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Preface

The King James Only controversy has been raging now for over three dec
ades. | first heard of it in the early 1970s, shortly after | came to Chattanooga, TN,
to teach Hebrew and Old Testament at Temple Baptist Seminary. At first, | could
not beliewe that anyone would take the idea seriously, so | treated it as a trivial fad
that would quickly die out. But | was wrong. By 1979, when | was invited to work
on the New King James Version of the Bible, it was developing into more than a
trifle and becomig a matter of theological separation among some constituents.
Consequently, | was reluctant to participate in a modern revision of the King
James Version because of the controversy it would arouse, and the potehtial pro
lems it may create for the Univensitvith which | was associated. | hesitated to
contribute to that revision until | consulted with Dr. Lee Roberson and received
his verbal permission.

In my early days, it never entered my mind that the King James Version
needed revision into modern Englisacause | cut my teeth on that edition of the
Bible, memorizing it from early childhood. Consequently, | understood King
James English as well as Modern English and did not know some people had
trouble comprehending it. It was not until | began teachingeminary that | dis
covered | was investing a worthwhile percentage of my time teaching Elizabethan
English in my classesstead of Bible. Many students did not understand (or they
misunderstood) what they read in the King James Bible because ofhtdcarc
language. That encouraged me to participate in the editing of the New King James

Version.

When the King James Only controversy became more serious in the early
1980s, | began to study both sides of the issue to learn the real nature of the prob
lem. Fom that time until now, | have invested immeasurable time in study and
research in order to help people who struggle with this quandary. | have studied

the history of the English Bible from its earliest inception, the origin and sources

XXi



Preface

of the controversythe arguments favoring the King James Only position and
those against it. | have studied the criticisms advocates of the position have of
modern versions and carefully checked their validity. This book is an organized
presentation of the results of tisatidy.

Several good books have been published in the past few years that address
this issue and answer many questions about it. | venture to publish yet another
because it addresses issues not covered thoroughly in other books, and it provides
extensive diils otherwise not available. | have tried to be fair, thorough, honest,
and courteous in the way matters are treated. For those who agree with me this
books provides abundant evidence to support the conclusions. Those who are
skeptical are invited to rdat fairly and check all the evidence. Any existing-dis
crepancies or oversights are due to human weakness and not to intentiopal mani
ulation. This work is dedicated to the glory of God and a better staaheling of
His Word.

James D. Price
ChattanoogaTN
2006
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INTRODUCTION:
The King James Only Doctrine Is a New ldea

Growing up as | did in the 1930s adfs, | have witnessed firsthand the
devebpment of a new doctrine among some fundamental chudrchefoctrine
that has come to be known Ks1\g James OnlyismThis new doctrine declares
that the King James Version of the Bible is the providentially preseword of
God, and is actually (or essentially) the only and final authority in all matters of
faith and practice for the Engligpeaking world today. In my early years, my
family was a member of an independent Baptist church associated with a group of
churches that had withdrawn from the Northern Baptist Conveéntiepause of
theological liberabm. The King James Version of the Bible was the version used
most often by people in those churches for study and for memorizing, and by
preachers in the pulpi

The idea that the King James Version was the only Bible one should use
was unheard of. Everyone in conservative Christian circles understood that the
King James Version was one of many translations of the Hebrew and Greek texts
of the Bible and that #hfinal authority for doctrine, faith, and ptee always has
been the original Hebrew words written by Moses and the pte@nd the origi
nal Greek words written by the apostles. It was not unusual for the pastor -and vis
iting speakers to make reérce to the Greek or Hebrew texts from which they
derived better wording or more accurate renderings. They madealfdeaefer
ence to the wording of the Revised Version of 1881 (RV), to the AareiStan

! Now known as the American Baptist Convention.
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dard Version of 1901 (ASV), and to other modeensions. In those early days, it
was popular in fundamental circles to own an American Standard Version of the
Bible.

