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The Bible
The Bible contains the mind of God, the state of man, the way of salvation, the doom of sinners and the happiness of believers. Its doctrines are holy, its precepts are binding, its histories are true, and its decisions are immutable. Read it to be wise, believe it to be safe and practice it to be holy.	It contains light to direct you, food to support you, and comfort to cheer you. It is the traveler's map, the pilgrim's	sword, and the Christian's charter.	Here Paradise is restored, Heaven opened, and the gates of hell disclosed. Christ is its grand subject, our good, the design and glory of God its end. It should fill the memory, rule the heart, and guide the feet. Read it slowly, frequently and prayerfully. It is a mine of wealth, a paradise of glory and a river of pleasure. It is given you in life, will be opened at the judgment and be remembered forever.	It involves the highest responsibility, will reward the greatest labor, and will condemn all who trifle with its sacred contents.
-author unknown-
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The Bible Without Error

What about so-called "errors11 in the Bible? In 1800, the French Institute in Paris issued a list of eighty-two "errors" in the Bible which they believed would destroy Christianity. Today none of these "errors" remain. With further reflection and new discoveries, the "errors" have been cleared away.
Errors are inconsistent with an infallible Bible, but difficulties are not. We should not be surprised if there are difficulties with all doctrines in the Word of God; after all, we are dealing with the infinite mind of God. There is no escaping the intellectual difficulties, but it is not essential that every difficulty be swept away from a doctrine before we can believe it. If facts are well established upon which a doctrine rests, we can believe the doctrine in spite of the difficulties.
At one time, the Pentateuch (first five books of the Old Testament) was thought to be a hodge­ podge of fragments put together by uneducated men, Moses was incapable of writing, and the Hittites never existed. Then came the discovery of the Amarna letters, the Nuzi Tablets, and the Ugaritic texts. These proved that writing was well established in the second millennium B.C. -­ Moses could indeed write! The Hittite civilization has also been discovered!
Eleven major religions of the world claim to have inspired books. Why do Christians believe that the Bible is the only one which is inspired? Because the Bible is the only one which is verified by history and by fulfilled prophecy! The Biblical test of the authenticity of prophecy is that it must be one-hundred percent accurate in its fulfillment (Deut. 18:20 -22). No other religion has dared to set forth prophecy as a test of authentication.
Liberal theologians once thought that prophecies like Psalm 22 and Isaiah 53 (which predicted Christ's death on the Cross) were added at a later time by the Christian community. Then the Dead Sea Scrolls were discovered! These ancient scrolls, which pre-dated the Christian era, contained these prophecies precisely as they had been written hundreds of years before Christ's birth.
Another charge that is often made is that the Bible teaches that the earth is flat. This is incorrect. In fact, in extant records of all civilizations where records have been unearthed, a flat earth has been taught. However, in the case of Israel, their sacred Scripture, as early as 1000 B. C., recorded that the earth was a sphere: "He inscribed a circle on the face of the deep" (Prov. 8:27); and "It is He that sitteth on the circle of the earth" (Isa. 40:22). The Hebrew word "circle" in both instances means "spherical" or "roundness."
Finally, the question is often asked, "How could the Bible be produced through the agency of fallen man and still be inerrant?" This question can be answered to the satisfaction of the believer when we compare it to our Lord's human nature. As our Lord was truly man, produced through the human agency of Mary, yet without fault, so the Scripture, though produced through human agency, is free from error. We are speaking here, of course, of the original autographs (original mss of the New Testament).
Although new archeological and linguistic evidence confirm the Bible's claims, liberal theologians still reject the authority of Scripture. Men want to take the authority away from the Bible and give it to themselves. It is not easy to submit to the authority of God.
The Authority of the Bible
The great Anglican scholar J. I. Packer has written, "The problem of authority is the most fundamental problem that the Christian Church ever faces. This is because Christianity is built on truth; that is to say, on the content of a divine revelation." (Fundamentalism and the Word of God, p. 42)
The "divine revelation" that he is referring to, of course, is the Bible. It is the Bible which nourices salvation by faith in Jesus Christ; but faith) in Him is possible only where the truth concerning Him is known. Men come to faith by believing the Word of Truth -- the Bible.
If, however, the truth of the Word of God is rejected, faith is overthrown (2 Tim. 2:18) and men come under the power of a lie (2 Thess. 2:10 - 13). So, the Apostle Paul warned the Christians who were turning from the t1ruth that he had proclaimed to them, "Though we, or an angel from heaven, should preach unto you any gospel other than that which we preached unto you, let him be accursed" (Gal. 1:8, 9).
Yet, modern higher critical schools of Biblical studies have so radically reinterpreted t e gospel that they can be said to be "preaching another gospel." Julius Wellhausen, famous for his "Documentary Hypothesis" of the origins of the Old Testament, saw the Pentateuch as a compilation of a number of source documents put together by anonymous editors between the 9th and 6th centuries B. C., thus rejecting the Bible's own claim to Mosaic authorship and much earlier date. Men such as Wellhausen believed that the Old Testament was merely a human book -- a collection of primitive, errant, compilations of mythical stories concocted to give validity to the Jews' religion. This theory was eventually embraced by many critical scholars, but with the advent of the science of archaeology the tide has turned and today the theory is being rejected even by liberal scholars. Such men as M.H. Segal, U. Cassuto, Gleason Archer (who holds degrees from Princeton and Harvard), R. K. Harrison and Arthur Quinn have written convincing arguments against the theory.
In the New Testament field of study, the Tubingen School flourished following the turn of the century. This school majored on what is known as "Form Criticism." Rudolph Bultmann was a leading proponent of this school. He said that the Gospels were merely exaggerated accretions (creations) of the early church. Thus, Bultmann sought to "demythologize" the Gospels by ridding them of the miraculous elements.
John Wenham has countered, "To regard the great mass of Gospel teaching as the creation of the Christian community is to say that what may fairly be claimed as the greatest literature of all time was supposedly created by the imagination of an undistinguished community. It seems far easier to suppose that the Jesus of the Gospels created the community than that the community created the Jesus of the Gospels." (Christ and the Bible, p. 40}
Referring to those who followed the higher critical approach, C. S. Lewis, the famous professor of Medieval and Renaissance literature at Cambridge University and author of Mere Christianity, "once remarked that he distrusted men who claimed to be able to read between the lines of the Bible when it was apparent, they were unable to read the lines themselves."

