Chapter 31

Seven Infallible Proofs
of the

King James Bible’s
Inspiration

Part 1

= It’s Alive!
“The Word of God, Which Liveth and Abideth
Forever” 1 Peter 1:23
Part 2
= Linguistic Proof
“the Spirit speaketh expressly...” (1 Tim. 4:1)
‘God’s Spirit’ more correct than *‘God-breathed’
Part 3
= Historical Opposition
Calvinist B.B. Warfield first to move locus of
inspiration to lost originals
Part 4
= Scriptural Proof
What does “All scripture is given by inspiration of
God” mean?
Part 5
= Historical Proof
Wycliffe and Coverdale say English Bible is Holy
Ghost authored
Part 6
= More Scriptural Proof
Part 7

= Christians Must Have Scripture; All
Such Is Given By Inspiration



Part 1
“Liveth and Abideth For Ever”

\ / our Holy Bible is alive — handle with care!

“...not of corruptible seed, but of
incorruptible, by the word of God, which,
liveth and abideth for ever” (1 Pet. 1:23).

“The words that I speak unto you, they are spirit,
and they are life” (John 6:63).

“...who received the lively oracles to give unto
us” (Acts 7:38).

“For the word of God is quick...” [The Bible
contrasts the “quick and the dead” 2 Tim. 4:1].

“Liveth,” But Where?

If the word of God liveth and abideth forever, where is it?
The actual ‘originals’ have not been the recipient of the promise
of preservation, as they have long since dissolved. As has been
demonstrated in the previous chapters, all currently printed
Greek and Hebrew editions contain the idiosyncratic ideas of
their individual editors. The answer to the question, ‘Where is
this living word of God’ lies in God’s promise given in Isaiah
28 and fulfilled in Acts 2.

“With men of other tongues and other lips will |
speak...saith the Lord” (1 Cor. 14:21).

In this verse God says, “I speak” “other tongues.” Notice
that the words “other tongues” are plural. Vernacular Bibles are
God speaking, just as truly as he did to the Greeks and
Hebrews. His living, speaking voice has not diminished as he
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speaks with “other tongues.” He is still speaking. Today’s Holy
Bibles, be they English or Korean, are not just preserved
museum words or accurate but lifeless equivalencies. They are
his very “spirit” and “life.” Jesus says, “The words that I speak
unto you, they are spirit, and they are life” (John 6:63). They
contain just as much of the spirit and life of God as did the
originals. The word of God which “liveth and abideth forever”
was inspired, is inspired and will be inspired, forever. In the
King James Bible, we hold in our hands the very “word of God,
which liveth and abideth for ever” (1 Pet. 1:23). “[L]iveth”
and “abideth” define inspiration and preservation. Inspiration
abides and its life is preserved.

The inherent “spirit” and “life” of scripture are what enables
it to bring forth the spiritual new birth. Only living things can
reproduce themselves. 1 Peter 1:23 says, “Being born again, not
of corruptible seed, but of incorruptible, by the word of God,
which liveth and abideth forever.” It “liveth,” just as Jesus
said; his words “are...life.” We can hide the scripture in our
hearts (Ps. 119:11); we can handle it (2 Cor. 4:2); it is nigh us,
even in our mouth (Rom. 10:8). And finally, we will be judged
by it (John 12:48). Its life is “incorruptible.” It is alive. The
Holy Bible is actually God speaking now.

Toad’s lungs are living breathing things. Why would God
continue to make them perfectly, to breathe out only a croak of
toad’s breath, and not make vernacular Bibles, which speak his
very words, just as alive? Or did the Bible croak? New versions
are buried when their copyright owner dies, since they are no
longer propelled by the hot air of advertising campaigns.

The King James Bible remains alive; its English words are
drawn from what Wycliffe calls the inspired “Scriptures in
tongues,” which were born in Acts 2. The KJB is the Biblical
English through which God can speak to the two billion people
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who speak English as a first or second language. They are his
English words. Remember, he invented languages at the tower
of Babel; he also said, “I speak” “other tongues.”

Earlier he spoke a Biblical form of Koine Greek to many in
the first centuries after Christ. The book of Revelation records
the warning Christ gave to the Greek-speaking church: He said
that their candlestick (that is, their church which holds forth the
light of the word of God) would be removed if they did not
repent. The unorthodox character of the Greek Orthodox church
since the 5™ century exhibits its continued rebellion. This is
evidenced in their Greek manuscripts, which remove such
things as 1 John 5:7 and Acts 8:37, which reproves their heresy
of infant baptism. Therefore their candlestick was removed. By
600 A.D this form of ancient Greek was replaced by Modern
Greek. No one today speaks Biblical Koine Greek. We have a
living God who speaks to living people. God now speaks
through pure vernacular Holy Bibles which sprung from the
intervention of the Holy Ghost recorded in Acts 2, as foretold in
Isa. 28:11, 13, and 14. The chapter “The Wobbly Unorthodox
Greek Orthodox Crutch” details the questionable character of
Greek manuscripts. The chapter “The Scriptures to All Nations”
demonstrates the work of the Holy Ghost in providing
scriptures for “every nation under heaven,” as described in Acts.

(As a word of personal testimony I might add that before I was saved I was determined to
read the entire university library. But when I finally read the King James Bible in my late
twenties, I knew it was not a book written by man. I got saved and have never gotten over the
difference between it and other books. It is alive. Later as a professor, the Lord knew 1 would
witness to students, so he spread me thin, teaching 17 different college courses, including upper
division courses in over six different and highly divergent majors, several in which I had no
academic experience. This necessitated much more reading. After sixty years in a world of
books, I can say that the King James Bible stands so far above the books of even the best and
brightest men, one could never attribute it to the brilliance of the translators.)