During the 1950s, | attended Los Angles Baptist Theological Serfiteary
fundamental school approved by the General Association of &e@aptist
Churches). There, together with Bible, theology, homiletics, church history, and
other related subjects, we studied Greek and Hebrew. We studied the principles of
textual criticism and how to understand and use thenéwes in the printed edi
tions of the Greek and Hebrew Bibles. These footnotes mark places in the text
where the wording differs among the ancient nsanipts, and they identify the
various manuscripts that contain the alternateingad My professors had studied
under such g fundamental scholars as G. Gresham Machen and Robert Dick
Wilson. My Greek professor always preached directly from the Greek New Tes
tament. No one ever suggested that variantimgadn the Greek text were hereti
cal, or that using other versionstbe Bible was unaeptable. The only version
that was criticized was the newly published Revised Standard Version of 1952
(RSV) because of its theologically liberal bfalslowever, one must not assume
that fundametalists began to preach King Jan@slyism because they rejected
the RSV. The rejection was because of a theologically liberal bias in the RSV, not
to textual issues or a sudden need to have a final authority in English. Pastors co
tinued to refer to Greek and Hebrew, and to the RV, the, A8 other accept
ble modern versions.

This practice was consistent with the textbooks used in seminaryx+or e
ample, welkknown conservative theologian, Henry C. Thiessen, wroteszomg
the divine inspiration of Scripture:

2 The seminary is now located in Tacoma, Washington, and known as Northwest Baptist
Seminary, approved by the GARBC until they ceased approving schools and agencies.

% This was primarily due to Isaiah 7:14 where the RSV rgadsg womarinstead ofvir-
gin.
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Inspiration is affirmednly of the autographs of the Scriptures, not of
any of the versions, whether ancient or modern, nor of any of the Hebrew or
Greek manscripts in existence, nor of any critical text known. All these are e
ther known to be faulty in some particulars, ar aot certainly known to be free

4
from error.

Thiessen quoted from the RV or the ASV whenever that version better r
flected the Hebrew or Greek text and provided a clearer statement of the doctrine
under discussion. Augustus H. Strorgmory H. Bancroff, William Evans’ and
other conservative theologians did the same.

During the 1960s, while doing doctoral studies in Philadelphia, we were
menbers of another GARBC church in Haddon Heights, New Jersey. There the
pastor and visiting speakers followed thensgractice we had observed in earlier
decades. No one objected to references to Greek and Hebrew, or to ctizgrsver
In fact, the people appreciated the added insight derived from such sources. There
was not the slightest hint that anyone thoughtttiaKing James Version was the
only acceptable Bible to use.

In 1972, | began teaching in the seminary of Tennessee Temple Univer
sity, Chattanooga, Tennessee. At that time, Aubrey B. Martin, a blind Phd. gra
uate of Bob Jones University, was ProfesdoNew Testament. While a stant
at Bob Jones, Martin had been advised to memorize the ASV because & was r
garded as the most accurate translation of the Hebrew and Greek texts. Conse
guently, he memorized the entire New Testament in the ASV and coddltte

“ Henry C. Thiessen,ectures in Systematic Theolo@yrand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans,
1949), 107.

® Augustus H. StrongSystematic Theolog§Philadelphia: The Judson Press, 1907); of
course Strong often made direct reference to the Hebrew and Greekesktthrer accepting or
rejecting the readings of the Westekittrt critical text.

® Emory H. BancroftElemental TheologyGrand Rapids: Zondervan, 1945).

" William Evans,The Great Doctrines of the Bib{€hicago: Moody Press, 1912, 1939,
1949).
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his Bible classes in the ASV at Tennessee Temple University. Because Martin
was such a popular teacher, the university

During my first year at the University, my wife and | attended the Sunday
school class helchithe main auditorium of Highland Park Baptist Church taught
by one of the university administrators. The lesson was taught from the King
James Version of the Bible, but the teacher often made reference to other ver
sions, such as that of J. B. Philips; étarification.

It was not until the early 1970s, after | began to teach, that | first heard of
the King James Only idea. | could not believe that anyone would advocate such a
teaching. The first mention of this new doctrine came from some studenteof Pet
Ruckman, and then from his own writing#vestigation revealed that this idea
could be traced to the works of Edward F. Hiisd Jasper James Réyublica
tions written in the 1950s. Haver, these authors do not seem to have had much
influence umil their torch was picked up by Peter Ruckman and David Otis
Fuller! By searching back for deeper histai roots, | found the work of R&y

8 peterS. RuckmanThe Christian Handbook of Manuscript EviderfPensacola: Pensa
cola Bible Press, 1970); plus other similar books, and his newspdper Bi bl e Be.l i ever 6s Bu

® Edward F. Hills,The King James Version DefendéBes Moines: Christian Resea
Press, 1956).

