house of the LORD, utensils for the service and the burnt offering, and pans and utensils of gold and silver.”

The utensils were made after the temple restoration was completed.
 

~~~~~~~~

2 Kin 16:7-9 – Assyria supported Ahaz.

2 Chr 28:16, 21 – Assyria did not aid Ahaz.

In 2 Chronicles 28:21 we read, “It did not help him.”  The aid he received from Assyria was short-lived and provided no permanent solution.

~~~~~~~~

2 Kin 23:30 – “Servants (of Josiah) drove his body in a chariot from Megiddo, and brought him to Jerusalem and buried him in his own tomb.”

2 Chr 35:24 – “So his servants took him out of the chariot and carried him in the second chariot which he had, and brought him to Jerusalem.  And he died.”

2 Chronicles 35:24 generalizes the account.  In that passage, it is not stated that Josiah died in Jerusalem.

~~~~~~~~

2 Kin 24:6; Jer 22:19; 36:30 – Jehoiakim died in Jerusalem

2 Chr 36:6 – “Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon came up against (Jehoiakim) and bound him with bronze {chains} to take him to Babylon.” 

It is not stated that Jehoiakim went to Babylon.  Nebuchadnezzar intended to “take him to Babylon.”  Haley feels that Jehoiakim died before that.
 

~~~~~~~~

2 Kin 24:8 – “Jehoiachin was eighteen years old when he became king.”

2 Chr 36:9 (Masoretic Text) – “Jehoiachin was eight years old when he became king.”

(1) There is a copyist error in 2 Chronicles 36:9.
  The Septuagint, Syrian translation and other Hebrew manuscripts of 2 Chronicles 36:9 say 18 years.

(2) Turretin suggests that at age 8, Jehoiachin began to reign with his father, while at age 18, he began his own reign.

~~~~~~~~

1 Chr 3:15 – Among the sons of Josiah, Johanan and Shallum are listed.

In 2 Kin 23:30-34; 24:17, they are not mentioned.

Most likely, Johanan died at an early age, and Shallum is Jehoiakim (see Jer 22:11).

B. Other Discrepancies within the Old Testament 

Gen. 1:11 – “Then God said, ‘Let the earth sprout vegetation…’”

Gen 2:4-5 – “This is the account of the heavens and the earth when they were created, in the day that the LORD God made earth and heaven.  Now no shrub of the field was yet in the earth, and no plant of the field had yet sprouted, for the LORD God had not sent rain upon the earth, and there was no man to cultivate the ground.” 

Gen 2:8-9 – “The LORD God planted a garden toward the east, in Eden; and there He placed the man whom He had formed.  Out of the ground the LORD God caused to grow every tree…”

Genesis 2:4-5 refers to the time before the third day of creation.

Genesis 2:8-9 refers to the planting of the Garden of Eden.
 

~~~~~~~~

Gen 6:19 – “And of every living thing of all flesh, you shall bring two of every {kind} into the ark, to keep {them} alive with you; they shall be male and female.”

Gen 7:2-3 – “You shall take with you of every clean animal by sevens, a male and his female; and of the animals that are not clean two, a male and his female; also of the birds of the sky, by sevens.”

(1) In Genesis 7:2-3, God gave a more exact indication of both the number of animals and their type.

(2) A greater number of animals were needed to make sacrifices.

~~~~~~~~

Gen 15:13 – “{God} said to Abram, ‘Know for certain that your descendants will be strangers in a land that is not theirs, where they will be enslaved and oppressed four hundred years.’”

Ex 12:40 – “Now the time that the sons of Israel lived in Egypt was four hundred and thirty years.”

(1) The oppression of Israel began after the death of Joseph (Exodus 1:8), that is, 30 years later. 

(2) An example of round numbers.
 

~~~~~~~~

Gen 15:16 – “Then in the fourth generation they will return here, for the iniquity of the Amorite is not yet complete.” 
Most likely, the word “generation” means “century,” since the descendants of Abraham returned to Palestine 400 years later.
  In Genesis 15:13, God foretold that the Israel “will be enslaved and oppressed four hundred years.”  Keil and Delitzsch note that since, during that time, a person’s life expectancy was about 100 years, that made the identification of a generation with a century understandable.
 

~~~~~~~~

Gen 17:17 – “Then Abraham fell on his face and laughed, and said in his heart, ‘Will a child be born to a man one hundred years old?’” 

Heb 11:12 – “Therefore there was born even of one man, and him as good as dead at that, {as many descendants} as the stars of heaven in number.”

Gen 25:1-2 – “Now Abraham took another wife, whose name was Keturah.  She bore to him Zimran and Jokshan and Medan and Midian and Ishbak and Shuah.”

(1) Haley thinks that as a result of God’s miraculous dealings with Abraham, enabling him to bear Isaac, he retained that ability to bear other children after him.
 

(2) One must note that 13 years before the birth of Isaac, Abraham was able to bare Ishmael.   

(3) Keil and Delitzsch hold to the theory that Abraham took Keturah before the death of Sarah.  The passage is not in chronological order.  In 1 Chronicles 1:32 and Genesis 25:6, Keturah is not called Abraham’s wife, but his concubine.

~~~~~~~~ 

Gen 17:25 – “And Ishmael his son was thirteen years old when he was circumcised in the flesh of his foreskin” (before the birth of Isaac).

Gen 21:15-19 – “(Hagar) left the boy under one of the bushes… God heard the lad crying… ‘Arise, lift up the lad, and hold him by the hand’… she went and filled the skin with water and gave the lad a drink.”

The description in Genesis 21 can apply to a thirteen-year-old boy. 

~~~~~~~~

Gen 21:31 – “Therefore (Abraham) he called that place Beersheba (בְּאֵר שָׁבַע), because there the two of them took an oath.”

Gen 26:33 – “So (Isaac) called it Shibah; therefore the name of the city is Beersheba (בְּאֵר שָׁבַע) to this day.”
Isaac gave the place the same name that Abraham did.  Isaac did the same to the wells of his father, which the Philistines had seized (see Gen 26:18).
 

~~~~~~~~

Gen 22:2 – “(God) said, ‘Take now your son, your only son, whom you love, Isaac, and go to the land of Moriah, and offer him there as a burnt offering’” (see Heb 11:17).

Abraham had seven sons (see Gen 16:4; 25:1-2)
(1) Isaac was the only “beloved” son of Abraham.
 

(2) The “sacrifice” of Isaac was a type of the sacrifice of Jesus Christ, the only-Begotten Son of the Father (see Jn 3:16). 

~~~~~~~~

Gen 24:4 – Abraham: “But you will go to my country and to my relatives, and take a wife for my son Isaac.”

Gen 28:2 – Isaac to Jacob: “Arise, go to Paddan-aram (in Syria), to the house of Bethuel your mother's (Rebekkah’s) father; and from there take to yourself a wife.”
 

Neh 9:7 – “You are the LORD God, Who chose Abram And brought him out from Ur of the Chaldees (in Babylon), and gave him the name Abraham.”

The word מוֹלֶדֶת (relatives) in Genesis 24:4 does not have to refer to Abraham’s birthplace, but to his kindred.
  Abraham’s kindred were located in Syria as well as Babylon.  The important thing about Isaac’s bride was not her geographical location, but her family connection with Abraham. 
~~~~~~~~

Gen 25:26 – “Afterward his brother came forth with his hand holding on to Esau's heel, so his name was called Jacob.”

Gen 27:36 – “Then (Esau) said, ‘Is he not rightly named Jacob, for he has supplanted me these two times?’”

The name “Jacob” can mean “grasp” or “supplant.”

~~~~~~~~

Gen 32:3 – “Then Jacob sent messengers before him to his brother Esau in the land of Seir, the country of Edom.”

Gen 36:6-8 – After Jacob’s return, Esau “went to {another} land away from his brother Jacob… So Esau lived in the hill country of Seir; Esau is Edom.”

Possibly, Esau temporarily resided in Edom at the time Jacob was returning to Canaan.
 

~~~~~~~~

Gen 33:19 – “(Abraham) bought the piece of land where he had pitched his tent from the hand of the sons of Hamor, Shechem's father, for one hundred pieces of money.”

Josh 24:32 – “Now they buried the bones of Joseph, which the sons of Israel brought up from Egypt, at Shechem, in the piece of ground which Jacob had bought from the sons of Hamor the father of Shechem for one hundred pieces of money; and they became the inheritance of Joseph's sons.”

(1) Jacob purchased for a second time the same property that Abraham had purchased, similar to how Isaac had to contend for the wells that Abraham had previously dug (see Gen 26:18-20).

(2) Jacob bought more land surrounding the parcel that Abraham had bought.

(3) Joshua 24:32 may contain a copyist error (“Jacob” instead of “Abraham”).

~~~~~~~~

Gen 35:23-26 – “The sons of Leah: Reuben, Jacob's firstborn, then Simeon and Levi and Judah and Issachar and Zebulun; the sons of Rachel: Joseph and Benjamin; and the sons of Bilhah, Rachel's maid: Dan and Naphtali; and the sons of Zilpah, Leah's maid: Gad and Asher. These are the sons of Jacob who were born to him in Paddan-aram.”

Gen 35:16-19 – Benjamin was born in Bethlehem.

Gen 35:23-26 is a generalization.

~~~~~~~~

Gen 37:28, 36 – Joseph was sold to Midianites

Gen 37:25, 38 – Joseph was sold to Ishmaelites 
Possibly, the caravan was made up of both groups.
 

~~~~~~~~

Gen 46:4 – “I will go down with you to Egypt, and I will also surely bring you up again; and Joseph will close your eyes.”

Acts 7:15 – “And Jacob went down to Egypt and {there} he and our fathers died.” (see Gen 49:33)

(1) God brought up again to Canaan not Jacob, but his descendants.
 

(2) Jacob was buried in Canaan. 

