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TEXTUAL ISSUES – DR. HERB SAMWORTH 
 
What are we to say to people regarding the order of the books in the Bible? That 
people say “men” chose the order to undermine its authority? 
 
What is the Apocrypha? Why is it in some Bibles? Is it inspired? Is it the Word of God? 
 
What are we to say to people about the order of the books in the Bible? First, we have to 
keep in mind the order of the books in the Old Testament was set by the Jews. They grouped 
them in three categories: the books of Moses, the Former Prophets (Joshua to II Kings) and 
Latter Prophets (Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and the twelve Minor Prophets called the Book of 
the Twelve), and the books called the Writings. The Jewish Scriptures and the Christian Old 
Testament contain the exact same material. 
 
The books called the Apocrypha were written in Hebrew and Greek during the so-called 
four hundred silent years between Malachi and the beginning of the New Testament. They 
were never accepted by the Jews as being canonical because they lacked the quality of 
inspiration although they do contain some valuable historical material. 
 
Although they were never accepted by the Jews as inspired, they were included in the Greek 
translation of the Old Testament known as the Septuagint. This was done about the year 
150 BC. When Jerome revised and translated the Latin Vulgate Bible around AD 400, he was 
required to insert them although he doubted their inspiration. In a fit of pique, he placed 
them between the Old and New Testaments although they had been grouped at times with 
the Old Testament books. 
 
During the Council of Trent (1545-63) the Roman Catholic Church established the Vulgate 
as the standard version of the Bible. As a result, they are considered by the Roman Catholic 
Church to be inspired and to be Scripture. 
 
In the New Testament, the Gospels were logically placed first, followed by the book of Acts. 
There was debate then over the following books and some manuscripts have what are 
called the General Epistles placed after Acts but it was recognized early on that the Epistles 
of Paul were the foundational books on teaching of the new life in Christ and thus were 
placed after Acts and then followed by the General Epistles and finally the book of the 
Revelation. I believe the canonical order is a demonstration of the providence of God in 
guiding individuals to arrange the books of the New Testament in the order that we find in 
Bibles today. 
 
What do we say to those who say there is only one manuscript/translation tradition 
to the exclusion of all others? I take this to refer to the King James Only view.  

• There are several aspects of this that range from a King James Preference to the 
extent that only the King James Version is reliable and even able to correct the Greek 
text. It is important to remember there are advantages to have a single translation 
used in a local assembly for teaching, Scripture memorization, congregational 
reading of Scripture, etc. 
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• However, for some it becomes not a matter of preference but of orthodoxy. That is 
where the difficulties arise. In its most extreme form, it amounts to the theory of 
double inspiration (of the original texts themselves and of its preserved translation 
(KJV). Most people that hold this view have not truly understood the implications of 
what they believe and would deny double inspiration but that is because they have 
not thought through thoroughly the implications. 

• There is simply no value in engaging in a controversy with them. When something is 
a matter of belief and orthodoxy, it is difficult to argue objectively. 

• Perhaps the best way is to review the history of textual transmission. Since the time 
of Erasmus, older manuscripts written in capital (uncial) letters have been 
discovered. However, many times those who hold to the KJV Only view believe they 
are corrupt because they originated in Africa. 

• However, two things are true. The early editors of the Greek New Testament 
(Erasmus, Stephanus et. al.) never were convinced that their work was complete. 
They located and incorporated additional manuscripts and sought to make the text 
as accurate as possible. Also in the second place, the differences between the textus 
receptus and the critical text involve only one word in a thousand which means that 
nine hundred and ninety-nine words out of one thousand are in agreement. Although 
the textual variants are important because we are dealing with the inspired Word of 
God, no major doctrine of Scripture is compromised. The discovery of additional  
manuscripts enforces the belief in the providence of God that He has preserved His 
Word through the centuries as He promised to Jeremiah over twenty six hundred 
years before. If we hold a different view, let us seek win others to our view by living 
for the Lord and showing them a better way and not engage in bitterness and name 
calling. 

 
Who had the original manuscripts during the middle Ages? 
 
The short, and correct, answer is that no one did. The original manuscripts called the 
autographs no longer were extant. What we possess are called apographs or copies. Most of 
these copies were kept in Cathedral Schools or monasteries in the West while in the East 
they were still being used by the Church because it was a Greek speaking Church. A 
regulation of what was called the Rule of St. Benedict required monks to read and copy the 
Scriptures. Much of this work was done in Ireland during the early middle Ages. What the 
Irish monks did gave rise to a book entitled How the Irish Saved Civilization because they 
preserved the Word of God and by extension civilization itself. 
 