Dr. John W. Montgomery (who holds eight earned doctorates in law and theology) writes, "Liberals object that our case for miracles involves a naive acceptance of the historicity of the scriptural texts and neglect of the 'assured results of modern criticism."' He continues that such II assured results are nonexistent, that redaction criticism, documentary criticism, and historical critical method have been weighed in the balance of secular scholarship and found wanting, and that the burden, of proof remains on those who want to justify these subjectivistic methods, not on those who take historical documents at face value when their primary -- source character can be established by objective determination of authorship and date."

Dr. Clark Pinnock, who delivered the "Christian Contemporary Thought" lectures at Harvard in 1966 has written, in reality, "criticism has not disproved the authenticity of a single biblical book nor demonstrated the existence of a single biblical error."  In a word, "the assured results of criticism" are not sure at all. Pinnock continues, "Every knowledgeable person knows of the flux of critical opinion, of the reversals of critical theories, and of the serious disagreements on every topic among biblical critics themselves." (Biblical Revelation p. 182 - 183)

The traditional view of the Christian Church throughout history has been that the Bible is infallible. It is time to return to that historic Christian position of divine revelation as an objective and intelligible disclosure of God's inspired Word.

Biblical lnerrancy
lnerrancy means "exempt from error," and dictionaries consider it a synonym for "infallible" which means "not liable to deceive; certain." While "inerrancy" is of much more recent usage than "infallible", the words mean virtually the same thing. When we speak of the inerrancy of Scripture, we speak of its infallibility and authority.
The early church fathers accepted the inspiration and authority of Scripture as self-evident. Origen (A.D. 185 - 254) referred to the Scripture as the final authority again and again in his controversy with Celsus. Augustine (A.D. 354 - 430), in referring to the works of the New Testament, said, "I believe most firmly that no one of those authors has erred in any respect in writing" (Epistolae 82, i, 3).
This position with regard to an inerrant Scripture was also maintained during the medieval period and the Reformation. Calvin referred to the Scripture as the "sure and infallible record" and the "unerring standard." Luther declared, 111have learned to ascribe this honor, i.e. infallibility, only to books which are termed canonical, so that I confidently believe that not one of their authors erred..." (M. Reu, Luther and the Scriptures, p. 24).
More important than history, however, is our Lord's own view of inspiration and inerrancy. In a word, His view was, "What the Scripture says, God says." Jesus said, with regard to the inspiration of the Old Testament, "Till heaven and earth pass away, one jot (Hebrew "yod" - the smallest letter in the Hebrew alphabet) or one tittle (a small, angled line, such as that which distinguishes an "R" from a "P" in English) shall in no way pass from the law, till all be fulfilled" (Matt. 5:18). This distinction was important because letters make up words and even a slight change in a letter might change the meaning of a word. Our Lord's point is that every letter of every word of the Old Testament is vital and will be fulfilled. In Matthew 22:41 - 45, Jesus' debate with the Pharisees is seen to hinge on one word, "Lord," and in John 10:34,35, in another debate, Jesus argues from a single word, "gods." In this context He said, "The Scripture cannot be broken." Again, in Matthew 22:32, our Lord looks at the very words of Scripture as inspired and argues on the basis of a present tense - 111Am" as opposed to "I was" the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob who were deceased. He is arguing the resurrection with Sadducees, the theological liberals of His day.
But what about the New Testament? Peter puts Paul's writings on a par with Old Testament Scriptures (II Peter 3:15 - 16) and Paul asked to have his letters read in the churches, implying that he regarded them as inspired (Col. 4:t6). In I Timothy 5:17 - 18, Paul argues for the support of the ministry by appealing to the Old Testament
(Deut. 25:4) and the New Testament (Luke 10:7) under the title of "Scripture." He declares his own writings to be God's Word in I Corinthians 14:37, and in I Thessalonians 2:13, Paul refers to his gospel as "the word of ‘God.11 In Galatians 3:16, Paul, following Jesus' view of inspiration, argues from the tense of a single word, “seed."
So, it seems good to follow our Lord's view of the inspiration and authority of Scripture rather than that of the critic. We find the strongest possible support for inerrancy in the Bible itself.