~~~~~~~~

Ex 2:18 – “When they came to Reuel their father…” (the father of Moses’ wife)
Ex 4:18; 18:5 – The father-in-law (חֹתֵן) of Moses was Jethro.

Num 10:29 – “Then Moses said to Hobab the son of Reuel the Midianite, Moses' father-in-law (חֹתֵן).” 
Judg 4:11 – The father-in-law (חֹתֵן) of Moses was Hobab.  
Possibly, Jethro and Hobab are the same person.
  Haley believes that Reuel is the grandfather of Moses’ wife.
  So affirms the Aramaic Targums as well.
 
~~~~~~~~

Ex 6:3 – “And I appeared to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, as God Almighty, but {by} My name, Yahweh (יהוה), I did not make Myself known to them.”

Gen 14:22 – “Abram said to the king of Sodom, "I have sworn to the Yahweh (יהוה) God Most High, possessor of heaven and earth” (also see Gen 15:2, 8 and others)

(1) Haley proposes that: (a) either Abraham knew the name Yahweh, but did not understand its meaning, or (b) that Moses introduced the name into the text of Genesis 14:22 in anticipation of the revelation of that Name that was to come.
  

(2) In the opinion of Keil and Delitzsch, in Exodus 6:3, God was announcing that from that time forward He was going to reveal His nature as Yahweh by accomplishing deliverance for His covenant people.
  

~~~~~~~~

Ex 6:14-20 – “These are the heads of their fathers' households… These are the names of the sons of Levi according to their generations: Gershon and Kohath… The sons of Kohath: Amram and Izhar and Hebron and Uzziel… Amram married his father's sister Jochebed, and she bore him Aaron and Moses.”

According to Numbers 3:27-28, the number of Kohath’s descendants at the time of the Exodus was already 8600. 

The Exodus from Egypt occurred 400 years after Jacob and his sons went down to Egypt.  Yet, at the time of the Exodus, Moses was only 80 years old, and before him, Amram lived a total of 137 years, and Kohath – 133 (Ex 6:16-20).

In 1 Chronicles 7:20-27, between Ephriam and Joshua were nine generations.

(1) In genealogies, names are sometimes omitted.
  The claim that someone “bore” someone does not always indicate an immediate direct descendant.
 

(2) Keil and Delitzsch feel that in Exodus 6:14, the term “fathers' households” (בֵית־אֲבֹתָם) is a technical term for a family unit consisting of many generations and named after the patriarch of that family unit.
 
~~~~~~~~

Gen 15:18 – “To your descendants I have given this land, from the river of Egypt as far as the great river, the river Euphrates.”

Num 34:10-12; Josh. 13:9-12 – The territory of Israel did not extend to the River Euphrates.

Israel received its full inheritance during the reigns of David and Solomon (see 1 Kin 4:24).
~~~~~~~~

Ex 18:25; Num 32:8 – Moses appointed leaders and spies.

Deut 1:9-18; Deut 1:22 – The people asked Moses to appoint leaders, and proposed nominees for the spies. 

Moses allowed the people to participate in these events.
 

~~~~~~~~

Ex 19:11, 18 – The Law was given on Mt. Sinai.

Deut 4:10-15 – The Law was given “at Horeb.”

Either those names are interchangeable, or Sinai is located in the region of Horeb.

~~~~~~~~

Ex 20:24 – “You shall make an altar of earth for Me.”

Ex 27:1 – “And you shall make the altar of acacia wood.”

The frame of the altar was made from wood and filled with earth.
 

~~~~~~~~

Ex 20 – the contents of the Ten Commandments differ from the Deuteronomy account, especially in numbers 5-10.

Deut 5 – the contents of the Ten Commandments differ from the Exodus account, especially in numbers 5-10.

Deuteronomy 5 contains an inspired adaptation of the version in Exodus 20, made before the entrance into Canaan.
 

~~~~~~~~

Ex 37:1 – “Now Bezalel made the ark of acacia wood.” 

Deut 10:3 – “(Moses) made an ark of acacia wood.”

(1) Moses made a temporary ark, but Bezalel made the permanent model. 

(2) Moses “made” means that he commissioned Bezalel to make the ark. 

~~~~~~~~

Num 2:2-3 – The camp of Israel surrounded the tent of meeting.

Num 12:4 – The tent of meeting was outside the camp, therefore the people needed to “come out to the tent of meeting.”

There was a certain distance between the tent of meeting and the surrounding camp of Israel, so that it was necessary to “come out” of the camp to approach the tent of meeting.

~~~~~~~~

Num 4:2-3 –“Take a census of the descendants of Kohath from among the sons of Levi, by their families, by their fathers' households, from thirty years and upward, even to fifty years old, all who enter the service to do the work in the tent of meeting.”

Num 8:24 – “This is what {applies} to the Levites: from twenty-five years old and upward they shall enter to perform service in the work of the tent of meeting.”

Ezra 3:8 – “…appointed the Levites from twenty years and older to oversee the work of the house of the LORD.”

(1) Numbers 8:24 includes a period of training. 

(2) At the time of Ezra, there was a lack of Levites, therefore they enrolled them at age 20.
 

~~~~~~~~

Num 14:25 – “Now the Amalekites and the Canaanites live in the valleys...”

Num 14:45 – “Then the Amalekites and the Canaanites who lived in that hill country…” 
Between the hills were valleys (plateaus), where the Amalekites and Canaanites lived.

~~~~~~~~

Num 20:18-21; Judg 11:17-18 – Edom made no provision for Israel and did not permit them to pass through their territory. 

Deut 2:4, 28-29 – Edom provided Israel with food and water. 

The official position of Edom was not to support Israel, yet people on the outskirts nonetheless sold them provisions.  The narrative of Deuteronomy nonetheless corresponds to other passages declaring that Israel bypassed the territory of Edom (Deut 2:8).  

~~~~~~~~

According to Numbers 20:28 and 33:38, Aaron died on Mt. Hor.

According to Deuteronomy 10:6, Aaron was buried in Moserah. 

Most likely, Mt. Hor is located in the territory of Moserah.

~~~~~~~~

Num 24:7 – The prophecy of Balaam: “Water will flow from his buckets, and his seed {will be} by many waters, and his king shall be higher than Agag, and his kingdom shall be exalted.”

1 Kin 15:2-8 – Agag is first mentioned here. 

(1) Balaam was predicting the future.

(2) Some assume that Agag is not a name, but a title for the king of the Amalekites.

(3) Maybe another individual by that name is meant.
 
~~~~~~~~

Num 26:65 – “For the LORD had said of them, ‘They shall surely die in the wilderness.’  And not a man was left of them, except Caleb the son of Jephunneh and Joshua the son of Nun.” 

Deut 1:6ff – Moses speaks to those who survived the forty-year journey in the wilderness. 

In Numbers 26:64 we read, “Among these there was not a man of those who were numbered by Moses and Aaron the priest, who numbered the sons of Israel in the wilderness of Sinai.”  According to Numbers 1:2-3, Moses numbered “every male, head by head from twenty years old and upward.”  Some of those not numbered may have survived.
 
~~~~~~~~

The list of the encampments of the camp of Israel in Numbers 33:44-49 does not correspond to the list in Numbers 21:10-20.

Haley suggests that: (1) different names were used for the same places, (2) since the camp of Israel was huge, it occupied more than one location, or (3) one list records the places where Moses camped with the tent of meeting.
  
~~~~~~~~

Deut 2:19 – “I will not give you any of the land of the sons of Ammon as a possession.”

Josh 13:24-25 – “Moses also gave {an inheritance} to the tribe of Gad, to the sons of Gad, according to their families.  Their territory was Jazer, and all the cities of Gilead, and half the land of the sons of Ammon, as far as Aroer which is before Rabbah.”

Israel inhabited that portion of Ammon that had previously been conquered by Sihon, king of the Amorites, and by Og, the king of Bashan (see Num 32:33).
 
~~~~~~~~

Josh 10:15 – “Then Joshua and all Israel with him returned to the camp to Gilgal” (also v. 43).

Josh 10:21 – “All the people returned to the camp to Joshua at Makkedah in peace.”
Some assume the existence of a temporary camp at Makkedah.

~~~~~~~~

Josh 10:40; 11:14-15 – Joshua annihilated the inhabitants of Canaan. 

Judg 1:28-35 – Joshua subjugated the inhabitants of Canaan.

The Book of Joshua is speaking in generalities.  Those cities that Joshua conquered, he annihilated.  Yet, he did not conquer all the cities of Canaan.
 
~~~~~~~~

Josh 11:19 – The Hivites were living in Gibeon.

2 Sam 21:2 – “The Gibeonites were not of the sons of Israel but of the remnant of the Amorites.”

It is assumed that “Amorites” was a wider classification, to which the Hivites belonged.
 

~~~~~~~~

Josh 11:23 – “So Joshua took the whole land, according to all that the LORD had spoken to Moses” (also 21:43).

Josh 13:1 – “Now Joshua was old {and} advanced in years when the LORD said to him, ‘You are old {and} advanced in years, and very much of the land remains to be possessed.’” (also Judg 2:23).

Joshua 11:23 records that Joshua had defeated the main tribes of Canaan.  What remained was to take possession of the territory.
 

~~~~~~~~

Josh 14:6 – Caleb, son of Jephunneh the Kenizzite 

1 Chr 2:18 – Caleb, son of Hezron 

The genealogy of Caleb in 1 Chronicles 2:18 follows the genealogy of David.  This, then, is not the Caleb of Joshua’s time, but another Caleb.

~~~~~~~~

Josh 15:8 – Jerusalem is in the territory of Judah. 

Josh 18:28 – Jerusalem is in the territory of Benjamin

Jerusalem in located on the border of these territories.
 