How was it decided where to make the verse divisions in the Bible? 
 
Verse divisions in Scripture are credited to Robert Stephanus, the Royal Printer to the King 
of France who fled to Geneva to escape persecution. In the 1551 fourth edition of his Greek 
New Testament he used verse divisions for the first time. We really do not know the basis of 
his divisions. It was probably his understanding of the text where the text divided. The first 
English Bible to use verse divisions was the 1557 Geneva New Testament edited by William 
Whittingham. They were also used in the Geneva Bible of 1560. 
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How do we choose a particular translation of God’s Word? 
 
There are basically two goals: accuracy or faithfulness to the text and communication to the 
reader. There are two basic translation theories: the formal and the dynamic equivalence. 
The first theory is called formal because it seeks the word in the receptor language that is 
closest to the meaning in the source language. The New American Standard Bible (NASB) is 
an example of this.  However, it has been criticized because it appears to be too literal or 
wooden in English. The second theory is the Dynamic Equivalence because it seeks to 
translate the word in the source language with a word in the receptor language that carries 
the cultural meaning of the source culture. An example of this would be the New 
International Version (NIV). However, it has been faulted because on occasions, it has 
changed the meaning of the words. The task of the translator is to translate not to interpret. 
One has liberty to read the NIV but for close study purposes, it is probably best to use the 
formal translations. 
 
Which is the best translation today? 
 
If we refer to one of the modern translations, it would probably be the English Standard 
Version. It is a formal translation, seeks to communicate in clear English, and uphold a high 
standard of English readability. The Geneva Version of 1560 is no longer used and has a 
different textual base and the English of the time of Shakespeare. The Luther Bible was 
translated into German by Martin Luther and stated his goal was to make Moses speak 
German. 
 
The state and quality of the translations is very high. If the translators are faithful to their 
responsibility, they must translate what the text states and not their opinions and biases. I 
would not have the ability to state whether all translators have done this or not. 
 
Are all Bible translations supported by original language scholarship? 
 
Certainly, all which are the works of translation committees because of peer review. 
However, the Living Bible (a paraphrase done by Ken Taylor) was from the King James 
Bible. He did it for his children. 
 
What are your thoughts that Bible translation committees should be diverse to get 
the proper “voices?” 
 
Without seeking to be snarky, the Bible translation committee’s objective is to get the 
“voice” of God. There are three qualifications for translators: spiritual persons who love the 
Word of God; experts in the source language, and experts in the receptor language. 
However, remember that to be an expert requires understanding of the history and culture 
of the background in which it was originally given. It does not matter what the racial 
makeup of the committee is, the genders, etc. Their task is to translate faithfully the Word of 
the living God. Today there are so-called special interest Bibles for different groups of 
persons, e. g. women, athletes, young people, etc. That deals more with hermeneutical 
interpretation and application rather than translation. 
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THE KING JAMES BIBLE – DR. HERB SAMWORTH 
 
The printing of the King James Bible in 1611 was the culmination of the printing of the 
English Bible begun by William Tyndale in 1525 in Cologne, Germany. The first generation 
of English Bibles included the Tyndale New Testament, Pentateuch, Coverdale Bible, 
Matthews Bible and the Great Bible. (1525-39) 
 
The textual basis for the above Bibles was the Erasmus Greek New Testament for the New 
Testament books while the Hebrew text for the Old Testament books is not definitely 
known.  
 
It is critical we remember that the translators were constantly seeking to update both the 
Greek text of the New Testament and the use of better or more accurate English words for 
better communication. In 1550 that Robert Stephanus printed what was later called the 
textus receptus (Received Text) although the words themselves were not used before 1633. 
Practically all Bibles translated into the languages of Europe (German, French, Italian, etc.) 
were translated from this basic Greek Text. 
 
During the reign of Mary Tudor of England (1553-58), a group of English exiles printed 
what came to be called the Geneva Bible following the spirit of William Tyndale. It was 
translated by a committee, printed in Roman type, had verse divisions, printed in a quarto 
or small size, and with marginal notes. The goal was to make the Bible both accessible and 
intelligible to the average person. This was in agreement with Tyndale’s goal of making the 
ploughboy know the Scriptures and his conviction that it was impossible to establish the 
people in any truth except the Scriptures were available in their native language so they 
could follow the progress, order, and meaning of the text. 
 