Interpreting the Bible

It has been said that the best way to interpret the Bible is not to interpret it at all! It was written to be understood and obeyed and, therefore, should be read as any other book of information and instruction.
Reason should tell us that if there is a God, He is able to communicate and if He is able to communicate, He is able to do so in a way that will be understood. Since God created mankind for relationship with Himself, it follows that He created language as a vehicle of communication for that purpose as well as for communication with his fellows. If this is indeed the case, He would not then use some strange and hidden meaning to hide His truth, except to those who do not believe in Him (John 12:40).
It is for this reason that we interpret the Bible using a literal hermeneutic. The literal approach to Bible interpretation uses what is called the grammatico-historical method of interpretation. This approach to Scripture takes into account a number of important considerations: context, original languages of the Bible, types of literature, historical background, geographical conditions, and culture. It seeks to bring out of the text the meaning that the writer intended to convey.
This does not mean, as some have erroneously suggested, that we follow a "wooden literalist" approach, by which they mean that we interpret the Bible in a way that one would not interpret any other piece of literature, not recognizing any form of language other than literal. The Bible contains many different kinds of language. Anyone familiar with the Bible should be aware of this. It includes all kinds of figurative language: metaphor, simile, hyperbole, anthropomorphism, etc. Those who allege that the literalists interpret everything literally, down to "the trees of the field shall clap their hands" (Isa. 55:12), show that they are uninformed with regard to this long recognized of hermeneutic.

When we read the Bible we find that the literal approach is the hermeneutic of the Bible. The Old Testament used this method when interpreting itself. For instance, when Daniel says that he learned from Jeremiah that the Captivity would be 70 years in length, he interpreted Jeremiah 25:11 literally. Notice, he did not allegorize the number 70 making it a perfect number or making it stand for an indefinite number of years, as some treat other numerical figures in the Bible. And when the Psalmist spoke of Israel's history in Psalm 78, he used a literal hermeneutic. He recounted all the great miracles of the Exodus, the wilderness wandering, and the establishing of the monarchy. This approach to Biblical interpretation can be seen throughout the Old Testament when one book quotes another.
In the New Testament, the method is exactly the same. When Jesus quotes from the Old Testament, which was written over 1000 years earlier in some cases, He uses the literal method and, in doing so, confirms the historicity of the Old Testament as well as the proper hermeneutic for interpretation. He confirms the historicity of Adam and Eve, the Noaic Deluge, the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch, the Creation, the story of Jonah and many other events. Interesting, isn't it, that our Lord confirmed the very things that skeptics of modern times attack so vociferously.
If Jesus were simply accommodating Himself to the thinking of the people of His day, as some believe, two things can be said: One, He was less than honest with the people, and two, He failed to correct the obvious error in their thinking.


It is also important to note that when one New Testament writer quotes another, he quotes him literally. For example, Paul quotes Luke 10:7 in 1 Timothy 5:18, Peter quotes Paul's teaching of Romans 1 and 2 in 2 Peter 3:15, and James quotes Jesus' Sermon on the Mount numerous times in his epistle. In every case the literal interpretation is followed.
So, the Christian who takes the Bible literally stands in good stead. He follows Jesus, Paul, Peter, James, Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John in the New Testament, and Daniel, David, Hosea and many others in the Old Testament.

