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Your Word is Truth  
Part 9 – Inerrancy and Canon (3) 

 
 
“Problem Passages” 
Peter Enns, the Old Testament scholar, 
Eastern University Professor, and active 
opponent of the doctrine of Biblical 
inerrancy hosted a series of articles by 
Christian scholars on his blog under the 
banner “Aha Moments.” The scholars who 
submitted the articles recount how they 
came to the conclusion that the Bible errs. The following are a few of the passages cited by these 
opponents of inerrancy. There is nothing new or shocking in any of the skeptic’s findings. Indeed, 
the church has long had answers for the supposed problems posed by these various passages 
of Scripture.  
 
In what follows I make use of articles posted by Michael Kruger where inerrancy affirming scholars 
respond to the articles posted by Peter Enns.1 My goal is not to be comprehensive but to offer 
several examples which demonstrate that problems with particular passages of Scripture are 
typically due more to the reader’s flawed presuppositions or errant interpretation than any actual 
problem with the text.  
 
1. Mark 2:262 

 New Testament scholar John Byron, professor at Ashland Theological Seminary, chose the 
same passage that Bart Ehrman described in the introduction to his Misquoting Jesus, which 
led him to reject his Christian commitment altogether in favor of agnosticism:  Mark 2:26 

 Oddly, for his article on Enns’ blog, Byron writes very little about the passage itself. Here is the 
sum total of his exegetical remarks: “Jesus got it wrong. The story in 1 Samuel 21 relates how 
David fled from Saul alone. When he stops at the tabernacle and asks Ahimelek for help the 
priest enquires why David is alone. David seems to lie when saying that his men well meet him 
later (v. 2). Moreover, Mark has the wrong priest. In 2:26 Jesus states that the priest was 
Abiather [sic], but 1 Samuel 21 clearly states that it was Ahimelek.” 

 
Problems with Professor Byron’s two major claims: 
A) Byron claims that Jesus was wrong in saying that David gave some of the consecrated bread 
he received from the priests at Nob to his companions, because he traveled to Nob alone.   

 He also takes David’s words that he has told his men to meet him at a certain place to be a lie, 
probably because the first part of 1 Samuel 21:2, that David was on a mission for King Saul, is 
clearly a lie. That also means that everything David says in verses 4-5 about his men being 
ritually pure would also have to be made up. But why then would David ask for enough bread 
for himself and others? The story in 1 Samuel makes no sense if everything David says is 

                                                           
1 I have been helped in this by a series of articles posted by Michael Kruger 
(https://www.michaeljkruger.com/new-series-does-the-bible-ever-get-it-wrong-facing-scriptures-difficult-
passages/ ) 
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untrue. Just because he is trying to deceive the priest on one matter hardly means everything 
he says is false. 

 However, there is nothing that suggests that Jesus got it wrong. Jesus tells the story exactly as 
he would have learned it from the reading of the Hebrew Scriptures year after year in the 
synagogue. He is recounting the story perfectly accurately. To what extent David might have 
been lying is certainly up for debate, but Jesus did not err in reciting the narrative precisely as 
he and his countrymen had been taught.  

 
B) The more significant claim that Byron makes is that Jesus has the wrong priest.  
* Given the technical details, I will quote Dr. Blomberg’s article directly: 

 There is no doubt that 1 Samuel 21:1 explicitly says that the priest David spoke with at Nob was 
Abimelek.  But the wording of Mark 2:26 in the Greek is very unusual.  It uses none of the 
several standard ways of expressing when something occurred.  Instead it says these events 
happened epi Abiathar.  Epi is a preposition that commonly mean “upon,” “on,” “in,” “over,” “at,” 
“by,” “before,” and numerous other things, but only very rarely, “when.”  Why did Mark use such 
a strange construction to translate Jesus’ Aramaic words, unless he recognized that Jesus 
meant something a little different than “when Abiathar was high priest”? 

 In Mark 12:26 the same unusual construction reappears when Jesus is appealing to the story 
in Exodus 3 about Moses and the burning bush.  He asks the Sadducees if they have not read 
epi tou batou—literally “upon the bush.”  But that makes no sense.  Translators recognize, 

therefore, that Mark is using epi () in the sense of “in the passage about [the bush].”  This is 
exactly how the Revised Standard Version of the Bible translated it; the New Revised Standard 
modified that to “in the story about [the bush].” 

 Because ancient synagogues developed the practice of reading through the entire Law once a 
year and the rest of the Jewish Scriptures once every three years, they divided what Christians 
call the Old Testament into specific sections so rabbis knew exactly every Sabbath how much 
was to be read and expounded.  They would often give a 2 to 3 chapter segment of text a simple 
one or two-word name, often based on a key character in that segment.  Unfortunately, we have 
no comprehensive list of what these names were, if one ever even existed. 