Their desires were frustrated when Elizabeth refused to sanction the Geneva Bible for use 
in the church, opting rather for a revision of the Great Bible known as the Bishops’ Bible. 
 
In the Hampton Court Palace meeting between James I and his bishops and representatives 
of the Puritans in 1604, it was decided to have a new translation to settle the rivalry 
between the Geneva Version and the Bishops’ Bible. James ordered that this translation was 
to be based on a revision of the Bishops’ Bible, have no notes, and use traditional 
ecclesiastical language such as church, priests, etc. These words had not been used by 
Tyndale and other translators because their meanings had been defined by the church and 
supported its teaching. 
 
With this background of the King James Version in mind, let’s deal with some questions: 
 

• What is the major difference between the KJV and the modern versions? Simply 
stated it is the textual basis of the translation. The KJV was translated from the Greek 
text called the textus receptus while the majority of the so-called Modern Versions 
(including the New American Standard Bible, American Standard Version, Revised 
Standard Version, and the English Standard Version) are translated from the Greek 
Text called the critical text which was edited by Westcott and Hort. This critical text 
used readings from recently discovered Greek manuscripts that were unknown to 
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Erasmus, Stephanus, and others of the 16th century. Thus the textual basis of the two 
Bibles is different although the differences between the two Greek texts do not affect 
a major doctrine of the Word of God. Also the two Bibles reflect changes in the 
English language that had taken place over the centuries. 

• Is the King James Bible an accurate translation? Yes, it was a formal translation 
done by six committees that included the finest Hebrew and Greek scholars in 
England of the 17th century. In today’s terms, we could call it “state of the art.” 
However, it must be kept in mind that the KJV translators were required to use 
ecclesiastic words which at times do not reflect the true meaning of the Greek.  

• However, you stated that it was not as accurate as the Geneva Bible so how 
could it be an improvement over the Geneva version? Is it inferior? Answer, it is 
important to remember that the textual basis of the Geneva and the King James 
Version was the same. However, I do believe that the English of the Geneva Bible was 
better at times because it reflected more accurate the meaning of the Greek words. 
For example (and we must remember to read this is context of the 17th century) the 
word church at that time in history referred to the Roman Church and its officials 
and excluded the laity while the word congregation used by Tyndale included the 
laity as well. This would also refer to the word priest used by the church. Tyndale 
used the word senior. The notes in the Geneva Bible helped people understand the 
basic teachings of the Bible while no notes were permitted in the King James Bible. 

• Are we missing anything in the KJV which was in the Geneva Bible? Remember 
the differences were in the use and meanings of English ecclesiastic words and the 
lack of explanatory notes. As a result, we are missing some of the explanations that 
the Geneva translators included. But all in all the KJV is a good translation. 

• How would you compare the KJV with the ESV? Both represent the state of 
Biblical scholarship when they were translated. The major difference would be in the 
textual basis: KJV used the textus receptus and the ESV uses the critical text. Also 
keep in mind the changes in meaning of words that occur in the English language. 
The ESV seeks to model itself on the KJV in felicity of the King James Version while 
adhering to a faithful translation of the Greek text. Both represent the best in Biblical 
scholarship of their time with the differences of the texts from which they were 
translated and the changes in the English language. 

 
 
ENGLISH & OTHER HISTORICAL QUESTIONS – DR. HERB SAMWORTH 
 
Where did the term “Lollard” come from? 
 
The Lollards were the persons who helped distribute the Bibles translated by John Wyclif 
and his assistants. They would take manuscript copies of the books of the Bible, go to the 
various villages and read the text of Scripture. They were prominent during the 15 th century 
(1400-1500). 
 
They were also called Christian brethren or Bible men because of their association with the 
Scriptures. In many ways, they helped prepare the way for the English Reformation of the 
16th century. 
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Because of the Constitutions of Oxford (1407/1408), the Bible in English was prohibited. As 
the Lollards continued to help disseminate the Scriptures, they were declared heretical. 
Another law passed in 1401 permitted the punishment of heretics by the national 
government. Walter Sawtry (1401) and John Badby (1410) were two of the first Lollards 
burned at the stake. As a result, the movement went underground and many Lollards 
outwardly conformed to the Anglican Church. 
 
The term “Lollard” has been defined in several ways. First, it means a thistle or bramble 
which the Lollards were because they were a thorn in the side of the English clergy. Second, 
it has been defined as “to mumble” or to speak “sotto voce” or softly. This definition refers 
to their ways of secretly disseminating the Scriptures. 
 