Part 2

“Now the Spirit Speaketh Expressly...” (1 Tim. 4:1)
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“All scripture is given by inspiration of God” (2
Tim. 3:16).

What does “given by inspiration” mean? What is “All
scripture”? These questions hopefully will be resolved for the
reader in this section. I will begin with a discussion of the Greek
text, only because that is where this discussion usually, and |
might add, somewhat incorrectly begins. My analysis will be
Biblical and will not come from the standard corrupt secularized
lexicons and critical editions (such as Strong, Vine, Zodhiates,
Moulton, Milligan, Thayer, Wuest, Trench, Vincent, Liddell,
Scott, Persbacher, Gesenius, Brown, Driver, Briggs, Scrivener,
Berry, Beza, Westcott, Hort, Aland, Metzger, Green, and
Ginsburg — all are proven unreliable in various degrees in this
book and New Age Bible Versions).

The Greek word “theopneustos” is translated “is given by
inspiration of God.” The first part of the word is theo which
means “God.” The second part, from pneuma, is almost always
translated as “spirit” (322 times; 91 times as ‘Ghost’ or ghost;
once as ‘wind,” once as °‘life,” and Never as ‘breath’ or
‘breathed’). Given the vast preponderance of the translation of
this Greek word into English as “spirit,” it is logically translated
with the English “spir,” as seen in the word “inspiration.” The
use of the word “spir,” meaning “spirit,” lines up perfectly with
John 6:63, where Jesus defines his words. He said,

“[TThe words that | speak unto you, they are
spirit, and they are life.”

In other words, the word of God is not just ink on paper, like
other books; its words are “spirit.” Since the spirit of God is
alive, his words are also alive. Consequently John 6:63
concludes that the word of God is “life.”



It would only be marginally correct to say that theopneustos
was connected with the breath of God since it is a different
Greek word, pnoe’, that is translated twice as “breath[e]” in
Acts 17:25 and 9:1 and once as “wind” in Acts 2:2. Even James
Strong admits that pneuma is only “a presumed der.
[derivative] of 4154” (pnoe”). The derivation is not certain. The
current repetition of the definition of “theopneustos” as
“divinely breathed” comes directly from liberals such as James
Strong and Harold K. Moulton. It is rooted in their penchant for

secularizing Bible words. (See Gail Riplinger, Which Bible Is God’s Word, for an
entire chapter on James Strong’s use of secularized definitions garnered during his membership
on the Westcott and Hort RV committee and the Unitarian directed ASV committee; in the book
in hand see the entire expanded chapter on Strong, as well as the chapter exposing the liberalism
and errors of Moulton and Milligan’s Vocabulary of the Greek New Testament and their sons’
The Greek Analytical Lexicon).

Breath is tangible; the spirit is not tangible. Those who are
afraid to call the KJB “inspired” are wrongly focusing on the
physical character of Strong’s or Moulton’s erring definition,
“breathe”; they know that God did close the canon and stopped
the physical sign gifts. But God’s “Spirit” is still striving with
man, comforting man, and leading man into all truth. God never
said the Spirit would not translate the canon; he did provide for
this in Acts 2 when “every man heard them speak in his own
language” from “every nation under heaven.” Although the
Greek word pneuma can be seen in secular English as
‘pneumonia’ and ‘pneumatic,” both relating to air, its Biblical
usage is exclusively as ‘spirit,” never as ‘breathe.” Even Hodge,
as noted in Augustus Strong’s Systematic Theology on p. 198
admitted that ‘spirit’ is the correct correlative.

Not surprisingly, corrupt new bible versions, such as the
NIV, replace “inspiration” with the secular word “breathed,”
thereby erasing the root ‘spir’ and its connection to the Spirit of
God. The Calvinist produced English Standard Version (ESV)
similarly says “breathed out” (yet the word “out” also appears
in no Greek texts).
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Secular Dictionaries and the Word “inspiration”

Remember:
1. Dictionaries are written by fallible men.

which apply to distinct contexts;

contexts.

include:

used again,”
= “To accumulate money or goods,” “

hockey,”

victory by protecting a team’s lead,”
=  “To prevent waste,”

wear or damage,” and
=  “To put aside for future use.”

be wrong.)

2. Dictionaries contain numerous definitions,

definitions are not interchangeable to other

(To understand that the varied definitions of a
word cannot be intermixed, look at the dictionary
definition of the word “save.” Webster’s New
College Dictionary shows that its varied meanings

= “To copy (data) from a computer’s main
memory to a storage medium so that it can be

to prevent
an opponent from scoring or wining, esp. in

=  “A game in which a relief pitcher preserves a

= “To treat with care in order to avoid fatigue,

The definition “To deliver from sin,” which is the
theological definition, is also listed. If one used
any of the other definitions of the word ‘saved,’ to
describe what Jesus Christ did for us, they would




As one might expect, dictionaries, made by unregenerate
men, often give very weak or strictly secular definitions of
“Iinspiration.” After giving several secular definitions of
‘inspiration’ (including “breathing”), which do not apply to
theological contexts, the Webster’s New World Dictionary says
that in theological contexts, (“Theo.”) ‘inspiration’ means “a
divine influence upon human beings, as that resulting in the
writing of the Scriptures.” The Webster’s Il gives six different
usages, of which only one includes “breathing”; only one of the
six applies to the Bible. That one says to “arouse by the divine
influence.” The word “divine” is a quality, a descriptive
adjective; it is not “God,” who is a person. The term “influence”
implies a minor involvement, not an all-encompassing one.
Even their theological definition is watered-down.