 John Wenham, a British biblical scholar, as far back as 1950 published a short note in the 
Journal of Theological Studies suggesting that “Abiathar” was the name of the larger multi-
chapter segment of text in which this specific story about David and Ahimelek was found.  
Abiathar is, after all, the more important of these two characters for the Samuel narrative overall.  
Because this interpretation is somewhat speculative, several Bible translations settle for the well 
attested but vaguer translation, “in the time of Abiathar” or “in the days of Abiathar,” which 
equally leaves Jesus free from having made any mistake. 

 I can understand why some scholars may not be convinced by this solution.  But I am 
consistently amazed at how few ever even acknowledge knowing about it, much less interacting 
with it.  I have cited it in several of my books as have other leading evangelical commentators, 
who have found it completely satisfactory.  It’s unfortunate that Ehrman, Byron and Enns never 
once disclose if they are familiar with it and, if they are, what objections (if any) they have to it.  
Until they do, it really is inappropriate for them to claim with such confidence that they know 
Jesus or Mark got it wrong! 

 
Dr. Craig Blomberg (Ph.D., University of Aberdeen) Distinguished Professor of New Testament 
at Denver Seminary. 
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2. 1 Corinthians 10:43 
Peter Enns of Eastern University began his “Aha Moments” blog series with his own aha moment. 
It came from his study of 1 Corinthians 10:4: “for they drank from the spiritual rock that 
accompanied them, and that rock was Christ.”  
 
Paul is clearly referring back to the times when God refreshed the Israelites with water from a 
rock during their desert wanderings (Exodus 17, Numbers 20).  Enns, argues that Paul accepted 
as fact a Jewish legend that a rock/well “followed” the Jews through the wilderness. And since, 
as Enns argues, we know that rocks do not travel through the desert then Paul was in error to 
accept such a view in 1 Corinthians 10:4. “Since the Jewish tradition about a travelling rock is 
clearly a legend—a legend that Paul apparently took to be fact—then we have a real problem, 
says Enns, for the evangelical view of biblical authority.  He puts it bluntly, ‘no rock moved in the 
Old Testament, but Paul said one did’” (Greg Beale).  
 
Professor Greg Beale points out a two-fold problem with Enns’ understanding: 
A) There are doubts about whether this Jewish “tradition” of a moveable rock/well was present in 
the first century. 

 The lone Jewish source is a text known as “Pseudo-Philo,” which the majority of scholars date 
as early as the first century A.D. (hardly something old enough to be established as a well-
known and widely accepted Jewish tradition!). The main text in Pseudo-Philo is 11:15: “and the 
water of Marah became sweet. And it [the well or the water] followed them in the wilderness 
forty years and went up to the mountain with them and went down into the plains.”   

 Interestingly, while some very good manuscripts have “it followed,” the majority of manuscripts 
of excellent quality render it “the Lord [Dominus] followed.” In other words, Enns’ entire thesis 
concerning 1 Corinthians 10:4 likely rests upon a misreading of a Jewish Tradition that may well 
have not even been known until the third or fourth centuries AD (long after Paul’s death).  

 
B) Even if the tradition was present, what evidence is there that Paul was alluding to it? 

 There are certainly many good reasons to doubt that Paul was referring to the Jewish legend of 
the traveling rock/well in 1 Corinthians 10:4. Indeed, the Apostle was far more likely doing 
biblical/theological exegesis of Exodus 14-17 in the light of Psalm 78:14-20 (e,g., “he splits the 
rocks . . . and gave them abundant drink . . . he struck the rock so that waters gushed out”) and 
78:35 (“God was their rock”), the latter of which appears to identify God with the “rock” of Ps. 
78:15-16, 20. 

 Paul’s words bear all the marks of biblical/theological exegesis: (1) He identifies the rock as the 
Messiah, (2) He does not use the language of a “well” and (3) He refers to the “rock” from which 
they drank as a “spiritual rock” from which “spiritual drink” was obtained (1 Cor. 10:4), not a 
literal rock. 

 Note also that the idea of comparing God to a “rock” that “followed” Israel in the wilderness is 
found in Exodus 14:19 in relation to Exodus 17:5-7, where in the latter passage the presence 
of the rock from which drinking water came may also implicitly suggest that God is a rock or at 
least is directly linked to the phrase “the Lord is among us” in response to the people’s doubt 
about this. The significance of this is that the legend of a traveling rock/well was a legend that 
sprang up outside of Scripture. But the Old Testament certainly does have a category for 
comparing God to the rock which refreshed the people in the wilderness. And indeed, God did 
guide his people through the wilderness. He guided them by day and night. His holy presence 
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went with them via “the angel of God who had been walking before the camp of Israel…” 
(Exodus 14:19). 