Describe the conflict between Sir Thomas More and William Tyndale. 
 
I would say the conflict between the two men was due to their different world views. Sir 
Thomas was a faithful member of the English/Roman Church which had banned the Bible in 
1408. For him, the Church was supreme. While he advocated that some portions of 
Scripture could be given to selected persons, he remained unconvinced that the English 
people needed the Word of God in their vernacular language. 
 
In contrast, Tyndale believed in the Word of God as the supreme authority. For people to 
know the truth, they had to have the Scriptures in the vernacular language. Thus he 
dedicated his life to the translation of Scripture into the English language. 
 
They were two great men. More was a Knight, a graduate of Oxford, Greek scholar, the 
author of Utopia, formerly Lord Chancellor, etc. but was an ardent defender of the Church. 
There was an exchange of books the two men outlining their respective positions. More 
wrote two against Tyndale and Tyndale replied to the first but not the second. It appears 
that More had a fixation against Tyndale and thought he was the epitome of rebellion 
against authority. While More did die courageously for his faith in the church, Tyndale died 
for his efforts to give the Bible to the English people. Therein, lies the difference between 
the two men. 
 
Is the Catholic Bible used today similar to the Rheims New Testament of 1582 which 
upholds tradition more than the correct translation? 
 
The official Bible of the Roman Catholic Church remains the Latin Vulgate. The Rheims NT of 
1582 was translated from the Vulgate.  However, the English translation used today by the 
RCC is called the New American Bible. The New American Bible is translated from the Greek 
for the New Testament and Hebrew for the Old Testament. The New American Bible (NAB) 
does contain the books of the Apocrypha. The Apocrypha was never accepted by the Jews as 
having canonical status although it was included in the Greek translation of the Old 
Testament called the Septuagint. Thus, it upholds the traditional doctrines of the RCC 
because some of their teachings have their origin in the Apocrypha. An example of this 
would be the prayers for the dead which is not taught in the canonical Scriptures. 
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What would you say to someone who reads extensively of the writings of the early 
church and filters and understands the Bible through that lens? 
 
My thought is that this deals more with interpretation of the Bible and hermeneutics than of 
textual issues and translation. During the time of the Church Fathers (AD 100 – AD 500) 
various orthodox doctrines were established to which we adhere today. For example: the 
orthodox doctrine of God is that there is one God and three Persons (doctrine of the 
Trinity), the orthodox doctrine of the Person of Christ (one Person with two natures), the 
orthodox doctrine of man (a sinner in the need of grace which God graciously gives and 
underneath man’s apparent goodness is a fallen, sinful nature). During the time of the 
Reformation, the reformers did go back to the Church Fathers and through them to the 
apostolic witness of John, Peter, Paul, etc. When the Church Fathers agreed with Scripture, 
especially the writings of Augustine, the reformers followed then. If there was 
disagreement, the reformers followed the Scripture. The doctrine of sola scriptura teaches 
that the final authority for all matters of belief and practice was the Word of God. It is also 
important to note there were seeds of error even in the best of the Church Fathers including 
Augustine, etc.. Example would be on the nature of the church, the role of the Papacy, etc. So 
my counsel to such persons would be that they should go back to the pure fountain of 
Scripture because some of the streams coming from the Church Fathers have been polluted.  
 
There is a theory around the idea that the NT writers wrote in Aramaic not Koine 
Greek. 
 
Although there is a tradition that the Gospel of Matthew was first written in Hebrew, no 
substantial evidence exists that such was the case. In other words, no texts of Matthew in 
Hebrew have been preserved. It is almost certain that all the New Testament books were 
originally written in Koine (common, spoken, and written) Greek. This would be reasonable 
because the lingua franca (common language) was Koine Greek. This would be understood 
by the majority of the people of the Roman Empire. That is not to say that the Biblical 
writers did not know Hebrew because Paul certainly did but they sought to reach the widest 
possible audience. 
 
Can you explain the translation for the Russian Orthodox Bible? 
 
The origin of this was the work of the brothers Cyril and Methodius who were sent to the 
Slavic people around AD 863. At that time the Slavic people had no written language so Cyril 
developed an alphabet that came to be called the Cyrillic alphabet. They translated the Bible 
into what was called Old Church Slavonic and this is the textual base of the Russian 
language and hence of modern Russian Bible as well. 
 
Were the political and religious leaders in Scotland as resistant to receiving the Bible 
in the vernacular language as the English between 1382 and 1611? 
 