Interpreting the Bible, Part 2

As we have said, Jesus followed the literal hermeneutic when interpreting the Old Testament. The Apostles followed Jesus' method of interpretation speaking of Adam and Eve as real historical people, Jonah as an historical person, the Creation, the Flood, the Exodus from Egypt, the wilderness wandering, etc., all in a literal fashion.
Again, the Bible does contain figurative language, as do many other kinds of literature, but this does not keep us from understanding these books any more than it should keep us from understanding the Bible. Authors use figurative devices for emphasis and illustration--not for confusion.
The best rule to follow in reading the Bible is to take it literally unless the context clearly requires a symbolic meaning. When the Bible uses figurative language, it will always make it evident in the context.
The history of interpretation reveals that an extreme form of literal interpretation was followed by the Jewish rabbis of Jesus' day, often missing the intent or purpose behind the texts. This received the condemnation of Jesus (Matt.23:23 - 24; Mark 7:3 - 23).

Medieval interpreters sought a fourfold meaning: literal, moral, allegorical, and allegorical or mystical interpretations for the same text.
Luther and other Reformers rejected the multiple meaning for Biblical passages and sought the single sense. This, according to Luther, should be "...the very simplest, ...the literal, ordinary, natural sense." Literalism in this sense remains as the central focus of conservative Protestant interpretive theory.
Since the Reformation, the literal method of interpretation is represented by at least two attitudes. One, it is true, is rigid, in the tradition of the rabbis of Jesus' day. It is strict and unimaginative. The other, of which Jesus and the Apostles are representative, seeks to apply interpretive principles and rules with a sense of appropriateness and sensitivity. In addition to grammatical and philosophical investigations, these Bible scholars employ information about the author's historical and cultural situation that may aid in interpretation. Differing literary forms and genres are handled with methods suitable to their type. Individual passages are considered within their context "...literalism, means to seek the plain meaning without exaggeration, distortion, or inaccuracy, 11 writes J.J. Stott in the Evangelical Dictionary of Theology.
There are two other significant validations of the literal approach to interpretation. They are prophecy and archaeology. First, with regard to prophecy, the test of a true prophet in the Old
Testament was the literal fulfillment of his prediction (Deut. 18:21 - 22). And second, the prophecy of the Old Testament that has been fulfilled has been fulfilled literally in every case. Take for example the birth of our Lord. The manner, lineage, place, and time of His birth were all predicted in the Old Testament, as were His death, burial and resurrection. Not only so, but these were given in great detail. With regard to archaeology, what the skeptic has railed against has been confirmed again and again by the spade of the archaeologist. "Moses never could have written the first five books of the Old Testament. Moses lived before writing was developed,11 the skeptic says. But then thousands of cuneiform tablets were discovered, some even predating Moses! Some have said, “There is no record in the secular writings of the period that say that Pilate ever existed." But then the archaeologist's spade uncovers an ancient inscription confirming Pilate's existence. The Bible is again proven to be literally true.
Now, the obvious conclusion of all this is that if Jesus and His Apostles took the Old Testament literally, and if the Old Testament writers took other Old Testament books literally, and if the writers of the New Testament took one another's writings literally, then we should do the same.

Who Wrote Genesis?

Skeptics have always doubted the Mosaic authorship of the book of Genesis.
The Documentary Hypothesis, better known as the JEDP Theory or the Graf-Wellhausen Hypothesis, was a theory developed in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries by rationalistic German Scholars who tried to account for the origin of the Pentateuch (the first five books of the Old Testament). The theory developed as a result of unbelief in the truthfulness of the Bible's own claims of authorship and divine inspiration. The Documentary Hypothesis contended that Moses could not have written the Pentateuch because writing had not yet developed in the Middle East. Archeology has since confirmed not only that writing had developed long before Moses' day, but also that a very advanced civilization was already in place. According to the theory, the Pentateuch was supposed to have been a compilation of writings by different authors collected over hundreds of years. The different sources were thought to exist because of what appeared to be parallel stories, linguistic differences, diverse theological ideas, and the use of different names for God. Four different sources, J, E, D, and P, were derived from the Pentateuch (some saw as many as twelve different  sources)  by dissecting the material following these perceived differences. These sources were arranged from the more primitive to the more developed. The "J" materials were those which used the name Jehovah as the name for God. The "E" materials were the parts which used the name Elohim for God. The “D” materials were said to be composed basically of the Book of Deuteronomy. The “P” materials were composed of laws of holiness which came basically from Leviticus 17 - 20 concerning priestly duties. According to the JEDP Theory, one verse could contain materials from all four sources!
The whole idea was premised on an evolutionary view of man and primitive religious development. The theory began to lose credibility following World Wars I and II, both of which came as a blow to the idea of man's upward development (evolution).The discoveries of archeology have also done much to discredit the theory for all but the ultra-liberal who is unwilling to deal with the objective evidence available.
One important discovery, in 1887, was the Tel el Amarna Tablets. These "Archives of Palestine," as they were known, dated from c. 1420 to 1320 B.C., about the time of Moses and Joshua. They were written in Babylonian cuneiform and contained communications to the Egyptian Court from Palestinian officials and Kings. This discovery presented a highly literate civilization in Palestine even before Israelite conquest was completed.
Then came the Serabit el-Khadim inscriptions that were discovered in the Sinai. These inscriptions are dated from the Seventeenth Century B.C., long before Moses. The irregular writing indicates they were written by an ordinary citizen rather than a trained scribe. Scholars have concluded that this Canaanite inscription indicates that Palestinians were well able to read and write in their own language at a much earlier date than the critics once imagined.
Finally, the Ras Al Shamra Tablets were found in what was ancient Ugarit in Syria. These clay tablets were produced around 1400 B.C. in an alphabetic cuneiform dialect of Canaan, closely related to Hebrew.
All of this objective data is available to anyone who might seek an unbiased answer to the question of Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch. Let us be quick to add, however, for the sake of the skeptic, that Mosaic authorship does not imply that the Pentateuch could not have had Moses' obituary appended to it by another hand and still maintain it's claim to Mosaic authorship. The account of Moses' death in Deuteronomy 34 is almost certainly by the hand of Joshua under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit.
Internal evidence for Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch is even more compelling.