~~~~~~~~

Josh 18:1 – The tent of meeting was in Shiloh.

Josh 24:1, 26 – The tent of meeting was in Shechem. 
Shechem housed not the tent of meeting, but “sanctuary of the LORD,” which was a memorial altar previously built at that place by Abraham.

~~~~~~~~

Judg 4 – Barak (בָּרָק) was the deliverer of Israel.

1 Sam 12:11 – “Then the LORD sent Jerubbaal and Bedan (בְּדָן) and Jephthah and Samuel, and delivered you from the hands of your enemies all around.”

The Septuagint and the Syrian and Arabic translations have “Barak.”

~~~~~~~~

Some cities belonging to Dan (Josh 19:40-41; Judg 18:2, 8) are also included in the list of cities belonging to Judah (Josh 15:33; 1 Chr 2:53).

Some cities belonging to Dan (Josh 21:23-24) are also included in the list of cities belonging to Ephraim (1 Chr 6:69).

(1) In the course of time, one tribe may have transferred cities to another.

(2) Maybe this is a copyist error.
 

~~~~~~~~

1 Sam 7:13; 2 Kin 6:23-24 – We encounter the phrase “did not come anymore.”

This expression does not mean that these tribes never attacked Israel again, but only during the time that the context indicates.
  

~~~~~~~~

1 Sam 10:8 – Samuel said to Saul: “And you shall go down before me to Gilgal; and behold, I will come down to you to offer burnt offerings and sacrifice peace offerings. You shall wait seven days until I come to you and show you what you should do.”

1 Sam 13:8-9 – A few years later: “Now he waited seven days, according to the appointed time set by Samuel, but Samuel did not come to Gilgal; and the people were scattering from him.  So Saul said, ‘Bring to me the burnt offering and the peace offerings.’  And he offered the burnt offering.”

For grammatical and contextual reasons, Keil and Delitzsch see in the phrase, “You shall go down before me to Gilgal” a conditional clause.  We should read, “If/when you go down before me to Gilgal…,” which can apply to any future time.
 

~~~~~~~~

1 Sam 15:7-8 – “So Saul defeated the Amalekites, from Havilah as you go to Shur, which is east of Egypt.  He captured Agag the king of the Amalekites alive, and utterly destroyed all the people with the edge of the sword.”

1 Sam 30:1 – “The Amalekites had made a raid on the Negev and on Ziklag.”

It seems that some Amalekites survived the assault by Saul.

~~~~~~~~

1 Sam 15:35 – “Samuel did not see Saul again until the day of his death.” 

1 Sam 19:24 – “(Saul) also stripped off his clothes, and he too prophesied before Samuel.”

“Samuel did not see Saul again” should be understood as “Samuel no longer went to see Saul.
 
~~~~~~~~

In 1 Sam 16:14-23, Saul becomes acquainted with David.

In 1 Sam 17:55-56, Saul apparently does not know David and asks, “Abner, whose son is this young man?”

(1) The events are not presented in chronological order.
 

(2) Saul already knew David, but wanted to know more about his status in Israel, which was defined by the social position of his father.

~~~~~~~~

1 Sam 17:1 – David killed Goliath.

2 Sam 21:19 – “Elhanan the son of Jaare-oregim the Bethlehemite killed Goliath the Gittite.”

The copyist of 2 Samuel 21:19 incorrectly copied the text.  The original version must have read as follows:

וַיַּךְ אֶלֶחָנָן בֶּן־יַעְרֵי אֹרְגִים אֵת הַלַּחְמִי אַח גָּלְיָת הַגִּתִּי 

“Elhanan the son of Jaare-oregim killed Lahmi, brother of Goliath the Gittite.”

After the introduction of this error, the text became: 

 וַיַּךְ אֶלֶחָנָן בֶּן־יַעְרֵי אֹרְגִים בֵּית הַלַּחְמִי אֵת גָּלְיָת הַגִּתִּי 
“Elhanan the son of Jaare-oregim the Bethlehemite killed Goliath the Gittite.”

1 Chronicles 20:5 confirms this claim: “Elhanan the son of Jaare-oregim killed Lahmi, brother of Goliath the Gittite.”

~~~~~~~~

1 Sam 17:54 – “Then David took the Philistine's head and brought it to Jerusalem, but he put his weapons in his tent.”

2 Sam 5:6 – “Now the king (David) and his men went to Jerusalem against the Jebusites, the inhabitants of the land, and they said to David, ‘You shall not come in here.’”

Joshua captured the city of Jerusalem (Josh 12:10), but the attached fortress was not taken until David’s time: “Nevertheless, David captured the stronghold of Zion, that is the city of David” (2 Sam 5:7).
  Joshua 15:63 records, “Now as for the Jebusites, the inhabitants of Jerusalem, the sons of Judah could not drive them out; so the Jebusites live with the sons of Judah at Jerusalem until this day.” 

~~~~~~~~

According to 1 Samuel 31:4, “Saul took his sword and fell on it.”

According to an Amalekite, he killed Saul (2 Sam 1).

We have no assurance that the Amalekite was telling the truth.  Possibly, he was seeking a reward from David.

~~~~~~~~

2 Sam 8:18 – “David's sons were chief ministers” (literally כֹּהֲנִים = “priests”). 

We must understand this in the translated sense as “ministers.”  David’s sons held a privileged position, but were not priests.
  

~~~~~~~~

According to 2 Sam 14:27, Absalom had three sons.

According to 2 Sam 18:18, Absalom “set up for himself a pillar which is in the King's Valley, for he said, ‘I have no son to preserve my name.’” 

Possibly, all of Absalom’s sons died before that time.

~~~~~~~~

2 Sam 15:7 – “Now it came about at the end of forty years (of David’s reign) that Absalom said to the king, ‘Please let me go and pay my vow which I have vowed to the LORD, in Hebron’”

We assume a copyist mistake here.
 

Other manuscripts have the variant “four years.”
 

~~~~~~~~

1 Kin 15:2 – “(Abijam) reigned three years in Jerusalem; and his mother's name was Maacah the daughter of Abishalom.”

1 Kin 15:10 – “(Asa, son of Abijam) reigned forty-one years in Jerusalem; and his mother's name was Maacah the daughter of Abishalom.”
(1) Keil and Delitzsch suggest that Maacah was not Asa's literal mother, but filled the political position of the queen mother as described in 1 Kings 15:13: “(Asa) also removed Maacah his mother from {being} queen mother.”  Possibly, Asa’s natural mother had passed away, and so his grandmother filled that position.
 
(2) The Septuagint of 1 Kings 15:10, 13 reads, “Ana, the daughter of Abishalom.”

~~~~~~~~

1 Kin 6:1 – “Now it came about in the four hundred and eightieth year after the sons of Israel came out of the land of Egypt, in the fourth year of Solomon's reign over Israel…”

Yet, in the period from the Exodus from Egypt (about 1440 BC) to the reign of Solomon (about 960 BC) we must account for the wilderness wanderings (40 years), the period of the judges, the reign of Saul (40 years), and the reign of David (40 years). 

The reigns of the judges could have overlapped.  They may have simultaneously ruled in different parts of the country.
 
~~~~~~~~

1 Kin 21:1, 19 –“In the place where the dogs licked up the blood of Naboth the dogs will lick up your blood, even yours.” (in Jezreel)

1 Kin 22:38 – “They washed the chariot by the pool of Samaria, and the dogs licked up his blood (now the harlots bathed themselves {there},) according to the word of the LORD which He spoke.” 
“In the place” is not to be understood as the same city, but in like manner. 
~~~~~~~~

2 Kin 15:27 – “In the fifty-second year of Azariah king of Judah, Pekah son of Remaliah became king over Israel in Samaria, {and reigned} twenty years” (suggested: 739-719).

2 Kin 17:1 – “In the twelfth year of Ahaz king of Judah, Hoshea the son of Elah became king over Israel in Samaria, {and reigned} nine years” (suggested: 719-710).

Yet, Assyria conquered the Northern Kingdom in 722.  

Pekah ruled simultaneously with Menahem (10 years) and with Pekahiah (2 years) in the Northern Kingdom.  He began his co-rule in 752, but his sole rule in 739.  This is confirmed by that fact that in the second year of Pekah’s reign, in 750, Jotham began reigning with his father Uzziah in Judah (2 Kin 15:32).  In addition, Ahaz ascended the throne in 735, that is, in the seventeenth year of Pekah (2 Kin 16:1).
  So then, Pekah reigned from 752 to 732, and Hosea – from 731-722. 

~~~~~~~~

1 Chr 3:17-19 – “The sons of Jeconiah, the prisoner, {were} Shealtiel his son, and Malchiram, Pedaiah, Shenazzar, Jekamiah, Hoshama and Nedabiah.  The sons of Pedaiah {were} Zerubbabel and Shimei.” 

Ezra 3:2 – “Zerubbabel the son of Shealtiel”

Matt 1:12 – “Shealtiel the father of Zerubbabel”

(1) The widow of Pedaiah married Shealtiel and bore a son by him for his departed brother Pedaiah (see Deut 25:5).
 

(2) Pedaiah died and Shealtiel adopted Zerubbabel.

~~~~~~~~

1 Chr 23:3-4 – “The Levites were numbered from thirty years old and upward, and their number by census of men was 38,000.  Of these, 24,000 were to oversee the work of the house of the LORD; and 6,000 were officers and judges.”

1 Chr 23:27-28 – “For by the last words of David the sons of Levi were numbered from twenty years old and upward.  For their office is to assist the sons of Aaron with the service of the house of the Lord.”
During David’s time, there was a greater need for ministers for the house of the Lord.  Therefore, David lowered the age from 30 to 20.