To answer this question, we must keep in mind that the Roman Catholic Church held control 
over Scotland until the time of John Knox. In other words, the Reformation in Scotland really 
did not begin until Knox returned to Scotland in 1559. Previous to this early Reformers such 
as Patrick Hamilton and George Wishart were put to death in 1528 and 1546 respectively. 
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So the short answer is that political and religious leaders were adverse to the Bible. The first 
Bible printed in Scotland was the Geneva Version (originally printed in 1560) in 1576 for 
the New Testament and 1579 for the complete Bible. Thomas Bassandyne was the printer of 
the New Testament and Alexander Arbuthnet completed the printing of the Old Testament 
in 1579. It became known as the Bassandyne – Arbuthnet Bible. One of the ironies of history 
is that James VI of Scotland (James I of England) was taught from the Geneva Bible but he 
claimed that he never saw a good translation of the Bible. Thus he gave approval for the 
translation of the King James Version. A possible reason is that the notes of the Geneva Bible 
favored the Reformed/Presbyterian form of church government which taught the equality 
of teaching and ruling elders while James considered to be a divine right ruler and the head 
of the Church which has the episcopal form of church government. 
 
 
 
UNDERSTANDING THE BIBLE – PASTOR VLADIMIR MITSUK 
 
How do you answer those who say the Bible passages contradict themselves? 
 
First of all, I’d ask for examples of specific passages they are referring to, since most people 
who make such claims never read the Bible for themselves, but instead they simply echo the 
accusations of the critics. Once we have specific examples, we can talk about individual 
passages and see if they actually contradict themselves or if it’s just a matter of poor study, 
poor hermeneutics (genre, literary devices used, textual, historical and cultural contexts, 
etc.), or plain ignorance of how the specific passage relates to the whole message of 
Scripture. Most of the apparent contradictions brought up by the critics of Scripture have 
been addressed by biblical scholars, who provide satisfactory explanations and 
harmonization.  
 
One thing to keep in mind for anyone who claims that Scripture contradicts itself is that we 
have to differentiate between a “contradiction” and a “mystery”. There are truths in the 
Bible that a human mind cannot comprehend, and we must approach the Bible with the 
presupposition that there will be mysteries which will be impossible to comprehend. The 
main reason for this is that the Bible is the revelation of an infinite and transcendent God 
(Rom 11:33-36; Ps 145:3). In the Scripture God is opening up to us truth that transcends the 
created realm and opens up to us eternal concepts. This is true especially when one 
considers the nature of God Himself. For example, the Scripture continually speaks of God 
existing as one being in three distinct persons (Father, Son and the Holy Spirit). All three 
persons are referred to as “God”, while emphasizing that there is only one God. Now, within 
our physical world and the boundaries of human knowledge we only know of “beings” who 
are one person. We know of no equivalent to the way Scripture describes a Triune God. 
Throughout church history people tried to find a simple analogy of the Trinity, but even if 
you take the whole created world and nature there isn’t anything that would satisfactorily 
and accurately represent the Trinity. In Isaiah 40:25 God says, “To whom then will you liken 
Me that I would be his equal?” Now, this is where the human critics go wrong. They 
encounter the doctrine of the Trinity in the Scripture and they label it as a “contradiction” 
just because it is beyond their comprehension. They don’t allow for the possibility that the 
nature of God could be something they never heard of or imagined in this universe before. 
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That is why whenever they find a “being”, they expect to find “one person.” But could it 
possibly be that there is a different category a “being” who exists in three persons? Only if 
you allow the Bible to define the truth, not our limited minds. 
 
This brings me to my last point. Bible readers must always remember that they are not in a 
position to criticize the Scripture and determine what is true and what is false. If the Bible is 
what it claims to be, namely, the Word of God, then we must allow the Bible to dictate our 
beliefs. God is the ultimate source of knowledge and unless a bible critic will claim that he 
possesses perfect, complete knowledge of everything there is to know in the universe 
(which I don’t think anyone will) he must submit his mind to someone who knows all 
things, and who is the source of all there is to know. Whenever a human being labels 
something as a contradiction in the Bible, he places himself as the judge and illustrates that 
his reason is the ultimate standard of truth.  
 
What does the Bible say about how it works in a believer’s life? What promises does it 
provide? 
 