Who Wrote Genesis? Part 2

As we have shown previously, liberal scholars reject the antiquity and authorship of the Pentateuch. They conclude that it is the result of much later composition which was gathered gradually from several different sources and eventually merged to form the Pentateuch. All of this is, of course, purely speculative.

       The following diagram shows the essential elements of the JEDP Theory:

               DOCUMENTARY SOURCES OF THE PENTATEUCH
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We believe, on the other hand, that the Pentateuch was written by Moses as it claims.

Furthermore, remarkable archaeological discoveries have confirmed that the Middle East was a highly civilized area and that written was developed long before Moses.
Another interesting insight into the authorship of the Pentateuch is the internal evidence. As one reads the Pentateuch (Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy) he is overwhelmed by its Egyptian character which fits beautifully with the Biblical account of Moses' life. Several things stand out. First, the climate referred to in Exodus is typically Egyptian not Palestinian (cf. the reference to crop sequence in connection with the plague of hail in Exodus 9:31 - 32).	Second, the trees and animals referred to in Exodus through Deuteronomy are all indigenous to Egypt or the Sinai Peninsula, but none of them are peculiar to Palestine. Third, the geographical references betray the lack of familiarity of the writer with Palestine while showing familiarity with Egypt (Gen. 3:10 and Gen. 18). Fourth, the atmosphere of the desert prevails in the Pentateuch. The tent life is everywhere stressed. Fifth, there is technical and linguistic evidence to suggest that Moses or at least someone familiar with Egypt wrote it. The Egyptian names mentioned in the book along with loan words indicate that it was written by one brought up in Egypt. There are more loan words in the Pentateuch than in the rest of the Bible. Finally, the name Jerusalem is never. referred to in the Pentateuch. Since Jerusalem was captured in 1000 B.C. the Pentateuch must have been written before this time, i.e. in Moses' time, and not as critics suggest, hundreds of years later.

While all of these things are extremely interesting and go far to confirm the Bible's own testimony to Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch, the most compelling proof for the Christian who believes in the veracity of God's Word is the Bible itself. The Bible claims Mosaic authorship for the Pentateuch often: Exod. 17:14; 24:4, 7; 34:27; Num. 33:1- 2; Deut. 31:9; 1 Kings 2:3; 2 Kings 14:6; 21:8; Ezra 6:18; Neh. 13:1; Dan. 9:11 - 13; Mal. 4:4.  Christ and His Apostles confirmed Mosaic authorship in John 5:46 - 57; 7:19; Acts 3:22; Rom. 10:5. If Moses did not write the first five books of the Old Testament Jesus and His Apostles were totally mistaken and this throws serious question on the trustworthiness of any part of it.
Today, even liberal theologians admit that they cannot arrive at the source of the Pentateuch and are advocating that the text be studied without looking for the source of the materials. And, while not accepting Mosaic authorship, all but the most unalterably biased have discarded the Documentary Hypothesis.
As a result of the discoveries of archaeology, the internal evidence of the Pentateuch, and most of allI because of the Bible's own claim, we believe that Moses wrote Genesis.
The Synoptic Problem
The first three gospels - Matthew, Mark, and Luke are very similar in their content and expression; as a result, they are called the "Synoptic Gospels." The word synoptic means "to see together with a common view." The similarities have led some to believe that they must have had a common source. The question of how to explain the similarities and differences in these Gospels is called the Synoptic Problem.
An example of the differences, so-called contradictions, is seen in some of the details of the Resurrection accounts in these Gospels. For instance, the Synoptic writers give varying lists of women who went to the tomb early on the morning of the Resurrection. Why does each writer give a substantially different account of what happened?
The critic suggests that these discrepancies militate against the veracity of Scripture. The liberal churchman says they clearly show that the Bible is not without error.
The answer to this dilemma is really quite simple to those who desire to believe the Bible's own claim of infallibility and, at the same time, seek to harmonize these seemingly contradictory accounts. Someone has compared the three Synoptic Gospel writers to three witnesses to an automobile accident. Each witness, when questioned, gives his particular eyewitness account. Each viewed the accident from a slightly different perspective and, therefore, gives slightly different details. This is important corroborating testimony though the details seen by one may not have been seen or thought important by the other. In the case of the differences in the lists of names of the women who went to the tomb on the morning of the Resurrection, the list was determined by the particular information each was given, as the disciples were not present to witness this particular aspect of the Resurrection drama.