~~~~~~~~

2 Chr 4:2 – “Also he made the cast {metal} sea, ten cubits from brim to brim, circular in form, and its height {was} five cubits and its circumference thirty cubits.” 

The diameter is ten cubits, which, when multiplied by π (3.14), yields not 30 cubits, but 31.4 cubits.

There is no need for that degree of precision.

If we take into consideration the thickness of the sea, the measurement is exact.
 

~~~~~~~~

2 Chr 21:16-17 (Masoretic Text) – “Then the LORD stirred up against Jehoram the spirit of the Philistines and the Arabs who… carried away all the possessions found in the king's house together with his sons and his wives, so that no son was left to him except Jehoahaz, the youngest of his sons.”

2 Chr 22:1 – “Then the inhabitants of Jerusalem made Ahaziah, his youngest son, king in his place, for the band of men who came with the Arabs to the camp had slain all the older {sons.} So Ahaziah the son of Jehoram king of Judah began to reign.”

Jehoahaz (יְהוֹאָחָז) and Ahaziah (אֲחַזְיָהוּ) are the same person.  The difference in the names is that the abbreviation for Yahweh (יה) is placed at the beginning of the name Jehoahaz, but at the end of the name Ahaziah.
 

~~~~~~~~

Ezra 2:1-2 – “Now these are the people of the province who came up out of the captivity of the exiles whom Nebuchadnezzar the king of Babylon had carried away to Babylon, and returned to Jerusalem and Judah, each to his city. 2 These came with Zerubbabel...”

Neh 12:1 – “Now these are the priests and the Levites who came up with Zerubbabel the son of Shealtiel…”

Ezra 5:14-16 – “Also the gold and silver utensils of the house of God… King Cyrus took from the temple of Babylon and they were given to one whose name was Sheshbazzar… Then that Sheshbazzar came {and} laid the foundations of the house of God in Jerusalem.”

(1) Zerubbabel is another name for Sheshbazzar.
  We recall that another pagan king renamed the Hebrews Daniel, Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah (Dan 1:7). 

(2) Sheshbazzar died, and Zerubbabel took his place.

~~~~~~~~

Much variation exists between the lists of those returning from Babylon to Palestine in Ezra 2 and Neh 7.

(1) Nehemiah is relating the list he had available: “Then I found the book of the genealogy of those who came up first in which I found the following record” (Neh 7:5).  Yet, we do not know how accurate that list was. 

(2) Keil and Delitzsch claim that we find in these texts “such variations as involuntarily arise in transcribing long lists of names and figures.”

~~~~~~~~

Ezra 2:69 – “According to their ability they gave to the treasury for the work 61,000 gold drachmas.”

Neh 7:70-72 – The sum was 41,000 gold drachmas.

Some assume a copyist error occurred here. 

~~~~~~~~

Neh 8:17 – “The sons of Israel had indeed not done so from the days of Joshua the son of Nun to that day” (concerning the Feast of Booths). 

Ezra 3:4 – The Feast of Booth was observed in the days of Zerubbabel. 

It is possible that the feast was fully celebrated only in Nehemiah’s time.  Ezra chp. 3 reveals that the people actually built booths at that time.
 

~~~~~~~~

Jer 36:30 – “Therefore thus says the LORD concerning Jehoiakim king of Judah, ‘He shall have no one to sit on the throne of David.’” 

2 Kin 24:6 – “So Jehoiakim slept with his fathers, and Jehoiachin his son became king in his place.” 

Jehoiachin reigned only 3 months, and was then replaced by his uncle Zedekiah.
 

~~~~~~~~

Hos 8:13 – “Now He will remember their iniquity, and punish {them} for their sins; they will return to Egypt.”

Hos 7:16 – “This {will be} their derision in the land of Egypt.”

Hos 11:5 – “They will not return to the land of Egypt; but Assyria – he will be their king, because they refused to return {to Me.}”

In this book, “Egypt” is a symbol of the future exile to Assyria (сf. Hos 9:3).

C. Discrepancies between the Old and New Testament Narratives 

According to Gen 11:26, “Terah lived seventy years, and became the father of Abram, Nahor and Haran.”

According to Gen 11:32, Terah died at the age of 205.

According to Acts 7:4, Abram left Haran after the death of his father Terah. 

According to Gen 12:4, Abram was 75 years old when he left Haran.

(1) Abram may not have been the firstborn of Terah.  Possibly, he is mentioned first because he is the most important of the three. 

(2) Steven is not an inspired author and may have errored in historical details.

(3) The Samaritan Pentateuch states that Terah died at age 145.
  Philo agrees with Steven.

~~~~~~~~

Gen 25:1-2 – “Now Abraham took another wife, whose name was Keturah.  She bore to him Zimran and Jokshan and Medan and Midian and Ishbak and Shuah.”

Gal 4:22 – “For it is written that Abraham had two sons, one by the bondwoman and one by the free woman.” 

Abraham had eight sons, but only two of them had significance in Paul’s argument.

~~~~~~~~

Gen 33:19 – “(Abraham) bought the piece of land where he had pitched his tent from the hand of the sons of Hamor, Shechem's father, for one hundred pieces of money.”

Gen 49:30 – Jacob charged his sons to bury him “in the cave that is in the field of Machpelah, which is before Mamre, in the land of Canaan, which Abraham bought along with the field from Ephron the Hittite for a burial site.” 

Gen 50:13 – “His sons carried (Jacob) to the land of Canaan and buried him in the cave of the field of Machpelah before Mamre (that is, Hebron), which Abraham had bought along with the field for a burial site from Ephron the Hittite.”

Acts 7:15-16 – “And Jacob went down to Egypt and {there} he and our fathers died.  {From there} they were removed to Shechem and laid in the tomb which Abraham had purchased for a sum of money from the sons of Hamor in Shechem.”

According to Josephus, the sons of Jacob were buried not in Shechem, but in Hebron (i.e., Mamre) (Jewish antiquities, 2.8.2).

(1) Steven meant that Abraham purchased from sons of Hamor a parcel, which later became a gravesite.
  The phrase “they were removed to Shechem and laid in the tomb” refers not to Jacob, but to “our fathers,” that is, the sons of Jacob.  Jacob was buried in the cave in the field of Machpelah.  Joseph was buried in Shechem (Josh 24:32), therefore his brothers may have been buried there as well.  Jerome testifies that he saw the tomb of Jacob in Shechem.
 

(2) Steven is not an inspired author and may have errored in historical details.

~~~~~~~~

Gen 46:26-27 – “All the persons belonging to Jacob, who came to Egypt, his direct descendants, not including the wives of Jacob's sons, {were} sixty-six persons in all, and the sons of Joseph, who were born to him in Egypt were two; all the persons of the house of Jacob, who came to Egypt, {were} seventy.”

Ex 1:5 – “All the persons who came from the loins of Jacob were seventy in number, but Joseph was {already} in Egypt.”

Acts 7:14 – “Then Joseph sent {word} and invited Jacob his father and all his relatives to come to him, seventy-five persons {in all.}”

(1) Steven based his version on the Septuagint, which, in Exodus 1:5, speaks of 75 people (also noted in the Qumran manuscript 4QExÊd).  In addition, the Septuagint of Genesis 46:26 speaks not of two sons of Joseph, but nine.
 

(2) The sum 75 includes the nine wives of Jacob’s sons, but excludes Jacob, Joseph, and Joseph’s two sons.

(3) Steven is speaking of those that Joseph “invited” to Egypt.  This excludes Joseph, his two sons, and the two sons of Judah, who were born in Egypt, but includes Diana and the nine wives of Jacob’s sons, that is 75 people.

(4) Steven is not an inspired author and may have errored in historical details.

~~~~~~~~

Gen 47:31 – “Then Israel bowed {in worship} at the head of the bed.”

Heb 11:21 – Israel “blessed each of the sons of Joseph, and worshiped, {leaning} on the top of his staff.” 

(1) The words “bed” and “staff” are made up of the same consonants (מטה).  The vowels were added to the Hebrew text later.

(2) In the Septuagint of Genesis 47:31, we read “staff.”

~~~~~~~~

Ex 12:40 – “Now the time that the sons of Israel lived in Egypt was four hundred and thirty years.”

Gal 3:17 – “What I am saying is this: the Law, which came four hundred and thirty years later, does not invalidate a covenant previously ratified by God, so as to nullify the promise.”

(1) The term “promise” in Galatians 3:17 refers not to God’s promise to Abraham, given more that 430 years before the Law, but the final repetition of that promise to Jacob (see Gen 46:3-4).

~~~~~~~~

Num 25:9 – “Those who died by the plague were 24,000.”

1 Cor 10:8 – “Twenty-three thousand fell in one day.”

(1) The sum of those who perished was 23,500.  This number could be rounded to either 23,000, or 24,000.

(2) In 1 Corinthians 10:8, Paul is not referring to Numbers 25:9, but Exodus 32:28-35, where many people perished in connection with the golden calf.  In Exodus 32:28, it is written that the Levites slew 3000 people, and in Exodus 32:25 that God struck down still others (supposedly another 20,000).

(3) In Paul’s words, 23,000 perished in “one day.”  Possibly, another 1000 perished later.

(4) Paul excluded the leaders, who perished in Numbers 25:4.

~~~~~~~~

1 Sam 13:1 (Masoretic Text) – Saul… reigned two years over Israel.

Acts 13:21 – “Then they asked for a king, and God gave them Saul the son of Kish, a man of the tribe of Benjamin, for forty years.”