The Bible is truth. Truth is reality. Truth defines the things the way they really are. When we 
look at the world around us, we always interpret it. We look for questions such as what is 
the meaning of life, why am I here, where I came from, what is marriage, why build 
relationships, why go to work, and many others. Some have tried to provide explicit 
answers to these questions, which can be found in numerous books written by philosophers 
and other great minds in history. Other answers we don’t put on paper but our actions and 
the way we structure our life speaks for itself. For example, the person may never verbally 
acknowledge that he lives to fulfill his desires and satisfy his lusts, but by consistently 
getting drunk and hanging out at night clubs he shows what his philosophy of life is. Jesus 
once gave an example of a rich man who said, “Soul, you have many goods laid up for many 
years to come; take your ease, eat, drink and be merry” (Luke 12:19). That is the philosophy 
of life for many people today, although not many of them will explicitly and consciously 
admit it. The point is, we live in this world and we cannot live without interpreting it.  
 
Now, the Bible says that a man without God is a man who lives in darkness and is blinded by 
Satan (2 Cor 4:4; Eph 2:1-3; Tit 3:3). Because a spiritually dead man abides in the kingdom 
of darkness, he has no option but to interpret the world falsely, in the light of Satan’s lies. 
Again, it is impossible for him to do otherwise because, according to Scripture, he is a slave 
of sin and he believes the lies of Satan (John 3:20; John 8:44). Satan has presented to people 
his philosophy of life and that is why people live that lie. For example, the biggest lie people 
believe is independence from God (which is also the root of the very first sin in the garden 
of Eden). Spiritually dead men don’t seek for God because they don’t want accountability. 
They live for themselves and they think that is true freedom, while the Bible clearly calls it 
bondage to sin and pleasures (Tit 3:3). Another area of Satan’s lies is in the realm of family 
and relationships. People get married in order to use the other person for their pleasures. 
As soon as they stop receiving what they want from them, they want a divorce. They 
completely redefine marriage, according to what they think it should be. In relationships, 
people get angry whenever other people don’t recognize them or give them due honor and 
respect. Again, this happens because they believe a lie that everyone around them owes 
them something. If you analyze the world around you, you will see hundreds of lies people 
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believe every day, and those lies shape their life, their values, their reactions, their 
priorities, etc.   
 
This is why we need the Word of God—to expose the devils lies and to give us the truth. 
This is the biggest way the Bible works in a believer’s life. Whenever we believe what the 
Bible says, and we allow it to be our highest authority, it opens up to us the proper way to 
interpret the world around us, including our personal life.  
 
Here is one of the biggest promises the Bible gives in regards to how it will work in a 
believer’s life—“ If you continue in My word, then you are truly disciples of Mine; and you 
will know the truth, and the truth will make you free” (John 8:32-33). Biblical truth liberates 
us from the lies of the devil. It exposes them. How foolish would it be for a blind man to ask 
another blind man to help him get across the street. We need someone that can see to guide 
us. Someone who can tell us the way things really are. And only God can do that. He created 
us. He created this universe. He designed us. No one besides the designer knows how we 
were created to function. God says what the root problem of humanity is—it is that we once 
believed a lie of Satan and by believing that lie sin entered into the world, and it continues 
to dominate in the lives of billions of people today. That is why God brings the truth into the 
world in a form of a book, which we call the Bible. The Bible brings light which must be a 
lamp to our feet and a light to our path (Ps 119:105).  
 
The problem of humanity is that in their sin they don’t recognize that their judgment is 
impaired. They don’t want someone to tell them how they should think because they believe 
they know better. That is exactly why the Bible will only work in those who believe. The 
question above is worded very accurately—“How does the Bible work in a believer’s life?” It 
will not work in the life of an unbeliever, because every person needs to acknowledge his 
incompetency to interpret reality and submit oneself under the authority of God’s Word. 
 
What do you say to someone who says the Bible is too difficult to read and 
understand in today’s society? 
 
It is difficult to answer this question without knowing exactly what the author is referring 
to. For example, if this question is referring to a difficulty of translation and understanding 
certain English words, I’d recommend getting an easier-to-read translation such as NIV or 
NLT. However, since the question specifies “in today’s society”, perhaps the author is 
referring to the challenges brought up by the 21st century to a Bible reader. Some of these 
challenges include post-modern thinking (a rejection of objective truth), short attention 
span (closely related to the advancement in technology and introduction of various 
gadgets), a culture that promotes laziness, immensely busy lifestyle, opportunities for a self-
centered lifestyle, etc. I think we need to be discerning regarding the challenges of modern 
21st century American lifestyle, and to see how the devil uses things that are not sinful in 
and of themselves, in order to distract us from reading and studying God’s Word. For 
example, I could never make a biblical argument that buying an iPhone is sinful. However, if 
Christians would honestly consider the amount of time and attention that the iPhone steals 
from their life, they would see why they have a hard time concentrating on studying 
Scripture.  
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Since the question is fairly general, I will give a general answer. 
 