Other more expanded dictionaries give a long list of
definitions based upon context. These can be misused by those
who apply the wrong definition to the wrong context. The
Webster’s 1828 Dictionary gives three separate definitions of
“inspiration”; the first two definitions are secular and the third
definition is theological. The first two include inhaling and
breathing; they are distinct from the third usage and definition
which says, “The infusion of ideas into the mind by the Holy
Spirit...All Scripture is given by inspiration of God 1 Tim. iii.”
According to this, inspiration is the work of God’s Spirit, not
God’s breath.

The twenty volume unabridged Oxford English Dictionary
also actually uses 2 Tim. 3:16 as a sample of the strictly
theological usage of the word ‘inspiration’. Those who do not
know how to use the OED or Webster’s 1828 grasp any part of
their lengthy entries on “inspiration”; this cannot be done. The
OED, for example, divides all words into their various usages
by Roman numerals (i.e. I, II, III, IV et al.). Under each usage is
given examples of the word in historical contexts which elicit
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that particular definition. The word ‘inspiration’ is divided into
two categories (i.e. I, II). The first usage (I) is “Literal
(physical).” It includes as “rare” the action of blowing. It
includes, as much more common, the action of “breathing in.”
No scriptures are used as an example.

The second usage (II) is the “Figurative senses.” It too is
divided into two headings. The first includes, “The action of
inspiring; the fact or condition of being inspired.” The verse in
question falls under this category. The first of these is
theological (“a. spec. Theo., etc”’). The very verse in question,
“2 Tim. iii. 16,” is cited from Tyndale’s New Testament as the
perfect example of the theological usage of the word
“inspiration.” (The definition of Bible words comes from the
Bible itself!) It defines the usage in 2 Tim. 3:16 as,

“A special immediate action or influence of the
Spirit of God...upon the human mind or soul;
said esp. of that divine influence under which the
books of Scripture are held to have been
written”

Under this category another example includes a A.D. 1450-
1530 citation which says, “He sente the holy goste on
Penthecoste sondaye to enspyracyon of hys dyscyples.” (He
sent the Holy Ghost on Pentecost Sunday to inspiration of his
disciples.) Interesting, this old quotation connects the word
“inspiration” with Acts 2, as suggested in this chapter.

The second subcategory under “Figurative senses” includes
secular usages, which are defined as “a breathing or infusion
into the mind or soul.”

According to the plan of the OED and other dictionaries, a
word used in the very example for one kind of usage could
never be defined by the definition of another kind of usage.
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Since the OED, like Webster’s, selects 2 Tim. 3:16 itself to give
the definition of “inspiration,” and defines it as the “influence of
the Spirit of God,” then one could not use the OED or
Webster’s to support the definition “breathed” for that very
context (see OED, s.v. inspiration, vol. 7, p. 1036).
Understanding how to use, not misuse, a dictionary is a most
basic skill. Highly refined tools, such as the OED, should not be
used by novices to promote their agenda.

A word’s context is the determiner of usage and meaning.
That is why the OED’s definition (“influence of the Spirit of
God,”) is taken directly from the words of 2 Tim. 3:16
(“inspiration of God”). A dictionary’s definition of Bible
words came originally from the Bible itself; therefore there is
no reason to consult a secular dictionary to define Bible words.
This can best be seen by viewing the unabridged OED. To take
another context, particularly a secular one, to define the word
‘inspiration’ as “breathed,” is the agenda of someone who either
knows nothing about lexicography or has an agenda to
secularize the Bible (e.g. Strong, Moulton, Trench et al.).

One must understand the origin, history, and purpose of the
OED and other dictionaries, as demonstrated in works such as,
Lost For Words, a history of the OED by Oxford professor
Lynda Mugglestone. The founder of the Oxford English
Dictionary, R.C. Trench, was rabidly against the Holy Bible
and its all pervading influence and sociological control. He
wanted the dictionary to show that words were being used in
society in ways which differed from the historical Bible usage.
He wrote two entire books against the KJB: On the Authorized
Version of the New Testament, in connection with some recent
proposals for its Revision (New York, 1858) and Synonyms of
the New Testament (Cambridge, 1854). In these books he set the
stage for the watered-down liberal definitions seen in today’s
new versions. On the title page of one of these books, he placed
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the same serpent logo used by Luciferian H.P. Blavatsky.
Because of his hatred for the KJB, he was asked to be a member
of the Westcott-Hort Revised Version Committee. He merits an
entire chapter in this book for his vile re-definition of Bible
words. As one might expect, The Shorter Oxford English
Dictionary’s definition of ‘inspiration’ also drops the name
“God” for the adjective “Divine.” It charges that the inspiration
of the Scriptures “are believed by some” only. Instead of citing
the Bible, it sites Trench’s friend and Ghostly Guild founder,
“B.F. Westcott” writing what the “early Fathers” believed,
instead of what the scripture states. (Other chapters in this book
detail the heresies of these ancient Catholic “Fathers.”

The OED editors, which followed Trench, also believed that
they were not compiling prescriptive ‘definitions,” but
descriptive samples of how a word has been used in different
contexts (secular, not always Bible-based contexts). The OED
will allow the inclusion of the Biblical definition of words, but
merely sets it in the midst of numerous other usages. To take
one of its secular definitions and apply it to re-define the Bible’s
historic usage is to fall squarely into the clutching hands of R.C.
Trench, whose official portrait shows him donning the ‘X’
medallion of the Masonic Grand Scottish Knights of St.
Andrew.