When the Synoptic Gospels are compared to the Gospel of John, we find another problem. John lists only one woman, Mary Magdalene, as having gone to the tomb. How do we account for this "contradiction?" Again, the problem is not too difficult to resolve if we examine the passage more carefully. When we read verse two of the twentieth chapter of John, we hear Mary's response to the risen Lord. Thinking Him to have been the gardener, Mary says "They have taken away the Lord out of the sepulcher, and we know not where they have laid Him." The plural "we" indicates the presence of others with her. She, however, is the focal character of John's narrative. He is relating her account.
One writer has pointed out that, "Even if there were discrepancies in the resurrection accounts, they are difficult to harmonize simply because we have insufficient knowledge of the details of the events. The fact of the resurrection would not be discredited. For example, there are discrepancies in the accounts of the Battle of Waterloo given by Wellington, Marshal Ney, and Napoleon. We would not dream, however of denying that the event took place, would we? Another example is the great fire of Rome. Accounts differ as to the extent of the fire, who was responsible, etc. But that Rome burned is not questioned."
In another vein, Earl Palmer makes a very astute observation in his book on the Gospel of John. While not attempting to explain the differences in
the account, he shows the usefulness of these differences in authenticating the trustworthiness of the New Testament documents. He writes, "The differences in names and small details of sequences do not damage for us, some two thousand years later, the historical trustworthiness of the Gospel writers. In fact, our historical suspicions would be more aroused if a swift-moving incident such as this one (i.e. the Resurrection) had been reported by each writer with identical detail. Here, therefore, is another gain for us as historians when we see these differences of accounts in our basic documents. It shows to us, on the one hand, that the early handlers and copiers of the Gospel records did not alter the records to harmonize the narratives. It is remarkable how relatively few additions to the original documents have been made in manuscripts by the early preservers and copiers. It also shows us that each Gospel writer makes his own witness." (The Intimate Gospel by Earl Palmer)
So we see that what, at first reading, may seem to be an insurmountable obstacle, on further reflection not only is resolved, but becomes a strengthening argument for the trustworthiness of the original documents of the New Testament.


The Synoptic Problem, Part 2

When we compare the Synoptic Gospel accounts of the life of Christ to three separate accounts which might be given by eyewitnesses to an auto accident, we are making a valid comparison. Of course, all analogies break down--this one at the point of human fallibility. Witnesses to an accident may be in error. Their memories may lapse. They may be prejudiced. But in the case of the transmission of the Scriptures, the human witnesses were aided by the supernatural agency of the Holy Spirit in inspiration, so that their recording of the Scriptures was preserved from error. The witnesses, even in this instance, were not infallible, but God so superintended what they wrote that, without waving their individual personality, literary style, or vocabulary, God's complete and connected thought towards men was recorded.
What we are saying, then, is that the witnesses saw the same thing, but gave differing details of what they saw, depending upon the purpose for which they were writing. This in no way militates against the doctrine of the Verbal Inspiration of Scripture.  In fact, the testimony of Scripture is that three witnesses are better than one in the matter of law (Deut. 19:15}.
If the Bible were merely a human book, then we might expect all sorts of errors, but it claims to be more than a mere product of men. It claims to be
the very Word of God (2 Tim. 3:16}. Some refuse to admit this essential difference and choose to look at the Bible as they do any other piece of literature. But the Bible says, "The Scripture came not by the will of man, but holy men of God spoke as they were moved by the Holy Spirit" (2 Pet. 1:21). The Holy Spirit directed the human authors of Scripture so that God's Word was recorded without error in the original autographs (manuscripts}. Again, if one approaches the Bible as God's message to men and sees something that doesn't fit, he will say, "I don't understand it, but I'll seek to understand it," and he will look for an explanation. That is where faith comes in.
When someone objects to the authority of Scripture on the grounds that it is "historically relative,11 he is rejecting the doctrine of Inspiration. The Gospels, in fact, are absolute truth, because they were given by inspiration of
God.