My very first question in response is—does the person know the Lord Jesus Christ and has 
he been regenerated by the Holy Spirit? The Bible says that a natural man does not accept 
the things of God and will cannot understand them (1 Cor 2:14). This would be the most 
common reason why the Bible is not interesting to so many church goers in our age. The 
Bible will never be interesting to an unbeliever because they are not ready to submit 
themselves to what it says, and they will not be able to understand it because they need the 
Holy Spirit to open the eyes of their heart to the truth (Eph 1:18). 
 
Assuming this question was asked by a believer, one of the man things a believer must 
always be engaged in while reading Scripture is prayer. The apostle Paul prayed for 
Ephesians that God would open the eyes of their hearts to apply and comprehend the truth 
they already knew (Ps 119:18; Eph 1:18; 3:14-19).  
 
Another advice is to cultivate your love and affection towards Christ. God’s Word will never 
be precious to someone to whom Christ is not precious. It only excites those who are thirsty 
to know Him more and to have a deeper relationship with Him (Phil 3:7-8). 
 
Another reason for having a hard time understanding the biblical text could be mere 
laziness. Bible study involves hard effort. Unfortunately, Christians are often not trained to 
discipline their flesh and they have no clue what Paul was talking about when he said “I 
discipline my body and make it my slave…” (1 Cor 9:27). For some people it is hard to 
understand the Bible because they don’t want to set aside time out of their day which is 
required to actually work with the text and dig into its meaning. This requires studying 
words and phrases, digging up dictionaries and historical background books, etc. This 
requires thinking about sentence structure and following the author’s train of thought. Bible 
study is hard work, and, unfortunately, in today’s society, people are not trained to think 
and invest time into anything. We are surrounded by fast food, fast delivery, fast service, etc. 
We want fast results. That is why people would rather listen to a thousand sermons and 
read hundreds of devotions but are too lazy to sit down and engage in personal Bible study.  
 
Lastly, assuming the Christian loves the Lord and diligently pursues personal Bible study, he 
might not know the proper principles of interpretation, simply because he was never taught 
how to work with the biblical text. If this is the case, I’d talk to your pastors and ask them to 
point you to some resources, which would help you learn those principles. One of the most 
helpful books I find in this area is called “Living by the Book” by Howard and William 
Hendricks. This book was specifically written for Christians who don’t know what to do 
with the biblical text during their study. Another great resource on this is a book titled 
“Grasping God’s Word” by Duvall Hays. Besides these books, if you are in a church where 
your pastor preaches expositionally through various books of the Bible, learn from him. 
Notice what he does with the biblical text and what his process of interpretation looks like. 
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What are the top three reasons or proofs for your belief in the inspiration and 
infallibility of the Bible? 
 
I believe the question of inspiration and infallibility flow out of one another. If one can be 
convinced that the Bible is the inspired Word of God, by definition it should follow that 
God’s Word is infallible, inerrant, and authoritative, based on the infallibility of God’s 
character, who cannot lie. Thus, I will only focus on the questions of inspiration. 
 
When we talk about “proofs” for the inspiration of Scripture, we need to be careful with how 
we use that word. By definition, if I want to prove something, I must use some kind of a 
higher standard of that which I am trying to prove. For example, if I want to prove that I am 
six feet tall, I must use a ruler which will give me the exact measurement of a foot and thus 
show that my height is exactly what the ruler says. However, how do I know that this 
specific ruler is accurate and can be trusted? The factory of this ruler used another ruler to 
dictate how long a foot is. How do we know that the factory used an accurate ruler? Well, 
they used another widely received standard of how long a foot is. But how can we be 
absolutely sure that standard is true? I think you get the point. At some point you have to 
define an ultimate authority and simply trust it. That ultimate authority will be your 
reference point for everything else. 
 
In a similar manner, in order to “prove” the inspiration of Scripture, you cannot do so 
without using a higher authority to validate the Word of God itself, and this you cannot do. 
There cannot exist a higher authority than God. My answer to this question is usually, “I 
believe in the inspiration of Scripture because it says it is the Word of God, and there are 
many factors that confirm that truth.” 
 