God demands no knowledge of Greek or the methodology
of lexicographers. The definition of “inspiration” is “plain to
him that understandeth” (Prov. 8:9). The word “inspiration” is
a compound word. Even a child can see the definition within the
word ‘in-spir-ation.” Any English-speaker has been pre-
conditioned to know the meaning of the phonemes “in” and
“spir,” through their previous usage in the Bible and elsewhere.
The brain stores words in files in alphabetical order. The ‘spir’
file will take the mind directly to the word “spirit.” It is called

cognitive scaffolding. (In Awe of Thy Word explains this in
11



great detail.) The suffix ‘ation’ changes a verb into a noun of
action (e.g. visit-ation, vex-ation). Therefore ‘in-spir-ation’
conveys the active (because the subject, ‘scripture,’ is passive)
sense of the Spirit acting in the scriptures.

Men have always known that it is by God’s Spirit, not his
breath, that the succession of the scripture “is given.” Oliver
Cromwell in his 1653 Speech the First said,

“The true Succession is through the Spirit given
in its measure. The Spirit is given for that use,
‘To make proper Speakers-forth of God’s eternal
Truth;” (Cromwell used the 1638 KJB, not the Geneva.).

King James I said in his 1599 treatise, Basilikon Doron,

“The whole scripture is dited [dictated] by God’s
Spirit, thereby (as by lively word) to instruct and
rule the whole Church militant, till the end of
the world.”

Finally, the Bible itself makes it clear that the ever-abiding
Spirit of God, not the one-time breath of God, gives life unto
the scriptures:

“It is the spirit that quickeneth; the flesh
profiteth nothing: the words that I speak unto
you, they are spirit...” (John 6:63).

Some will call the Bible, the ‘word of God’ (ignoring what
those three words mean), but they will not admit that the Bible’s
words are still spirit (inspiration). But the Bible is “the sword of
the Spirit, which is the word of God” (Eph. 6:17). The Bible is
written, “not in the words which man’s wisdom teacheth, but
which the Holy Ghost teacheth, comparing spiritual things
with spiritual” (1 Cor. 2:13).
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This verse makes it clear that the fleshly minds of the King
James translators, or any other translators, cannot profit in the
giving of the Holy Bible, without the indwelling direction of the
Spirit of God. This is inspiration. Psalm 12:6, 7 says,

“The words of the Lord are pure words: as
silver tried in a furnace of earth, purified seven

times. Thou shalt keep them, O LORD, thou
shalt preserve them from this generation for
ever.”

The words which the LORD keeps and preserves are still his
words; they do not degrade into the words of mere translators,
even after being “being tried in a furnace of earth.” These
verses contravene those who wrongly say that God inspired the
originals, but the translators preserve them “for ever.” Only the
Spirit can convey his own words; otherwise they would not be
the “words of the LORD,” but would become the words of a
translator. Because the Spirit gives the words, they are never
just ink on paper, but are themselves ‘spirit.” Hence, the word
“in-spir-ation” is a perfect description of the way in which the
quickening Spirit gives words which “are spirit.” The Bible says
of God’s word, “they are spirit, and they are life.” The qualities
‘spirit’ and ‘life’ cannot be separated. Words which are no
longer ‘spirit,” cannot be said to have “life” and therefore will
not “liveth and abideth forever.”

The word ‘preserve’ inherently requires an object of
preservation. Something must be preserved. There is no
preservation without an object of preservation. If I said, “The
blue suit is preserved,” the suit would still be blue; it would still
be a suit. A preserved entity retains all of the qualities of the
original.

To wrongly substitute God’s ‘breath’ for God’s ‘spirit’ is to:
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1.) ignore the pertinent scriptural parallels of the word
‘spirit.’

2.) ignore the component definitional phonemes in the word
‘in-spir-ation.

3.) ignore the preponderant translation of the word pneuma
as ‘spirit,” and never as ‘breath.’

4.) follow the definition of liberals, such a H. K. Moulton
(and his father, the corrupt lexicographer and his
grandfather, a member of the RV committee) and Bible
reviser, James Strong, whose agenda was to replace the
Spirit-filled KJB with his own ASV hot air. These men
could only support their ‘beloved’ new versions by
maintaining that the Spirit of God had not been involved
in the previous pure English Bible’s translation, but
merely had spoken aloud, with his breath, in the distant
past, constraining himself to three dead languages.
(Modern Greek and Hebrew are not ancient Biblical
Greek and Hebrew).

5.) And finally, to wrongly substitute God’s ‘breath’ for
God’s “Spirit’ is to disavow the abiding inspiration of
God’s words. This resigns inspiration to an act of past
history and makes today’s Holy Bibles the mere words
of men, having no authority or claim to inerrancy,
because they are not the words of God.

“Is Given”

If the scripture “is given by inspiration,” then the ‘inspired
originals-only theory’ collapses. The old B.B. Warfield theory
that only the original scripture was given by inspiration
mandates the changing of the word “is given” to “was given” or
“is being given until the canon closes.” The construction does
not allow for these. The italicized word “is,” used in all Bible
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versions, good and bad, is demanded in Greek and English
construction. The past tense word “was” is not even an option.