(1) In the Masoretic Text of 1 Samuel 13:1, the word “forty” was omitted.

(2) Saul reigned two years before he “chose for himself, men of Israel” (1 Sam 13:2).

~~~~~~~~

1 Sam 21:1-6 – “Then David came to Nob to Ahimelech the priest… So the priest gave him consecrated {bread}.”

According to 1 Sam 22:20; 23:6; 30:7, etc., Abiathar is the son of Ahimelech, and the former served in David’s administration as a priest.

According to 2 Sam 8:17 and 1 Chr 18:16; 24:6, Ahimelech is the son of Abiathar, and the former served in David’s administration as a priest.

Mk 2:26 – “…how he entered the house of God in the time of Abiathar {the} high priest, and ate the consecrated bread.”

(1) Abiathar is the son of Ahimelech and he served David on behalf of his father, the high priest Ahimelech.

(2) Bowman thinks that the original text of 2 Sam 8:17 was altered, and that the author of Chronicles worked off of this errant copy.
  

(3) Haley believes that, since Abiathar became better known than his father Ahimelech, Mark 2:6 already speaks of him as the high priest in anticipation of his future appointment.
  

~~~~~~~~

2 Chr 24:20-21 – “Then the Spirit of God came on Zechariah the son of Jehoiada the priest; and he stood above the people and said to them, ‘Thus God has said, 'Why do you transgress the commandments of the LORD and do not prosper?  Because you have forsaken the LORD, He has also forsaken you.’  So they conspired against him and at the command of the king they stoned him to death in the court of the house of the LORD.” 

Zech 1:1 – “The word of the LORD came to Zechariah the prophet, the son of Berechiah.”

Matt 23:35 – “So that upon you may fall {the guilt of} all the righteous blood shed on earth, from the blood of righteous Abel to the blood of Zechariah, the son of Berechiah, whom you murdered between the temple and the altar.”

(1) There occurred a copyist error in Matthew 23:25, who confused the names of the fathers of the two Zechariahs.

(2) The prophet, of whom Jesus spoke, really was Zechariah, one of the minor prophets.

~~~~~~~~

In the genealogy of Matt 1:8, the names Ahaziah, Joash, and Amaziah are omitted 

In the genealogy of Matt 1:11 the name Jehoiakim is omitted.

(1) In genealogies, names are often omitted.  The term “bore” does not always refer to an immediate direct descendant.  Matthew’s goal was to abbreviate the genealogy and form three groups of fourteen names, since the letters making up the name “David” numerically add up to fourteen.

(2) Turretin feels that in Matthew 1:8, the names Ahaziah, Joash, and Amaziah are omitted because they were descendants of Joram, who married the daughter of Ahab (2 Kin 8:18) and therefore partook of the curse on Ahab (see 1 Kin 21:29).
  He adds that in Matthew 1:11, the name Jehoiakim is omitted because in Jeremiah 22:19 it is written of him, “He will be buried with a donkey's burial, dragged off and thrown out beyond the gates of Jerusalem.”  

(3) Possibly, Matthew named Jehoiakim “Jeconiah,” since Matthew speaks of “Jeconiah and his brothers,” but the brothers not of Jeconiah, but of Jehoiakim became kings.
    

~~~~~~~~

Jer 22:30 – Of Coniah (Jeconiah) it was written: “Thus says the Lord, ‘Write this man down childless, a man who will not prosper in his days; for no man of his descendants will prosper sitting on the throne of David or ruling again in Judah.’” 

Matt 1:12 – “After the deportation to Babylon: Jeconiah became the father of Shealtiel, and Shealtiel the father of Zerubbabel.”

Lk 3:27 – “…the son of Joanan, the son of Rhesa, the son of Zerubbabel, the son of Shealtiel, the son of Neri…”

Luke writes of different individuals named Zerubbabel and Shealtiel.  In Jeremiah 22:30, it is written that no descendant of Jeconiah would sit on David’s throne.  Therefore, Jesus cannot be a physical descendant of Shealtiel, the son of Jeconiah, but he can be the descendant of Shealtiel, the son of Neri.  Unlike Matthew who records Joseph’s genealogy, Luke records the actual physical ancestors of Jesus through Mary.
 

~~~~~~~~
Ex 2:14-15 – Moses was afraid of Pharaoh, when he fled from Egypt.

Heb 11:27 – Moses was not afraid of Pharaoh, when he fled from Egypt.

(1) Haley suggests that Moses overcame his fear.
 

(2) O’Brian, together with others, feels that the author of Hebrews was speaking of the time Moses led Israel out of Egypt.
 

~~~~~~~~
Ex 19:9, 18 – God Himself appeared on Mt. Sinai

Acts 7:38, 53; Gal 3:19; Heb 2:2 – God gave the Law through an angel.

(1) The New Testament gives the more precise account.  We see a similar instance in Moses’ life, when “the angel of the LORD appeared to him in a blazing fire from the midst of a bush,” who later identified himself as God (Ex 3:4).  Similarly, in Ex 13:21 we read, “The LORD was going before them in a pillar of cloud by day…  and in a pillar of fire by night,” yet in 14:19, “The angel of God, who had been going before the camp of Israel, moved and went behind them; and the pillar of cloud moved from before them and stood behind them.”  As a rule, God employs intermediates as His representatives.

(2) The “Angel of the Lord” is most likely a pre-incarnate appearance of the Son of God.  Thus, the “Angel,” who appeared on Sinai and gave the Law, could have been the Son of God. 

~~~~~~~~
2 Chr 5:10 – There was nothing in the ark of the covenant except the two tablets, which Moses placed in them at Horeb.

According to Exodus 16:32-34, the vessel with manna was set “before” the ark of the covenant, and according to Numbers 17:10-11, Aaron’s staff was placed “before” it as well. 

Heb 9:3-4 – “Behind the second veil there was a tabernacle which is called the Holy of Holies, having a golden altar of incense and the ark of the covenant covered on all sides with gold, in which (ἐν ᾗ) was a golden jar holding the manna, and Aaron's rod which budded, and the tables of the covenant.” 

(1) The relative pronoun ἐν ᾗ (“in which”) could refer either to the ark of the covenant (κιβωτὸν), or to the tabernacle (σκηνὴ).
  

(2) The preposition ἐν can mean “in” or “near.”
 

(3) Some non-canonical books claim that there were other items in the ark of the covenant.
 

(4) By the time of 2 Chronicles, these additional items may have been lost or disintegrated.  The tables, however, were made of stone.

~~~~~~~~
Gen 11:12-14 – “Arpachshad lived thirty-five years, and became the father of Shelah… Shelah lived thirty years, and became the father of Eber” (the same in Genesis 10:24).

Lk 3:35-36 – “…the son of Shelah, the son of Cainan, the son of Arphaxad…”

(1) A copyist error occurred.

(2) Luke follows the Septuagint, where Cainan is mentioned (both in Genesis 11:12-14, and in Genesis 10:24). 

~~~~~~~~
1 Chr 3:19 – Abihud is not mentioned among the sons of Zerubbabel. 

Matt 1:13 – “Zerubbabel was the father of Abihud.”

Omission during copying?

~~~~~~~~
Jer 22:30 – “Thus says the LORD, ‘Write this man (Jeconiah) down childless, a man who will not prosper in his days; for no man of his descendants will prosper sitting on the throne of David or ruling again in Judah.’”

Matt 1:12 – “Jeconiah became the father of Shealtiel, and Shealtiel the father of Zerubbabel.”

Jeconiah had no children in the sense of an heir to the throne of David.
 

D. Discrepancies between the Gospel Accounts

Matt 1:1-16 – The genealogy of Jesus differs from Luke 3:23-38 and follows the royal line of David.

Luke 3:23-38 – The genealogy of Jesus differs from Matthew 1:1-16 and does not follow the royal line of David.

(1) According to the principle of levirate marriage (Deut 25:5-6), Eli, presumably the half brother of Jacob, married the widow of the deceased Jacob, who bore him Joseph.  Therefore, even though Eli is the biological father of Joseph, Joseph’s name is also included in the genealogy of Jacob.  This theory was proposed by a certain Africanus, who claimed as his source the descendants of James, the half-brother of Jesus (see Eusebius, Church History, 1.7).

(2) Luke’s genealogy follows the natural line of Joseph, while Matthew lists the heirs to David’s throne.  Assuming Mary’s father Jacob died without a son, Joseph, her husband, might become the heir of David’s throne and thus enter Matthew’s genealogy.
 
(3) Matthew’s genealogy belongs to Joseph, and Luke’s – Mary.  Consequently, we must understand the phrase “Jesus… being, as was supposed, the son of Joseph, the son of Eli” (Lk 3:23) in the sense “Jesus… being, as was supposed, the son of Joseph, but in fact the grandson of Eli (through Mary).
 

(4) Mary had no brothers and so became the heiress of her father Eli.  So that the heir would be a man, her father adopted Joseph, Mary’s husband.  As a result, Joseph entered into the genealogy of Luke instead of Mary.
 
Note: One must remember that Jesus “was born of a descendant of David according to the flesh” (Rom 1:3) and must “come forth from” David (2 Sam 7:12).  If Luke’s genealogy is Mary’s, then Jesus would truly be a descendant of David.  Several Fathers hold the view that Luke chp. 3 relates to Mary: Origen, Justin Martyr, Tertullian, and Athanasius.  The Talmud also teaches that Mary is the daughter of Eli.
 

~~~~~~~~

Matt 3:14 – John the Baptism requests that Jesus baptizes him, showing he recognized Him as Messiah (See Matt 3:11).

Jn 1:31-33 – John did not know that Jesus was the Messiah until the Spirit descended on Him after His baptism.

By means of the descent of the Spirit, God gave John the Baptist a supernatural confirmation of the messiahship of Jesus.  John’s conviction before that time was based on information gathered from others (Elizabeth, Mary).