Second, the fact that Paul's didn"t mention women as witnessing the Resurrection" was not because of some Jewish bias against women. His other teachings concerning women clearly belie that idea. His statement in Galatians 3:28 is the rallying cry of feminist groups, even though they wrongly interpret it as obliterating any role differentials in male-female relationships. There may be any number of reasons why Paul did not mention the women, but, in order to see them, one must be looking for answers rather than loopholes. First Paul does not profess to be giving a complete list of the appearances of the resurrected Lord. He does not mention the Emmaus Road appearance at all. Second, he mentions only the Apostles, himself included, to show that they were in perfect agreement on the subject of the resurrection of the dead about which he was writing.
There will always be problems when we read the Bible because we are grappling with the infinite mind of God. But it is the predisposition of one's approach to Scripture that determines his attitude toward it. If he approaches it as the message of God, he will look for answers to his questions rather than hold them up for ridicule.


Inclusive Language
Newsweek Magazine (October 24, 1983) reported that the National Council of Churches has released a "provisional and experimental lectionary - a book of Scripture lessons and Gospel readings - with Biblical texts scrubbed clean of sexist, male - oriented language."
Rosemary Radford Ruether, a prominent feminist theologian, refers to the deity as "God/ess." Rita Gross believes God is a "bisexual androgynous deity."
One of the tenants of the New Age Movement is goddess worship in an attempt to replace "male­ oriented patriarchal religion" such as the Judea­ Christian religion. This new goddess worship is really nothing more than the old paganism and is connected to the worship of "Mother Earth" and "Wicca," or a return to witchcraft.
The question of sexist language in the Bible (God as male) was first raised by the Feminist Movement in the late 60's and has since been taken up by many mainline churches. Leading the way has been the National Council of Churches. These churches generally have a low view of the inspiration of Scripture. They see the Bible as the product of men rather than what it claims to be -­ the very Word of God. It is because of this low view of inspiration that they have little difficulty in changing the Bible's language to accommodate their own biases. They take literary license that one would not think of taking with any other piece of literature. The evangelical believes that the Bible is the only absolute standard of morality and faith in a world of changing values.
Proponents of "inclusive language" argue that, because God is androgynous (male/female), feminine language should also be used. But God is not androgynous! He is beyond human sexuality, for God is not human, but spirit. When Scripture uses masculine pronouns for God, such as "He,11 it speaks of personality (generic) rather than masculinity/femininity (specific). While the Bible uses feminine imagery of God to show His great tenderness and compassion, He is never referred to as "She."
One writer has tersely written, "We are in danger of changing the image of God into a reflection of the sexual confusion of our secular society, a deity who has more in common with Hermaphroditus (the son of Hermes and Aphrodite in Greek mythology who became joined in one body with the nymph Salnacis) than with Yahweh, the Father of Jesus. 11 (Joel Nederhood)
The consequences of such radical revision are many: the integrity of Scripture is assailed; man's subordinate relationship to God is diminished; the Biblical view of male-female relationships is distorted or lost; God's order in creation is attacked; male leadership in marriage is destroyed
or confused; the responsibility of submission of the wife to her husband is destroyed, and the whole divine institution of marriage is attacked.
Inclusive Language, Part 2

Time Magazine (May 6, 1991) reported that 11 ... a book by two United Methodist pastors proposes experimental Bible readings about the crucifixion that replaces [the name] Jesus with Sophia (Wisdom), a name for the divine personality used by Goddess - minded Christians." ("Sophia" has a feminine ending in Greek.)
Feminists also react against God's order of the sexes and attack it at every opportunity. They attack the Bible and its pronouncements on the subject of marriage as being archaic and outmoded. They reject the authority of God in their lives as does the liberal churchman.
But the point is, God chose to create two sexes, not one. He chose to create Adam, the man, first and so established him as head of the race and man as head of his wife; and God revealed Himself in masculine nouns, pronouns, adjectives, and verb forms. When God decided to invade history, He chose to do so as a man. It was God's option to reveal Himself in the person of Ghrist. All the great types of Christ in the Old Testament were male (Adam, Isaac, Joseph, Moses, and David).
The sacrificial system specified only male animals which typified the Son of God. All prophecy of the Messiah was of a male child. In fact, 1 Timothy 2:12 - 14 says that a woman is prohibited from ruling or exercising authority over men because of the Fall.