The construction reads, “is given by inspiration of God and
is profitable...” For those who insist on an analysis of Greek,
observe that in Greek the sentence has no predicate (verb). It
has, however two Greek adjectives, which are translated “is
given by inspiration of God” and “profitable.” In such a case,
when these two adjectives are connected by the conjunction
“and,” they must be translated as present tense verbs;
McClintock’s Cyclopedia says,

“[Tlherefore both must be predicates [verbs], if
either of them is; and unless one of them is a
predicate there is no complete sentence...[T]his
verb [is] must be supplied after the former [given
by inspiration of God] of the two, and regarded
as repeated after the latter [profitable]. Now
there exists precisely such an ellipsis [omission]
in the case before us; and as there is nothing in
the context which would lead to any exception to
the rule, we are bound to yield to its force.”
“[Tlhe evidence in favor of the common
rendering, derived from the fathers, and almost

all the versions, is most decided” (McClintock and
Strong, Cyclopedia of Biblical, Theological, and Ecclesiastical
Literature, vol. 4, p. 613).

In plainer words, the verb “is” must be inserted before “given”
and before “profitable”; it cannot be “was,” nor “is being,” nor
can the word “is” be omitted. Therefore, according to Greek
grammar rules, inspired scripture “is.” (It is not merely settled
in heaven, as scripture is described as “profitable” to man).

Having taught English to Greek speaking adults, I can attest
to the fact that the usage of “is given,” in both English and
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Greek, is a “continuing action,” to use the words of Polly
Powell, a former instructor of English at Clemson University
(phone conversation). In English, “is given” is a present tense
verb; it is not time sensitive. In this context “is given” cannot be
bound to the time of the writing of the Bible. It is an irregular
verb and its passive voice indicates that the scripture receives
the action of the “spirit’ (spir) of God. The liberals of the 1800s,
and yet today, try vigorously to view the Bible as an historic,
not a living document. That approach, applied to this context, is
non-grammatical.

(154

The following examples of the usage of the phrase “is
given,” seen elsewhere in the Bible, demonstrate that it was not
used to describe a strictly historical event, but refers to an
ongoing phenomenon.

Job 37:10 “By the breath of God frost is given.” Frost is given
by God yet today.

Ezek. 33:24 “the land is given us for an inheritance.” God’s gift
of the land to Abraham and his descendents is perpetual.
Mark 6:2 “what wisdom is this which is given unto us.” God is

still giving wisdom daily to those who ask.

Rom. 5:5 “the Holy Ghost which is given unto us.” He is still
given to those who receive Jesus Christ as their Saviour.
Rom. 12:6 “the grace that is given to us.” Grace is given to

believers daily.

1 Cor. 1:4 “the grace of God which is given you by Jesus
Christ.”

1 Cor. 11:15 “her hair is given her for a covering.” Hair is
replaced daily. To those who would say that “is given” in 2
Tim. 3:16 refers to the one-time inspiration of the Bible and
that Bibles are no longer “given by inspiration,” one must
ask, ‘Are all women now bald?’ No, because hair “is given”
repeatedly as it falls out. God even keeps track of the
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number of our hairs; how much more would he attend to his
very words?

Eph. 4:7 “But unto everyone of us is given grace according to
the measure of the gift of Christ.”

Phil. 1:29 “for unto you is given in the behalf of Christ, not
only to believe on him, but also to suffer for his sake.” If
you live godly in Christ Jesus, you will suffer persecution
yet today.

9 ¢

According to these verses the Christian “is given” “grace,”
“wisdom,” “the Holy Ghost,” and even a continual supply of
“covering” hair. It would be unscriptural, given the context in 2
Tim. 3:16, to say that “is given” refers only to the then current
giving of the canon of scriptures. Just as in the aforementioned
verses, this context, demands that a perpetual, continual aspect
be applied. The very end of the sentence in 2 Tim. 3:16 says,

“All scripture is given by inspiration of God,
and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for
correction, for instruction in righteousness: That
the man of God may be throughly furnished unto
all good works.”

Just as the aforementioned verses show that the phrase “is
given” is used in verses which must apply to all Christians,
historic and present, 2 Tim. 3:16 too must apply to all
Christians, not just those who lived when the scriptures were
first given. We need God’s life giving inspired scriptures more
than we need lost hairs replaced.

Only scripture “given by inspiration” is “profitable.” It “is
given by inspiration of God” for a purpose. That purpose is
“That” the Christian can profit. Inspiration is absolutely
necessary for true “doctrine” and “instruction.” Unless the Holy
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Bible is the very words of God himself, it cannot be an
infallible guide to doctrine.

Ecclesiastes 12:11 is an interesting parallel. It says,

“The preacher sought out to find out acceptable
words: and that which was written was upright,
even words of truth. The words of the wise are
as goads, and as nails fastened by the masters of
assemblies, which are given from one
shepherd. And further, by these, my son, be
admonished...”

The words of truth, that is, the Holy Bible, “are given”
from our good Shepherd, the Spirit of truth, who promises to
“guide” us “into all truth” (John 16:13). The translators or the
“masters of assemblies” merely fasten them down to paper.