 And the presence of God continues to move between the Egyptians and the Israelites as the 
latter go through the sea.  Note similarly that Isa. 52:12 and 58:8 allude to Exod. 14:19 and 
prophesy that in the new, second Exodus God would also be Israel’s “rear guard.” Thus, in light 
of the fact that Exod. 17:6 very closely associates God with the “rock” (as does Psalm 78), it 
does not take much ingenuity to see how Paul could hold forth Christ as the “following rock” in 
his pre-incarnate divine existence as the “angel of the Lord.” Thus, Enns simply errs in holding 
that the “following” aspect is unique to the Jewish well legend. The idea of God himself 
“following” and accompanying his people as their rock and source of refreshment is clearly 
revealed in the text of the Old Testament.  

 “In sum, we can conclude that Enns’ primary conclusions about 1 Corinthians 10:4 simply 
remain unproven.  It is not certain that this Jewish tradition was even extant in the first century, 
nor is it certain (if it was extant) that Paul was alluding to it or adopting it.” 

 
Dr. Greg K. Beale (Ph.D., Cambridge University) Dr. Beale has served as a New Testament 
professor at Gordon Conwell Theological Seminary, Wheaton Graduate School, Westminster 
Theological Seminary, and Reformed Theological Seminary. 
 
3. Matthew 8:5-13 / Luke 7:1-104  

 When we examine these passages side-by-side we notice what appear to be discrepancies. 
Certainly, in terms of the basic narrative sequence there is large agreement between Luke and 
Matthew: (1) Jesus enters Capernaum; (2) he is told about a centurion’s servant who requires 
healing; (3) Jesus goes to heal the servant; (4) the centurion conveys to Jesus at some length 
that he is not worthy for Jesus to set foot into his house; (5) Jesus marvels at the man’s faith; 
and (6) the servant is healed.  

 The difference is that in Matthew the passage suggests that Jesus and the centurion spoke 
directly to one another. In contrast, Luke portrays the communication occurring through 
intermediaries sent to Jesus. Skeptics have often seized upon this apparent discrepancy to 
attack the doctrine of the Scripture’s trustworthiness.  

 Matthew may have been an eyewitness to the event while Luke, though not an eyewitness 
himself, would have interviewed those who were present (Luke 1:2). It is likely that both Matthew 
and Luke used a variety of written and oral sources.  

 As a Jew, Matthew would have known, and would have expected his Jewish readers to know, 
that messengers were thought to represent the person who sent them. It would have been as 
though the sender spoke these words directly. In fact, there are other places in Scripture where 
accounts are condensed by omitting the mention of intermediaries or agents who carried out 
actions on behalf of others. For instance, in 1 Kings 18:40, did Elijah personally kill each of the 
450 prophets of Baal? Probably not, although the text indicates that “Elijah brought them down 
to the brook Kishon, and slew them there.” Or in the case of Pilate who is described as scourging 
Jesus when, of course, it happened on his order (Mark 15:15; Matthew 27:26). It was simply 
understood that there was an exceedingly close correspondence between Pilate’s decision and 
the actions of those who carried it out. Scriptural examples could be multiplied: Did Pilate 
personally write the inscription and put it on Jesus’ cross (John 19:19, 22)? Did Joseph of 
Arimathea and Nicodemus by themselves take Jesus’ body and prepare it for burial? (John 
19:40)? Did Nicodemus personally carry the 75 lbs. worth of spices (John 19:39)?  
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 The seeming discrepancy between Matthew 8:5-13 and Luke 7:1-10 can be easily explained by 
common literary conventions and cultural customs of the day.  

 “If we keep in mind that the genre of the Gospels entails eyewitness testimony, and that it is the 
nature of eyewitness testimony to leave out some details and to include others depending on 
the writer’s narrative and theological purposes, why should it surprise us to find a certain amount 
of variety in parallel accounts? I would argue not only that this Bible is “wholly adequate” but 
that it is perfectly accurate when the writers’ own genre, purposes, and intentions are taken into 
account, as they should be… 

 “To conclude, it does not help to confuse the human phenomena of Scripture with its 
‘imperfection.’ The problem with entering seminary students (such as myself years ago) is not 
that they’re faced with an imperfect Bible but that their expectations at the outset are often 
inadequately informed. Just because the Bible involves translation and testimonies doesn’t 
make it imperfect! The Bible is ‘imperfect’ only when measured by the unwarranted expectation 
that the Gospels convey to us Jesus’ words in the original language and that all four Gospels 
agree word for word. But then why would we need four Gospels in the first place? And why 
would we expect or even demand that all the details of a given event are found in every Gospel 
that narrates it? As we have seen, Matthew’s and Luke’s accounts of the healing of the 
centurion’s servant provide a case in point. What we have here is the variegated Gospel witness 
to a miracle by Jesus that is not only attested in a way that is historically secure but that is 
coherent and complementary in the way it is told by the two Gospel witnesses who testify to it.” 