While God is beyond sex, He has revealed Himself in the Bible as Father. Jesus always referred to God as Father and taught His disciples to address God as their Father (Matt. 6:9).
The sexes were created, at least in part, to illustrate God's relationship to the creature. Israel is represented as the wife of Jehovah and the Church as the Bride of Christ. Both metaphors illustrate man's responsibility to God and God's relationship to man. The divine institution of marriage was designed to picture this relationship. Wives are to obey their husbands as they do the Lord. But this submission is only half the equation. The other side is that husbands are to love their wives as Christ loved the Church and gave Himself for it. The husband is to be a loving leader according to the Bible. With this arrangement, the wife's submission is a joy rather than a burden (Eph. 5:22 - 24). And the husband is to submit to the leadership of Jesus Christ (1 Cor. 11:3). As God is the provider, protector, and leader spiritually, so the husband is to be to the wife in the physical realm. Again, God has ordained a certain order in creation for man's wellbeing, and this priority of creation is a very important distinction in the analogy. "Adam was first formed and then the woman" (1 Tim. 2:13). God created Adam first and thus established him as head of the race. He has designed men and women to fulfill that divine order and it is when they do so that they receive the maximum benefit and fulfillment in life. If these metaphors are to be meaningful, the original language of the Bible cannot be changed.
So, to alter the masculine language of the Bible is to ignore inspiration, obliterate God's ordained order of the sexes, distort the meaning of marriage metaphors, fail to regard the sacrificial types of the Old Testament as well as typical individuals, and reject prophetic pronouncements. In short, it is an attack on the Scripture, marriage, and the Savior.
Therefore, as much as feminists, New Agers and liberal churchmen would like to have us address God as "Mother," we must follow our Lord's own teaching and address Him as Father. We must be faithful to the Scripture.

Which Bible?
There are at least two important considerations when determining which Bible is the best Bible. They are (1) which Greek text is closest to the original autographs (manuscripts, mss), and (2) what approach did the translators take in their work: (a) dynamic equivalency or (b) formal equivalency?
First, which Greek text is the best or nearest to the original? The Greek text for the KJV or Authorized Version is also known as the Textus Receptus (TR or Received Text) and was compiled by Erasmus from 10th and 11th century manuscripts of the Greek text. The KJV of the Bible was published in 1611. It continued as the English-speaking world's Bible of choice until 1881 even though there were other English translations available.
Beginning in the mid to late 1800s, a number of more ancient manuscripts of the New Testament were discovered in Egypt and in the Vatican Library in Rome. These manuscripts were assigned dates in the 4th and 5th centuries, much older than the manuscripts used for the Textus Receptus by Erasmus. Because of their antiquity, they were considered by scholars to be more accurate because copying by hand over the hundreds of years would supposedly have resulted in scribal errors (apart from God's sovereign control). The primary ancient manuscripts discovered were the Sinaiticus, the Alexandrinus, and the Vaticanus. The possibility that these more ancient mss survived because they were rejected texts is seldom entertained.
In 1881 a team of rationalistic critical scholars, Wescott and Hort, produced a new Greek text. It was supposed to be a revision of the Textus Receptus but was instead a Greek text based on the older manuscripts. Almost all modern translations are based on this text by Wescott and Hort:  RV, NRSV, ASV, NASV, NIV, Good News Bible, and the Living Bible.
The problem with the Wescott and Hort text is that they rejected the supernatural. They were rationalistic. This thinking had to have affected the readings of the text they produced, as will be shown.
Moreover, in the last hundred years or so, over 5000 other manuscripts and manuscript fragments of the New Testament have been discovered, some dating to within 150 years of the originals. Ninety-nine percent of these manuscripts and fragments are in harmony with the KJV.
The second consideration when thinking about which Bible is best, is what approach to translating the Greek text was used by the translators: dynamic equivalency or formal equivalency?

Dynamic equivalency means that the text was translated with the idea of giving the sense of the meaning of the original rather than a word- for-word translation. Dynamic equivalency focuses more on the meaning and spirit of the original text than the structure and form. It is less literal. It looks at thought for thought or sense for sense. This approach sounds good because much is lost in translation from one language to another, but the problem is the subjective nature of the approach. Wescott and Hort were rationalistic textural critics. They rejected the authority of supernatural revelation and appealed to human reason. They were unwilling to commit themselves to the inerrancy of the original Scripture. Zane Hodges, late professor of New Testament Literature at Dallas Theological Seminary, has written, "It would be naive in the extreme to suppose when individual or collective judgment is made the final court of appeal, that the rationalism of those who exercise this judgment can have had nothing to do with the final result."

Formal equivalency means translating word-for­ ward, (translating the meanings of words and phrases in a more literal way), keeping literal fidelity. It intends to achieve equivalence between the original text and translated text, and to some extent reflect the linguistic features such as vocabulary, grammar, syntax, and structure of the original language which has great impact on the accuracy and correctness of the translation.

After examining these two criteria for which Bible is the best Bible, our conclusion is that the one that is based on the Textus Receptus, and formal equivalency is best. In our opinion the KJV and the NKJV would be the best Bible translations for getting the actual meaning of the original manuscript of the Greek New Testament. 
There are several modern translations that may also be recommended that follow the formal equivalency (literal) method in translation, but do not follow the TR: the English Standard Bible and the New American Standard Bible.
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