Part 3
Warfield Moves the Inspiration Bull’s Eye

Jesus Christ is the target of hatred by this world. His living
Spirit-inspired words, which give his express will on this earth,
are the bull’s eye. Christians who stand with Christ’s word at
the very bull’s eye will not only suffer persecution, but they will
also be subject to a constant barrage of attack. The word of God
brings the same reproach he bore. His word is the only vestige
on earth of Jesus Christ, other than the Holy Ghost and the
testimony of born again Christians. Many move slightly off
center to avoid the unremitting assault of questioning scribes
and mocking bystanders. Those edging away from the bull’s
eye are still ‘for Jesus,” but the desire not to appear “foolish”
finds puffed egos seeking ways and means to avoid the “shame”
that comes from saying that you have a book in which God
actually talks to man (Acts 5:41, Heb. 12:2).
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The living “powerful” quality of the King James Bible
incites sinful men to “mock” and “question” it, just as they did
Jesus Christ, the living Word, when he was on earth (Mark
10:34; Matt. 22:15, Mark 8:11, et al.). (The thought seems to
be — ‘Point a finger at it, before it points one back.”) The
apostles scurried away when Jesus was tried and crucified.
When the KJB is likewise tried with accusing questions, even
some of the best men scurry under the cover of a Greek text,

some lexicon, or the elusive ‘originals.’ (The answer to every KJB question

has been given in eight books: my five books and the three written by Maynard, Bouw, and
Moorman, all offered by A.V. Publications 1-800-435-4535.)

Calvinists such as Carl Barth (1886-1968) and B.B.
Warfield (1851-1921), although defending a semblance of
traditional Christianity against German rationalism, were among
the first to erect imaginary castles to house the word of God,
outside of the tangible ‘Holy Bible.” Jesus is the “Word”
(capital ‘W’ John 1:1); the scriptures are the “word” (small
‘w’). Carl Barth (and Heinrich Brunner), the fathers of neo-
orthodoxy, wrongly claimed that the ‘word’ of God did not
actually exist on earth. To them the Bible was merely a fallible
man-made book, speaking of Christ, the Word. Therefore Barth
began capitalizing the letter ‘W’ when he referred to the ‘word.’
This was just one of many weak ‘Christian” accommodations to
the 19" century skeptics’ claims that the Holy Bible could not
stand up under their “science falsely so-called.” (Today too
many copy his liberal capitalization of the letter ‘W’ when
referring to the ‘word,” not knowing the unscriptural character
of such a switch.)

Those who say that the ‘Bible is inspired,” but actually
mean that only the originals or some Greek text is inspired, are
practicing Semler’s deceptive theory of accommodation. They
are trying to give the impression of orthodoxy to their listeners
or readers. When I use the term ‘Holy Bible’ or ‘Bible’ I mean
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what every church-going person means and exactly what the
dictionary calls the “Bible”— “the sacred book of Christianity
including the Old and the New Testament.” A ‘book’ is defined
by Webster as “a set of written or printed pages fastened on an
end and enclosed between protective covers.” This describes
precisely the Holy Bible Christians read and have in their
homes. A ‘book’ is nowhere identified as ‘dissolved animal
skins or parchments which have been written on’; neither is a
‘Bible’ thought of by anyone as a rare and unreadable Greek
text. No living person identifies a ‘Bible’ as any of these
things, except perhaps those ‘clergy’ who, like Humpty Dumpty
say, “When I use a word it means just what I choose it to
mean.” When children and politicians, like Clinton, do this, it is
called lying.

B.B. Warfield was one of the first American theologians to
declare war on the Holy Bible’s inspiration. In the 1800s this
American Presbyterian theologian found himself too close to
the bull’s eye, the Holy Bible. He unwisely positioned himself
under a constant barrage of attack when, in 1876, he went to
study for a year in Leipzig, Germany under the higher critics,
who denied that God had given man the Bible. Warfield brought
to Germany a letter of introduction by Philip Schaff, ASV
Chairman and organizer, with the Luciferians, of the Parliament
of World Religions. Warfield’s questionable associations and
dead Calvinism left him no match for the twisted German
assault on the Bible. There he readily absorbed the 18™ century
rationalism of German and other ‘Enlightenment’ philosophers,
which exalt human reason and rule out revelation as a source of
knowledge (e.g. Descartes, Spinoza, and Leibniz).
Compounding this, he was exposed to the modernism of
Schleiermacher, Hume, and Kant, which flatly deny any
miraculous intervention by God. These philosophers all
redirected their ‘faith’ from faith in the Holy Bible to a faith in
man. Such dark naturalistic philosophies have cast a lingering
20



shadow over the miraculous nature of the Holy Bible in the
minds of even seminary graduates.

Warfield sought to merge what he learned in Germany with
his previous conservatism. On one hand Warfield wrote against
the rank unbelief of Briggs, the German higher critic (and
author with Brown and Driver of the corrupt English edition of
Gesenius’ Hebrew Lexicon, unwisely used today; see chapters
on Gesenius, Brown, Driver, and Briggs). However, Warfield
could not defend the Bible in hand. He did not have a strong
enough background in manuscript evidence or a humble enough
faith in the scriptures to counter the barrage of textual variants
and ‘problems’ thrust at him in the German classroom. He
invented a plan whereby he could retain the creed, that stated
that ‘the Bible’ was inspired. He redefined the word ‘Bible’ for
seminary students. He moved the locus of inspiration from
the Holy Bible to the lost originals. This “biblical paradigm
shift” by B.B. Warfield contravenes every previous belief and
church confession (e.g. Turretin ¢. 1687, Westminster, 1646,
London Baptist, 1677 et al.). Warfield could still defend the
inspiration of ‘the Bible’ with vigor, and he did, but he now
stated that this inspiration related only to the originals. He was
the spokesman for his compromising contemporaries at
Princeton who felt that only the originals “were” inspired. A.A.
Hodge, son of textual critic Charles Hodge, who himself had
studied two years in Germany, had planted the seed in
Warfield’s mind; Warfield’s fellow associates first put this new
heresy in print at the Niagara conference in 1878. Princeton was
the first place in history to harbor this particular shift from an
inspired Holy Bible in hand to inspired originals, long gone.
Warfield used the Westcott and Hort RV his “heresies” in other
areas (Ecumenical Calvinism) reveal that he was not
“approved” according to 1 Cor. 11:19. Hence his view of
inspiration should be rejected.
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In order to divest themselves of a living book that contains
the words of the Spirit of God, today’s liberals have adopted his
distinction between the so-called ‘originals’ and the word of
God extant today in vernacular Holy Bibles. His ‘original’ idea
about the originals has “crept in unaware” into Bible school
textbooks and doctrinal statements. It provides a comfortable
respite for those who, as Jesus said, are “ashamed of me and my
words,” when questions arise (Mark 8:38).