 
Dr. Andreas Köstenberger (Ph.D., Trinity Evangelical Divinity School).  Andreas is the Senior 
Research Professor of New Testament and Biblical Theology at Midwestern Baptist Theological 
Seminary 
 
4. Mark 14:12 & Luke 22:15 / John 19:14, 315 
One of the more famous and most discussed differences on chronology in the gospels deals with 
the timing of the Last Supper and the crucifixion. Skeptics of inerrancy point to these texts as a 
clear instance of contradiction between John and the Synoptic Gospels.  
 
In Mark 14:12 we are told the supper took place on the first day of unleavened bread when they 
sacrificed the Passover lamb (also Luke 22:15 goes in this direction referring to this Passover). It 
is complicated because the Passover (14 Nisan) and unleavened bread (15 Nisan and following 
for a week) were celebrated one right after the other. As a result, both names became attached 
to the same feast (Josephus, Jewish War 5.99, speaks of the feast of Unleavened Bread on 14 
Nisan). The way in which these feasts and their dates are handled shows that a proximate 
approach to dating was probably used. Indeed, it is likely that the whole period was often referred 
to as either Passover or Unleavened Bread. The problem comes in that John 19:14 and 31 record 
Jesus crucifixion occurring on the Passover preparation day which appears to be the day after 
the meal Mark and Luke portray as the Passover meal. This is a complex problem as a detailed 
study by the New Testament scholar I. Howard Marshall demonstrates in his work.  
 
Several proposals exist to deal with the difference without seeing an error. One suggestion is that 
two calendars were in use or that there were differences in the way the particular day was 
identified by each gospel writer. Others suggest that the Synoptic accounts are correct, and that 
the day of preparation in John 19 refers not to the Passover day but the sacrifice of the Sabbath 
of Passover week (which was the next day with a Friday crucifixion). Still others suggest that 
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John’s chronology is correct and that the Synoptic account’s refer to a meal that was modeled 
after Passover and was presented like a Passover even though it was not technically a Passover 
meal offered on the official day.  
 
Darrel Bock suggests that the most likely explanation is that John is referring to the Sabbath 
preparation in the shadow of the Passover. In this case it would mean that Jesus was crucified 
during the Passover season, not on the day of Passover. This is certainly possible given that the 
entire period was associated with the Passover. A modern analogy would be that people celebrate 
Christmas office parties all the time but not on Christmas Day. Such associations are popular in 
orientation and never intended to be technical. Similarly, Jesus could have been crucified during 
the Passover season with his death connected to a Passover meal. Therefore, his death would 
have had all of the significance of Passover without it necessarily occurring on the precise day of 
Passover. In this case “we are better off to see the season being appealed to in a popular ancient 
manner and the association made that way. The point should give us pause in not over-literalizing 
as we read some of these texts. So one or a combination of the solutions noted above could well 
be answers to the charge of a clear error but being able to show it is more difficult. If a less 
technical approach is taken then we are dealing with a popular reckoning in a generalized ancient 
chronological approach as a key to understanding what is taking place. Also what we have in not 
an error but the application of a season that ran many days to events tied to Jesus’ death. All of 
this is quite plausible given the significance of this season in the Jewish calendar and its shadow 
on the Jesus event.” 
 
Darrell Bock (Ph.D., University of Aberdeen) is the Senior Research Professor of New Testament 
Studies at Dallas Theological Seminary. 
 
5. Genesis 1:1ff / Genesis 2:5, 196 
Professor John Currid responds to a common “problem” raised by skeptics of biblical inerrancy 
found in Genesis chapters 1 and 2. Specifically, Currid engages Charles Halton, Assistant 
Professor at Houston Baptist University. Writing for Pete Enns’ blog, Halton states his belief that 
Genesis 1 and 2 are conflicting accounts of creation. The central issue for him appears to be that 
the two texts give two different sequences of events in creation. Genesis 1 presents humans as 
the last created while Genesis 2 presents them as the first created. The two verses that Professor 
Halton uses to support his view of conflicting creation accounts are Genesis 2:5 and 2:19. The 
following is Professor Currid’s response to Professor Halton: 

 Although Prof. Halton provides little discussion about Genesis 2:5, it is still clear, at least in my 
reading of him, that he sees a contradiction between it and Genesis 1. He says in reference to 
that verse, “after the human is made, God sows a garden and plants begin to sprout.” I assume 
that he is arguing, as do many others, that humanity was created prior to the plant life in Genesis 
2, and, if so, that would be contrary to Genesis 1 in which the opposite is true. 