When we talk about different worldviews, one’s ultimate point of reference will dictate 
whether or not he believes in the inspiration of Scripture. Usually, a man’s ultimate point of 
reference may be science (if you can prove it to me scientifically I’ll believe it), reason (if 
you can prove it to me logically I’ll believe it), tradition (if it matches what I’ve always 
believed, or what has been passed down to me by my heritage I’ll believe it), emotion (if it 
feels right to me, I’ll believe it), and other things. None of these can be placed above the 
Scriptures as the ultimate authority, in order for the Scripture to measure up against it. If 
the Bible is what it says it is, then it needs to be the ultimate point of reference and there is 
nothing that can be placed above it, in order to validate its claims. As soon as someone will 
try to “prove” the Bible is true, it will be impossible to do so without compromising its own 
ultimate authority. This is why the Bible doesn’t not start out with a philosophical argument 
that adds weight to its claims, it simply presupposes there is a God, this God is the Creator of 
the universe, this God has spoken, His Word has been written down and passed on to us, 
and a man can either submit under His ultimate authority, or reject it. 
 
At the same time, that doesn’t mean that Christians have blind faith and they completely 
shut off their brains by believing the inspiration of Scripture. Certainly, Christianity begins 
with faith, but it’s not unreasonable faith. A biblical worldview is the only worldview which 
most logically explains the universe around us and completely coincides with reality. The 
history, as we know it, does not contradict the facts of Scriptures. Archeology does not 
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contradict the facts of Scripture. Science (if interpreted with proper presuppositions) does 
not contradict the facts of Scripture.  
 
The Bible says, “The fear of the Lord is the beginning of wisdom, and the knowledge of the 
Holy One is understanding” (Prov 9:10). In order to prove the Bible is true without using the 
Bible, you have to leave God out of the equation and appeal to an outside authority to do 
that. But the Bible says to do so is to throw away the very foundation for the knowledge of 
anything.  
 
Someone may argue that to do what I am describing above is to use what is called “circular 
reasoning” (using the Bible to prove that the Bible is true). However, everyone uses some 
form of circular reasoning. For example, if one is to use logic as the ultimate authority, they 
must use logic in order to prove to me that logic can be trusted. However, is that a 
trustworthy statement? Has logic ever led people into error? Has science ever been wrong? 
Have our feelings ever been wrong in the history of mankind? Absolutely. Therefore, it’s not 
a matter of IF we should circular reasoning, it’s a matter of WHAT must be used as the 
ultimate authority, and only the Word of God can be trusted. Thus, it is completely valid to 
use the Bible to prove that the Bible is inspired and true. 
 
 
 
WARFIELD’S WAR FOR THE WORD – BRETT DAVISSON 
 
How would you explain why there is such a battle for the Truth? 
 
I believe there is a battle because it mirrors what happens in our own hearts.  Our flesh 
continually runs up against God’s Word and a battle ensues.  Our feelings, thoughts, fleshly 
desires, personal relationships, pressure from others, all militate against the truth of the 
Word.  They push and pull us away from a peaceful agreement with Scripture.  This is 
played out on a larger scale between individuals, within churches, and in society at large.       
 
The battle was also there from the beginning with the serpent’s question to Eve: Did God 
really say”?  In that respect we should not be surprised by any of it.  Satan wants to prevent 
people from being saved first, but if not successful will content himself with division, 
distraction, false teaching, etc.  Ultimately the first wrong step we take off of the path of 
truth is when we doubt whether God really meant what He said.   
 
What was B.B. Warfield’s first name? 
 
Benjamin Breckinridge Warfield 
 
How do we stay true to the Word with assaults on Scripture, not only in 
interpretation but translational changes that have been made in recent years? 
 
The typical assaults on Scripture are nothing new.  The vast majority of the time the specific 
assaults have been answered by past generations.  The newer concerns are being 
increasingly dismantled by the sheer amount of biblical texts and fragments being 
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discovered and organized from early in the history of the church.  Basically, we can trust the 
Bible that we hold in our hands more than ever before.   
 
My general advice would be to stick to the translations that have stood up to scrutiny, 
involve lots of people in the translation process, and lean more towards the formal 
equivalence (word for word) side of the spectrum over dynamic equivalence (thought for 
thought).  There are an increasing number of translations that are being published that 
people should probably stay away from, or at least reference only in comparison to more 
trusted editions.  For example, if you want to use the NLT for devotional purposes or for 
ease of understanding that is perfectly fine, but I would have the ESV, NASB, or the NKVJ 
nearby as references when doing deeper studies.   
 
 