Commenting on Warfield’s departure from the historic faith
is Dr. James Sightler, a medical doctor and son of Dr. Harold
Sightler, the famous and now deceased pastor from Greenville,
S.C.. Dr. Sightler took the pulse of the King James Bible and
determined that it was alive. His booklet Lively Oracles is his
dissertation on the inspiration of the KJB. In his earlier classic,
A Testimony Founded Forever, Dr. James Sightler writes,

“It has been stated by Sandeen that the
Princeton Theologians Archibald Alexander
Hodge and Benjamin Breckinridge Warfield, in
1881, were the first to claim inspiration for the
original autographs only and to exchange the
doctrine of providential preservation for
restoration of the text by critics. This shift was
accompanied by a change from reliance on
internal verification of the scripture by the
witness of the Spirit and the structural integrity
of the entire Bible to reliance on external
evidences. Actually it was Warfield’s teacher
and predecessor at Princeton, Charles Hodge,
father of A.A. Hodge, who was the first to take
up naturalistic text criticism and abandon the
doctrine of providential preservation. It should
also be remembered that the Niagara Creed of
1878, adopted at the Niagara Conference on
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Prophecy, which was dominated by a coalition of
Princeton graduates and followers of J.N.
Darby, may well have been the first document
to claim inspiration for every word of scripture
“provided such word is found in the original

manuscripts”” (emphasis mine; See Ernest R. Sandeen, The Roots
of Fundamentalism, Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1970, pp.
103-131 as cited by James Sightler, A Testimony Founded Forever,
Greenville, SC: Sightler Publications, 2001, pp. 31, 32 et al.; Sightler’s
book gives an entire chapter which documents Warfield’s heretical shift.
John Asquith has written a book entitled Further Thoughts on the Word
of God: Defending the Inspiration of the AV 1611, which I also
recommend.)

Dr. Gary La More of Canada wrote an entire paper detailing
Warfield’s cowardly retreat,

“Having been encouraged by A.A. Hodge to
defend the Princeton view of verbal inspiration
against an attack by the critical theories of
Charles A. Briggs, Warfield found himself on
the horns of a dilemma. .. Warfield’s solution was
to shift his doctrine of inerrancy to include
only the original autographa; no longer
holding to the belief in the inerrancy of the Bible
of the Reformers, the Traditional Text. Thus he
moved that if the locus of providence were now
centered in restoration via “Enlightenment”
textual criticism, rather than preservation of the
traditional texts, then we need not concern
ourselves with the criticisms lodged at the text
of Scripture presently (and historically!) used

in the Church” (Gary La More, B.B. Warfield and His
Followers, Scarborough, Ontario, Canada: Grace Missionary Baptist
Church, 2007, pp. 27-28).

Warfield accommodated the Bible to modern scientific
rationalism, empiricism, and naturalism. Like doubting Thomas,
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Warfield must see it, not just believe it. Many were drawn to his
naturalistic idea because they did not know how to defend their
Bibles from the barrage of questions arising out of Germany. As
La More observed, Warfield’s accommodation is a comfortable
resort today for those who cannot answer questions about why
the KJB reads as it does and do not want to appear “foolish.” It
is frightening to think that a non-soul-winning German-trained
Calvinist is dictating from the grave his originals-only theory of
inspiration to those who disavow many of his other beliefs and
practices. Warfield’s inspired ‘originals only’ still stains many
churches’ ‘Statement of Faith.” The churches who have such
statements think that their creed is orthodox and have no
knowledge of its heterodox origin. They do not realize that it
was merely an accommodation to the infidels in Germany who
found imaginary faults in the Bible.

Warfield’s invention has darkened the sense and spread a
faltering faith to even good Christians such as John Burgon,
Edward Hills, and their modern day proponents, some of whom
have cowered and acquiesced to alleged spots or conceivable
future updates or improvements to the KJB. These men have
become rationalists, naturalists and modernists in practice by
exalting man’s role in the transmission of the Bible and denying
the miraculous intervention of God. The Bible says, “Thou
shalt preserve them...” It is his work. What shall he preserve?
He shall preserve his words — not replace them with men’s
words. Unwittingly, they have in a sense adopted the neo-
orthodox position that the Bible (that we have) only contains
God’s message (but accurately translated by men into English).
To them Bibles are no longer God’s own English words.
Remember, he said “I speak™ “other tongues.” Practically
speaking they have adopted the same view as those who create
and use modern versions, who say that the Bible was inspired
only in the originals and consequently they are free to
reconstitute it themselves according to rationalistic methods.
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There is not a lot of difference (in presumption, not text)
between men making NIVs and men making the ‘updated’ KJV
Easy-Reader or KJV Evidence Bible (Ray Comfort). Is the Holy
Bible God’s words or man’s? There is no middle ground. The
title even says ‘Holy’ Bible. Since when can unholy men make

a wholly holy book? (Chapters 8, 9, and 10 of In Awe of Thy Word show the
mathematically miraculous nature of the KJB which could not have been instilled by man.)