~~~~~~~~

According to Matthew and Mark, Jesus called His first disciples after they had been fishing and were mending their nets along the sea (Matt 4, Mk 1).

According to Luke, Jesus called His first disciples after the miraculous catch of fish (Lk 5).

According to John, Jesus became acquainted with His first disciples in Judea at the baptism of John the Baptist (Jn 1).

We can harmonize these accounts.  Matthew and Mark omit the miraculous catch of fish.  Before that time, Jesus had already become acquainted with His disciples in Judea.  It is highly unlikely that the first disciples immediately abandoned everything and followed a stranger, as might be implied in Matthew and Mark.

~~~~~~~~

Jesus preached the Sermon on the Mount on a mountain (Matt 5:1).

Jesus preached the Sermon on the Mount on a level place (πεδινος) (Lk 6:17).

(1) This could be a case of two separate incidents.  The contents of the two sermons differ.

(2) In Isaiah 13:2, the word πεδινος (“level place”) is used in the phrase “bare hill.”  So then, Jesus descended to a level place on the mountain.

~~~~~~~~

Matt 7:11 – “"If you then, being evil, know how to give good gifts to your children, how much more will your Father who is in heaven give what is good to those who ask Him!”

Lk 11:13 – “If you then, being evil, know how to give good gifts to your children, how much more will {your} heavenly Father give the Holy Spirit to those who ask Him?”

(1) Possibly, these are two different instances.

(2) A textual variant in Luke 11:13, “good Spirit,” was abbreviated to “good” in Matthew’s Gospel, and became “Holy Spirit” in later copies of Luke.

~~~~~~~~

Matt 8:5-6 – “And when Jesus entered Capernaum, a centurion came to Him, imploring Him, and saying, ‘Lord, my servant is lying paralyzed at home, fearfully tormented.’”

Luke 7:2-3 – “And a centurion's slave, who was highly regarded by him, was sick and about to die.  When he heard about Jesus, he sent some Jewish elders asking Him to come and save the life of his slave.”

The centurion did, in fact, send Jewish elders to Jesus.  Matthew, however, presents the episode as if the centurion himself came.  This is justifiable since the elders were the centurion’s representatives.

~~~~~~~~

Matt 9:18 – “A {synagogue} official came and bowed down before Him, and said, ‘My daughter has just died; but come and lay Your hand on her, and she will live.’”

Luke 8:41-42 – “And there came a man named Jairus, and he was an official of the synagogue; and he fell at Jesus' feet, and {began} to implore Him to come to his house; for he had an only daughter, about twelve years old, and she was dying” (сf. Mark 5:23).

Matthew abbreviates the story.

~~~~~~~~

According to Mark 9:2, Jesus’ transfiguration occurred six days after He predicted His sufferings.

According to Luke 9:28, Jesus’ transfiguration occurred eight days after He predicted His sufferings.

Luke wrote ὡσεὶ ἡμέραι ὀκτὼ (about 8 days).
 

~~~~~~~~

The Twelve disciples:

Matt 10:3 and Mk 3:18 – Thaddeus

Lk 6:16 – Judas, {son of} James

Acts 1:13 – Judas, son of James

This is the same person.  It is possible that Matthew and Mark use his alternative name to avoid associating him with Judas Iscariot.  John, also wanting to avoid the confusion of names, wrote, “Judas (not Iscariot) said to Him” (Jn 14:22).

~~~~~~~~

Matt 10:9-10 – “Do not acquire… a staff.”

Mark 6:8-9 – “He instructed them that they should take nothing for {their} journey, except a mere staff.”

What Jesus meant here is that the disciples could take a staff, but not a spare one.  This would coincide with other instructions in Matthew’s list, like “two coats, or sandals.” Of course, they would wear clothes and sandals, but they were not to take extra.  Similarly, they were allowed one staff.

~~~~~~~~

After the feeding of the 5000 in Bethsaida (Lk 9:10), which is located on the northeastern bank of the Sea of Galilee, the disciples departed from there to “cross the sea to Capernaum” (Jn 6:17), i.е. on the northwestern bank.

According to Mark, they departed “to the other side to Bethsaida” (Mk 6:45) “at Gennesaret” (Mk 6:53; Matt 14:34), where Capernaum is located.

One may assume the existence of two cities by that name, one on the northeastern bank, and the other on the northwestern bank.  We know that Phillip, Peter, and Andrew were from “Bethsaida of Galilee” (Jn 1:44; 12:21), and Galilee is located on the northwestern bank.  This Bethsaida is associated with Chorazin and Capernaum (Matt 11:20-24), which are also located on the northwestern bank.

~~~~~~~~

Matt 16:28 – “Truly I say to you, there are some of those who are standing here who will not taste death until they see the Son of Man coming in His kingdom.”

All the disciples died before Christ’s Second Coming. 

(1) Jesus was referring to His transfiguration, which occurs immediately after this.

(2) Jesus was referring to the day of Pentecost, when the power of the kingdom came. 

(3) Jesus was referring to His resurrection from the dead.

~~~~~~~~

Matt 20:20 – “Then the mother of the sons of Zebedee came to Jesus with her sons, bowing down and making a request of Him.”

Mk 10:35 – “James and John, the two sons of Zebedee, came up to Jesus, saying, ‘Teacher, we want You to do for us whatever we ask of You.’”

James and John came together with their mother.  Matthew and Mark record different details of the same story.
 

~~~~~~~~

Matt 20:29-30 – “As they were leaving Jericho, a large crowd followed Him.  And two blind men sitting by the road, hearing that Jesus was passing by, cried out, ‘Lord, have mercy on us, Son of David!’”

Mk 10:46-47 – “Then they came to Jericho.  And as He was leaving Jericho with His disciples and a large crowd, a blind beggar {named} Bartimaeus, the son of Timaeus, was sitting by the road.  When he heard that it was Jesus the Nazarene, he began to cry out and say, ‘Jesus, Son of David, have mercy on me!’”

Lk 18:35-38 – “As Jesus was approaching Jericho, a blind man was sitting by the road begging.  Now hearing a crowd going by, he {began} to inquire what this was.  They told him that Jesus of Nazareth was passing by.  And he called out, saying, ‘Jesus, Son of David, have mercy on me!’”

Matthew gives a more detailed account.  Luke and Mark abbreviate the history and speak of only one blind man.  Mark provides his name.  At that time, there were two cities of Jericho: new Jericho (constructed by Herod) and Old Testament Jericho.  Possibly, Jesus was passing between them.

~~~~~~~~

Matt 21:2 – “Go into the village opposite you, and immediately you will find a donkey tied {there} and a colt with her; untie them and bring them to Me.”

Mk 11:2 – “Go into the village opposite you, and immediately as you enter it, you will find a colt tied {there,} on which no one yet has ever sat; untie it and bring it {here.}”

It was necessary to bring the mother donkey along with her young colt, so that the colt would accompany her.  Matthew and Mark record different details of the same story.
 

~~~~~~~~

According to Matthew and Luke, Jesus cleansed the temple immediately after His triumphal entry into Jerusalem (Matt 21; Lk 19).

According to Mark, Jesus cleansed the temple the day after His triumphal entry into Jerusalem (Mk 10).

According to John, Jesus cleansed the temple at the beginning of His ministry (Jn 2).

(1) Mark gives a more precise account.  Matthew abbreviates his version.  Luke follows Matthew.  John records an earlier incident.
 

(2) The Gospels are not always in chronological order.

~~~~~~~~

Matt 24:34 – “Truly I say to you, this generation will not pass away until all these things take place.”

The people, who were alive at that time, all died without seeing the fulfillment of this prophecy.

(1) Jesus meant the Jewish people of any generation.

(2) Jesus meant the people who would witness the beginning of these signs, that is, these signs would occur in the course of one generation.

~~~~~~~~

According to Matthew and Mark, at the Last Supper, the disciples partook of the cup after the bread.

According to Luke 22:14-22, the disciples partook of the cup both before, and after the bread.

In the typical Jewish celebration of Passover, the cup it taken a total of four times.

~~~~~~~~

Matt 26:34 – “Jesus said to him, ‘Truly I say to you that this {very} night, before a rooster crows, you will deny Me three times’” (also, see Jn 18:27).

Mk 14:30 – “And Jesus said to him, ‘Truly I say to you, that this very night, before a rooster crows twice, you yourself will deny Me three times.’”

This is a case of generalization.  Mark gives the more precise account, while Matthew and John generalize it.  Mark is more exact, because he wrote his Gospel at Peter’s direction. 

~~~~~~~~

Mk 14:55ff – Jesus’ trial was at night.

Lk 22:66ff – Jesus’ trial was in the morning.

The time is simply not precisely defined.  The trail was likely about dawn.

~~~~~~~~

Concerning the crucifixion, Matthew, Mark, and Luke say that He was crucified on the day of Passover.

Concerning the crucifixion, John writes, “It was the day of preparation (παρασκεύη) for the Passover” (Jn 19:14).