 However, one needs to be careful at this juncture to make certain exactly what the text says. 
Observe that the text does not say there were no plants in the field, but it merely says that they 
had not yet sprouted or budded. In other words, they are there but they have not grown yet 
because there is no rain and no man to till the ground at this point. 

 Many scholars, like Prof. Halton, assume that Genesis 2:5 includes all plant life. As Meredith 
Kline says, “Verse 5 itself describes a time when the earth was without vegetation.” It seems 
more likely that this verse merely refers to two categories of plant life and not to all vegetation. 
And, as we already mentioned, one of these categories is in the ground but has not yet budded. 
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Therefore, it is probably the case that some plant life existed on the earth prior to the creation 
of mankind in Genesis 2 as in Genesis 1. 

 Dr. Halton saves most of his discussion for Genesis 2:19. He reads that verse as saying, “So 
out of the ground the Lord God formed every animal of the field and every bird of the sky.” God 
was, according to Halton, trying to find a companion for Adam. So in this account the animals 
are created after humanity in contrast to Genesis 1 in which they were created before humans. 
Indeed, this appears to be a contradiction that is troubling and cannot be easily dismissed. 

 Halton then accuses two translations – the ESV and the NIV – of obscuring the natural flow of 
the passage by translating it as “had formed”, which would be an example of a pluperfect tense. 
The translation “had formed” would reflect a previous creation of animals prior to the creation of 
mankind. God, then, would simply be bringing the animals before Adam that had already been 
created. Halton argues that a pluperfect translation does injustice to the verb. The Hebrew verb 
is a narrative preterite which indicates sequential action, but the pluperfect would, in fact, 
remove the immediate sequential aspect of the verb. Thus, he is saying that the ESV and the 
NIV are attempting to harmonize and reconcile two contradictory creation accounts by removing 
immediate sequential action from the verb “to form.” 

 Thus, with the flick of the grammatical wrist Prof. Halton concludes that the ESV and NIV 
translations “opt for a rather forced reading of the Hebrew.” The case, however, is not that 
simple. Yes, he is correct that normally the narrative preterite verb does require sequence from 
the immediately preceding verb and the flow of the passage, but certainly not always. There is 
plenty of evidence to indicate that the narrative preterite verb (sometimes called wayyiqtol) does 
at times, in fact, serve as a pluperfect. We cannot take the time here to lay out all the evidence 
and, therefore, I would refer the reader to the important study of C. John Collins, “The 
WAYYIQTOL as ‘Pluperfect’: When and Why,” Tyndale Bulletin 46.1 (1995):117-40. More 
recent Hebrew grammars are recognizing the wayyiqtol verb form can be used in a pluperfect 
sense. For example, the significant syntax book written by Waltke and O’Connor concludes that 
the wayyiqtol form may indeed entail a pluperfect situation, and they provide some examples of 
that usage (pp. 552-53). Consequently, the claim of Prof. Halton in this matter is too sweeping 
and, therefore, should not be used as evidence for contradictory accounts of Genesis 1 and 2. 

 A hermeneutic of suspicion appears to dominate those who hold to two separate, contradictory 
creation accounts from two different sources. It is true that the two chapters of Genesis view the 
creation event from two different angles or perspectives. Genesis 1 paints the creation of the 
cosmos in a sequential, broad stroke, whereas Genesis 2:4-25 presents an elaboration of the 
sixth day and focuses primarily on the creation of mankind. This is one reason that Genesis 1 
employs the name Elohim for God: this is the name of the powerful Creator who made the 
heavens and the earth. Genesis 2 primarily uses the name Yahweh Elohim, not because it is a 
different account, but it is stressing the covenantal name for God who has a covenantal 
relationship with his people. Genesis 1 and 2 are not contradictory accounts of the creation, but 
complementary accounts that highlight different aspects of the creation event. 

 
John Currid (Ph.D., University of Chicago). John is the Carl W. McMurray Professor of Old 
Testament here at RTS Charlotte and the Project Director of the Bethsaida Excavations Project 
in Israel (1995-present). 
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