Another author observes,

“Throughout the twentieth century, a view of inspiration gained
ascendancy among evangelicals and many fundamentalists that
marked a departure from that which was previously confessed
by believers since New Testament days...Recent scholarship
has shown that men like Princeton professor Benjamin Warfield
(1851-1921) were not as committed to the Biblical doctrine of
verbal inspiration as we are sometimes led to believe. Thinking
to answer rationalist theologians on their own ground and
legitimize textual studies, these men began to suggest that only
the autographs (originals) were inspired; apographs (copies)
were not. For this reason many of the Statements of Faith issued
by various bodies now speak of the Scriptures being inspired ‘as
originally given’ whereas before this time the conviction was
that inspired Scripture was preserved in the copies. All this
took place almost unnoticed, but we are being asked to
swallow a real whopper! The apostle Paul is right, “Professing
themselves to be wise, they became fools” (Romans 1:22).
What this means is that as the originals have long since turned
to dust, no inspired text exists today...Warfield’s book on
biblical inspiration is still hailed as a ‘classic,” but his viewpoint
has done more to undermine confidence in Scripture than

almost any other in the last 150 years or s0” (David W. Norris, The Big
Picture, pp. 295-296 as cited in La More, pp. 20-21).

Warfield fought higher criticism, but adopted lower
criticism, which is the rationalistic belief that the inspired
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originals had been lost for a millennium and a half and could be
reconstructed by Westcott, Hort, and Schaff on the RV and
ASV committees. Warfield said Westcott and Hort “furnish us
for the first time with a really scientific method” which “will

meet with speedy universal acceptance” (as cited in La More, note 13 pp.
17, 27 et al; also see Mark A. Noll, Between Faith and Criticism, 2™ ed., Grand Rapids, MI:
Baker Book House, 1991).

In 1886 Warfield wrote the first book in America promoting
textual criticism (Introduction to the Textual Criticism of the
New Testament). Calhoun’s history of Princeton says, “His
positive attitude toward textual criticism influenced many to
appreciate the science and to value the new translations of the
Bible [RV and ASV]...” (David Calhoun, Princeton Seminary, Vol. 2, “The
Majestic Testimony 1869-1929,” pp. 113-115). Schaff invited Warfield to
contribute his Hortian views on manuscript genealogy to his
heretical Companion to the Greek Testament and English
Version. Sightler says, “Westcott, Hort, Schaff, and
Warfield...all knew that Griesbach openly denied the Deity of
Christ, and yet they followed his methods in preference to those
of Frederick Nolan, who was a believer. They reasoned in
circular fashion that the best readings were in codices B and
Aleph, therefore B and Aleph gave the best textual evidence
[Vaticanus and Sinaiticus]” (sightler, p. 31).

Benjamin Breckinridge Warfield should have followed in
his maternal grandfather and namesake’s footsteps. Robert
Breckinridge was a lawyer and Presbyterian minister who
single-handedly stopped the wavering American Bible Society
from printing their own revised version of the KJB thirty years
before the RV. This version was edited and corrupted by men
including John McClintock (of McClintock and (James)
Strong’s Cyclopedia of Biblical, Theological, and Ecclesiastical
Literature). This version omitted such important doctrines as,
“God was manifest in the flesh” (sightler, p. 35).
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Each generation must remember that—

“With the ancient is wisdom; and in length of
days understanding” (Job 12:12).

““...ask for the old paths, where is the good way,
and walk therein, and ye shall find rest for your
souls. But they said, We will not walk therein”
(Jer. 6:16).

The Holy Bible has always been recognized as the locus of
inspiration, that is, until the Egyptian locusts saw its fruitful
boughs and swarmed to consume it.

Part 4
“All scripture”

“All scripture is given by inspiration of God” (2 Tim. 3:16).
Just what does the phrase “is given by inspiration” include?
What is “All scripture”? Why does God begin the sentence with
the word “All”? Linguists call this ‘fronting,” whereby the
author places the most important point in the front of the
sentence. “All” modifies and describes “scripture.” The
definition of ‘All’ will be included in the Bible’s definition of
‘scripture.” Does ‘All’ mean ‘the originals from Genesis to
Revelation’? Or does ‘all’ include copies and vernacular
editions also? The Bible’s usage of the word “scripture” will
answer that question.

God purposely placed the sole verse on the inspiration of
scripture in a context identifying the inspired “scripture” as
what a grandmother and a mother (2 Tim. 1:5) had taught to a
child. God placed inspired scriptures within the easy grasp of a
child. Why? Jesus said, “...thou hast hid these things from the
wise and prudent, and hast revealed them unto babes” (Matt.
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11:25). In the context and verse immediately preceding 2 Tim.
3:16 Paul said to Timothy, “and that from a child thou hast
known the holy scriptures...All scripture is given by inspiration
of God...” In this immediate context the “scripture” is
something that Timothy knew as a child. Timothy did not know
what the originals said; he had only heard what the copies said.
Therefore copies, even thousands of years after the originals,
are a part of “All scripture” and are therefore “given by
inspiration of God.” We read about the copies in Deut. 17:18
which state, “he shall write him a copy of this law in a book out
of that which is before the priests the Levites” (also see Josh.
8:32). Proverbs 25:1 says, “These are also proverbs of
Solomon, which the men of Hezekiah king of Judah copied
out.”

Its “life” 