The term παρασκεύη (paraskeuo), i.e., “day of preparation,” is used in all the Gospels to describe the day of preparation for the Sabbath.  The phrase “the day of preparation for the Passover” could refer to the day of preparation for the Sabbath in Passover week.  Thus, the day of Passover could coincide with the day of preparation for the Sabbath in Passover week.
 

~~~~~~~~

Matt 26:69-74 - “(1) Now Peter was sitting outside in the courtyard, and a servant-girl came to him and said, ‘You too were with Jesus the Galilean.’  But he denied {it} before them all, saying, ‘I do not know what you are talking about.’  (2) When he had gone out to the gateway, another {servant-girl} saw him and said to those who were there, ‘This man was with Jesus of Nazareth.’  And again he denied {it} with an oath, ‘I do not know the man.’  (3) A little later the bystanders came up and said to Peter, ‘Surely you too are {one} of them; for even the way you talk gives you away.’  Then he began to curse and swear, ‘I do not know the man!’”

Mk 14:66-71 - “(1) As Peter was below in the courtyard, one of the servant-girls of the high priest came, and seeing Peter warming himself, she looked at him and said, ‘You also were with Jesus the Nazarene.’  But he denied {it,} saying, ‘I neither know nor understand what you are talking about.’  (2) And he went out onto the porch.  The servant-girl saw him, and began once more to say to the bystanders, ‘This is {one} of them!’  But again he denied it.  (3) And after a little while the bystanders were again saying to Peter, ‘Surely you are {one} of them, for you are a Galilean too.’  But he began to curse and swear, ‘I do not know this man you are talking about!’”

Lk 22:55-60 - “(1) After they had kindled a fire in the middle of the courtyard and had sat down together, Peter was sitting among them.  And a servant-girl, seeing him as he sat in the firelight and looking intently at him, said, ‘This man was with Him too.’  But he denied {it,} saying, ‘Woman, I do not know Him.’  (2) A little later, another saw him and said, ‘You are {one} of them too!’  But Peter said, ‘Man, I am not!’  (3) After about an hour had passed, another man {began} to insist, saying, ‘Certainly this man also was with Him, for he is a Galilean too.’  But Peter said, ‘Man, I do not know what you are talking about.’” 

Jn 18:16-18, 25-27 - “(1) Peter was standing at the door outside.  So the other disciple, who was known to the high priest, went out and spoke to the doorkeeper, and brought Peter in.  Then the slave-girl who kept the door said to Peter, ‘You are not also {one} of this man's disciples, are you?’  He said, ‘I am not.’  (2) Now the slaves and the officers were standing {there,} having made a charcoal fire, for it was cold and they were warming themselves; and Peter was also with them, standing and warming himself… Now Simon Peter was standing and warming himself.  So they said to him, ‘You are not also {one} of His disciples, are you?’  He denied {it,} and said, ‘I am not.’  (3) One of the slaves of the high priest, being a relative of the one whose ear Peter cut off, said, ‘Did I not see you in the garden with Him?’  Peter then denied {it} again.”

Here we must assume that in each instance of Peter’s denial, more than one person joined in accusing Peter, but different Gospel writers record only one of the accusers.  One must also assume either that Peter returned to the campfire after his first denial, or that John is not writing in chronological order, transposing the first and second denials.

~~~~~~~~

Mk 15:25 – “It was the third hour when they crucified Him.”

Jn 19:14 – “Now it was the day of preparation for the Passover; it was about the sixth hour.  And (Pilate) said to the Jews, ‘Behold, your King!’”

Mark employs Hebrew time, where the day begins at sunrise (6 AM).  John, however, used Roman time, where the day began at midnight.  Thus, three hours passed from the time of Jesus trial until His crucifixion.

~~~~~~~~

The inscription of the cross: 

This is Jesus, the king of the Jews (Matt 27:37). 

The king of the Jews (Mk 15:26). 

This is the king of the Jews (Lk 23:38). 

Jesus the Nazarene, the king of the Jews (Jn 19:19).

(1) The full inscription is abbreviated.  The entire inscription would read, “This is Jesus the Nazarene, the king of the Jews.”

(2) The inscription was written differently in the three languages: “It was written in Hebrew, Latin {and} in Greek” (Jn 19:20).

~~~~~~~~

According to Mark 15:39 (Matt 27:54), the centurion said: “Truly this man was the Son of God.”

According to Luke 23:47, the centurion said: “Certainly this man was innocent.”

We cannot exclude that he said both.

~~~~~~~~

Matt 24:15-18 – “Therefore when you see the abomination of desolation which was spoken of through Daniel the prophet, standing in the holy place (let the reader understand), then those who are in Judea must flee to the mountains.  Whoever is on the housetop must not go down to get the things out that are in his house.  Whoever is in the field must not turn back to get his cloak” (also Mk 13:14-16).

Lk 21:20-21 – “But when you see Jerusalem surrounded by armies, then recognize that her desolation is near.  Then those who are in Judea must flee to the mountains, and those who are in the midst of the city must leave, and those who are in the country must not enter the city.”

Both sections occur in the same position in the same context.

Because of their prophetic nature, one must conclude that both sections are the genuine words of Jesus.  Luke was not a prophet and wrote his Gospel before the destruction of Jerusalem in 70 AD.  Luke places Jesus’ prediction of Jerusalem’s destruction in the place of Daniel’s prediction of the abomination of desolation to draw the parallel between three events: Antiochus Epiphanes’ desecration of the temple (predicted in Dan 11:31), the Roman destruction of Jerusalem (predicted by Jesus in Luke), and Antichrist’s desecration of the temple (predicted by Jesus in Matthew/Mark).  The details of Luke’s account differ from that of Mark and Matthew, since he is relating a different event.  

~~~~~~~~

Matt 27:5 – How Judas Iscariot died: “And he threw the pieces of silver into the temple sanctuary and departed; and he went away and hanged himself.”

Acts 1:18 – How Judas Iscariot died: “Now this man acquired a field with the price of his wickedness, and falling headlong (πρηνὴς γενόμενος), he burst open in the middle and all his intestines gushed out.”

(1) Possibly, the expression “falling headlong” is a synonym for “hanged himself.”  This would mean that when Judas hanged himself, he fell headlong.  As a result of the trauma associated with his leap, his intestines gushed out, or possibly the tree branch overhanging a cliff broke, leading to a traumatic fall.

(2) Some hold the opinion that the expression πρηνὴς γενόμενος does not mean “falling headlong,” but “swelling up.”  Possibly, Judas stayed hanging for some time, resulting in abdominal swelling and rupture.
  Not all agree, though, with that definition.
 

~~~~~~~~

Matt 27:6-8 – “The chief priests took the pieces of silver… and with the money bought the Potter's Field as a burial place for strangers.  For this reason that field has been called the Field of Blood to this day.”

Acts 1:18-19 – “Now this man acquired a field with the price of his wickedness, and falling headlong, he burst open in the middle and all his intestines gushed out…. so that in their own language that field was called Hakeldama, that is, Field of Blood.”

(1) Judas had already agreed to the purchase of the parcel of land before his death, and the priests finished the deal.

(2) Peter is speaking sarcastically.  The word “acquired” does not mean “purchased,” but simply that Judas died on that parcel of land and it became, so to speak, his tomb.

(3) The priests purchased the parcel of land where Judas perished with his money.  It was named the “Field of Blood” because it was acquired with betrayal money, or because Judas died there.

~~~~~~~~

Matt 12:40 – “For just as Jonah was three days and three nights in the belly of the sea monster, so will the Son of Man be three days and three nights in the heart of the earth.”

Jesus died on a Friday, but rose on a Sunday.

The phrase “day and night” is a figure of speech for any part of a day.  Jesus was in the tomb parts of three days.  It is impossible to take the phrase literally, since it would require Jesus to rise at the same time (in the afternoon) as when He died.
 
~~~~~~~~

Lk 23:26 – “When they led Him away, they seized a man, Simon of Cyrene, coming in from the country, and placed on him the cross to carry behind Jesus.”

Jn 19:17 – “They took Jesus, therefore, and He went out, bearing His own cross, to the place called the Place of a Skull, which is called in Hebrew, Golgotha.”

(1) John speaks in generalizations.

(2) Jesus bore the cross initially, then Simon took over.
 

~~~~~~~~

Matt 27:34 – “They gave Him wine to drink mixed with gall.” 

Mk 15:23 – “They tried to give Him wine mixed with myrrh.” 

The word “gall” simply means something bitter, like myrrh.
 

~~~~~~~~

Matt 27:44 (Мk 15:32) – “Those who were crucified with Him were also insulting Him.”

Lk 23:39-43 – Only one of those crucified reviled Him, while the other asked for mercy. 

(1) Matthew and Mark generalize the event, while Luke speaks more specifically.

(2) At the start, both men reviled Him, but then one of them repented and asked for mercy. 

~~~~~~~~

The resurrection of Jesus (Matt 28:1-8; Mk 16:1-8; Lk 24:1-10; Jn 20:1-8)

Time:

Matthew: Mary Magdalene and another Mary came to the tomb at dawn.

Mark: Mary Magdalene, Mary the {mother} of James, and Salome came to the tomb at dawn.

Luke: Mary Magdalene, Joanna, Mary the {mother} of James, and other women came to the tomb very early.

John: Mary Magdalene came to the tomb, when it was still dark.

Number of angels: 

Matthew: One angel sat on the stone: “His appearance was like lightning, and his clothing as white as snow.”

Mark: The women saw an angel “sitting at the right, wearing a white robe; and they were amazed.”

Luke: Two angels suddenly appeared to the women in the tomb. 

John: Mary Magdalene saw no angel, but told the disciples that someone had carried away the body.

The announcement of the angels:

Matthew: The angel announced the resurrection and directed that the disciples should go to Galilee. 

Mark: The angel announced the resurrection.

Luke: Two angels announced the resurrection.

The reaction of the women: 

Matthew: The women fled and told the disciples everything they saw. 

Mark: The women fled and told nothing to anyone.

Luke: The women fled and told the disciples everything they saw.

John: Mary Magdalene fled and reported to Peter and John about the empty tomb.  Peter and John ran to the tomb, but saw no one.

The appearance of Jesus:

Matthew: Jesus appeared to two women, while they were in route to the disciples, and then later appeared to the disciples in Galilee. 

Mark: Jesus appeared to Mary Magdalene, then two others, and then to all the disciples.

Luke: Jesus appeared to two men going to Emmaus and to Peter, then to all the disciples in Jerusalem.

John: Mary Magdalene returned to the grave and saw two angels inside.  Jesus then appeared to her at the tomb.  He then showed Himself to the disciples in Jerusalem, and later in Galilee.

The following harmonization is suggested.
. We must allow: 

(a) not all the Gospel writers list all the women who went to the tomb, 

(b) the women went to the tomb while it was still dark, at dawn, 

(c) Mary Magdalene saw the stone rolled away and immediately ran alone to tell the disciples, 

(d) the other women remained at the tomb and saw the angels, 

(e) the women did not see the angel when he was sitting on the stone, only after he had entered the tomb, 

(f) either the angel on the stone joined another angel, already in the tomb (Kaiser, Torrey), or a second angel appeared in the tomb a little later (Archer).  The first angel rose to speak to the women. 

(g) we must join the angels’ comments into a unified message,

(h) while the other women were running to the disciples, Mary Magdalene returned with Peter and John, and after they left, she remained at the tomb and saw the angels and Jesus,  

(i) on the way to the disciples, the other women also met Jesus,

(j) the fact that Jesus appointed a meeting with His disciples in Galilee does not require that He could not have appeared to them earlier in Jerusalem before that,

(k) The variety that exists in the resurrection accounts demonstrates the existence of four independent testimonies to that event.  If the account was fraudulent, we would expect four identical accounts (Torrey).

E. Other Discrepancies within the New Testament

Acts 9:7 – “The men who traveled with him stood speechless, hearing the voice but seeing no one.”

Acts 22:9 – “And those who were with me saw the light, to be sure, but did not understand the voice of the One who was speaking to me.”

First, we must keep in mind that in Acts 9, Luke is the one recounting the event, while in Acts 22, he is simply recording Paul’s testimony.  Therefore, Luke is not contradicting himself.  It is possible that Paul’s companions heard the sound, but did not understand what was said.  They may also have seen the light, but no figure in it.   

~~~~~~~~

The voice from heaven at Jesus’ Transfiguration:

Matt 17:5 – “This is My beloved Son, with whom I am well-pleased; listen to Him!”

Mk 9:7 – “This is My beloved Son, listen to Him!”

Lk 9:35 – “This is My Son, {My} Chosen One; listen to Him!”

2 Pet 1:17 – “This is My beloved Son with whom I am well-pleased.” 

We cannot rule out that each version contains the heavenly announcement in part. 

~~~~~~~~

Lk 24:50-51 – “And He led them out as far as Bethany… He parted from them and was carried up into heaven”

Acts 1:9-12 – “He was lifted up while they were looking on, and a cloud received Him out of their sight… Then they returned to Jerusalem from the mount called Olivet, which is near Jerusalem.”

Bethany is located on the southeastern slope of Mount Olivet.
 

Appendix 3. Ipsissima vox or ipsissima verba?

The term ipsissima verba translates “true (exact) words” of the speaker in a narrative, while ipsissima vox means “true voice” of the speaker.  In other words, according to the principle of ipsissima vox, the sense of the speaker’s words are expressed in the narrative, but they may not be his/her exact words.  Do we have in the Gospels Jesus’ exact words or only an approximation?  In other words, to we possess the ipsissima vox or the ipsissima verba of the Lord?

Although in many cases, all the Gospel agree concerning the contents of Jesus’ speech,
 the following passages demonstrate some of the discrepancies that also exist between them.  These examples are hard to explain away as simply omission of material or recording of different events.
 

One must also note, however, that for some of these examples variant readings exist that harmonize the accounts.  On the other hand, one may view these harmonizations as simply attempts by later scribes to “correct” the text they were copying. 

Matthew 11:8

ἀλλὰ τί ἐξήλθατε ἰδεῖν; ἄνθρωπον ἐν μαλακοῖς ἠμφιεσμένον; ἰδοὺ οἱ τὰ μαλακὰ φοροῦντες ἐν τοῖς οἴκοις τῶν βασιλέων εἰσίν
“But what did you go out to see?  A man dressed in soft {clothing?}  Those who wear soft {clothing} are in kings' palaces!”

Luke 7:25

ἀλλὰ τί ἐξήλθατε ἰδεῖν; ἄνθρωπον ἐν μαλακοῖς ἱματίοις ἠμφιεσμένον; ἰδοὺ οἱ ἐν ἱματισμῷ ἐνδόξῳ καὶ τρυφῇ ὑπάρχοντες ἐν τοῖς βασιλείοις εἰσίν. 

“But what did you go out to see?  A man dressed in soft clothing?  Those who are splendidly clothed and live in luxury are {found} in royal palaces!”

~~~~~~~~

Matthew 8:26 

τί δειλοί ἐστε, ὀλιγόπιστοι
“Why are you afraid, you men of little faith?”

Mark 4:40 

τί δειλοί ἐστε; οὔπω ἔχετε πίστιν

“Why are you afraid?  Do you still have no faith?”

Luke 8:25

ποῦ ἡ πίστις ὑμῶν
“Where is your faith?

~~~~~~~~

Matthew 11:19 

ἐδικαιώθη ἡ σοφία ἀπὸ τῶν ἔργων αὐτῆς
“Yet wisdom is vindicated by her deeds.”

Luke 7:35

ἐδικαιώθη ἡ σοφία ἀπὸ πάντων τῶν τέκνων αὐτῆς.
“Yet wisdom is vindicated by all her children.”

~~~~~~~~

Matthew 12:50

ὅστις γὰρ ἂν ποιήσῃ τὸ θέλημα τοῦ πατρός μου τοῦ ἐν οὐρανοῖς αὐτός μου ἀδελφὸς καὶ ἀδελφὴ καὶ μήτηρ ἐστίν
“For whoever does the will of My Father who is in heaven, he is My brother and sister and mother.”

Mark 3:35

ὃς [γὰρ] ἂν ποιήσῃ τὸ θέλημα τοῦ θεοῦ, οὗτος ἀδελφός μου καὶ ἀδελφὴ καὶ μήτηρ ἐστίν.
“For whoever does the will of God, he is My brother and sister and mother.”

Luke 8:21

ὁ δὲ ἀποκριθεὶς εἶπεν πρὸς αὐτούς· μήτηρ μου καὶ ἀδελφοί μου οὗτοί εἰσιν οἱ τὸν λόγον τοῦ θεοῦ ἀκούοντες καὶ ποιοῦντες.

But He answered and said to them, “My mother and My brothers are these who hear the word of God and do it.”

~~~~~~~~

Mark 10:18-19

ὁ δὲ Ἰησοῦς εἶπεν αὐτῷ, Τί με λέγεις ἀγαθόν; οὐδεὶς ἀγαθὸς εἰ μὴ εἷς ὁ θεός. τὰς ἐντολὰς οἶδας·… 
And Jesus said to him, “Why do you call Me good? No one is good except God alone. You know the commandments…”

Matthew 19:17

ὁ δὲ εἶπεν αὐτῷ, Τί με ἐρωτᾷς περὶ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ; εἷς ἐστιν ὁ ἀγαθός· εἰ δὲ θέλεις εἰς τὴν ζωὴν εἰσελθεῖν, τήρησον τὰς ἐντολάς
And He said to him, “Why are you asking Me about what is good?  There is {only} One who is good; but if you wish to enter into life, keep the commandments.”

~~~~~~~~

Mark 6:4 

καὶ ἔλεγεν αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς ὅτι Οὐκ ἔστιν προφήτης ἄτιμος εἰ μὴ ἐν τῇ πατρίδι αὐτοῦ καὶ ἐν τοῖς συγγενεῦσιν αὐτοῦ καὶ ἐν τῇ οἰκίᾳ αὐτοῦ.

Jesus said to them, “A prophet is not without honor except in his hometown and among his {own} relatives and in his {own} household.”

Luke 4:24

εἶπεν δέ, Ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν ὅτι οὐδεὶς προφήτης δεκτός ἐστιν ἐν τῇ πατρίδι αὐτοῦ
And He said, “Truly I say to you, no prophet is welcome in his hometown.”

~~~~~~~~

Mark 1:38 

καὶ λέγει αὐτοῖς, Ἄγωμεν ἀλλαχοῦ εἰς τὰς ἐχομένας κωμοπόλεις, ἵνα καὶ ἐκεῖ κηρύξω· εἰς τοῦτο γὰρ ἐξῆλθον.

He said to them, “Let us go somewhere else to the towns nearby, so that I may preach there also; for that is what I came for.”

Luke 4:43

ὁ δὲ εἶπεν πρὸς αὐτοὺς ὅτι Καὶ ταῖς ἑτέραις πόλεσιν εὐαγγελίσασθαί με δεῖ τὴν βασιλείαν τοῦ θεοῦ, ὅτι ἐπὶ τοῦτο ἀπεστάλην.

But He said to them, “I must preach the kingdom of God to the other cities also, for I was sent for this purpose.”

~~~~~~~~

Matthew 9:4 

Ἱνατί ἐνθυμεῖσθε πονηρὰ ἐν ταῖς καρδίαις ὑμῶν;

"Why are you thinking evil in your hearts?

Mark 2:8

οὕτως διαλογίζονται ἐν ἑαυτοῖς
Why are you reasoning about these things in your hearts?
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