10 Jasper James Ra@od Wrote Only One Bibl@unction City, OR: Eye Opener Bu
lishers, 1955).

Y David Otis Fuller, ed.Which Bible?(Grand Rapids: Grand Rapids Internationab+u
lishers, 1970)True or False: The Westcedttort Theory kamined(Grand Rapids: Grand Rapids
International Publications, 1973).

»Ray borrowed Wi lkinsonbés idea that the Waldens
Textus Receptun Northern Italy. On pages 70, he quoted Frederick Nolan as the authority for
this idea. This quotation was lifted, wefar-wo r d , from Wil ki n&loAtsés book, p a
Wilkinson led Ray to believe that the Latin Vulgate was not the traditional Lzatsion until after
the Council of Trent of 1546 (pp. 1) . Thus, Ray asserted that Wyclif

(which was translated from the Latin version) "is in agreement witfTéwéus Receptlgp. 34,
see also p. 87). However, | checked Wyicf f e6s transl ation agea&inst the 16
ing in modern versions (pp. &) and found that Wycliffe agreed with the Rheimes translation
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and Fuller to be heavily dependent on an earlier book by Seventh Day Adventist
Benjamin G. Wilkison®*Fullerpr ai sed Wi |l ki nsonds schol arshi
of his sixteen chapters almost weni-word** However, he concealed Wilkin

sond6s connection with Seventh Day¥ Adventi s
len G. White and to Adventisi.Unfortunately, Wilkinsod s wor kables unr el i
in many details, including the claim that the Waldenses preserved the pure text of

the Bible.

However, a study of history reveals that the roots of fundamentalism rest
in the authority of the Greek and Hebrew texts of the Bible,im@n English
trandation. This is true of fundamentalism as found in the statements of faith of
various denominational groups.

Original Languages Were Authoritative for Baptists

The various groups of Baptists trace their confessions of faith back to the
Second London Confession of Faith of 1677, and to the New Hampshire Confes
sion of Faith of 1830.

The London Confession is derived from the Westminster Confession of
1649. That portion of the London Confession relating to the Scriptures and to the
source bfinal authority is in paragraph 8 of Chapter 1, which states:
The OId Testament iebrew (which is the Native language of the
people of God of old) and the New TestamenGieek (which at the time of

the writing of it was most generally known to tRations [)] being immediately
inspired by God and by his singular care and Providence kept pure in all Ages,

(1609) in all but 3 of the 162 passages. Likewise, Wycliffe agreed with the alleged errors in 65
passges. It is clear that Wycliffe translated from the Vulgate, not from the Old Latin.

13 Benjamin G. WilkinsonQur Authorized Version Vindicatd@ayson, AZ: Leavesf-
Autumn Books, Inc., 1930).

¥ Fuller, Which Bible?176-318.

®Gary Hudson, d&HWhBi IGIr edéptisEBidival dHeritagevol. 1, no.
2 (Summer, 1990)
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are theréore authentical; so as in all controversies of Religion, the Churdh is f
nally to appeal to therf.

The text goes on to indicate the ndedtranslations in all the languages
of the world, but no translation is granted authority over the Hebrew and Greek.

With regard to the Scriptures, the New Hampshire Confession reads:

We believe that the Holy Bible was written by men divinely inspired,
and is a perfect treasure of heavenly instruction; that it has God for its author,
salvation for its end, and truth without any mixture of error for its matter; that it
reveals the principles by which God will judge us, and therefore is, and shall
remain b the end of the world, the true center of Christian union, anduthe s
premS stadard by which all human conduct, creeds, and opinions shall be
tried.

Although this confession does not explicitly declare the primary authority
of the Hebrew and Greek autaghs, it may be safely inferred that such a bBmit
tion was understood. The confession mentions no translation that was regarded as
the final court of appeal. The following are excerpts from the ceiafies of faith
of the various Baptist groups:

The Geneal Association of

Regular Baptist Churches

We believe that the Holy Bible as originally written was verbatbly i
spired and the product of Spidontrolled men, and therefore, has truth without
any admixture of error for its matter. We believe the Bibléé the true center
of Christian union and the supreme standard by which all human conduct,
creeds, and opinions should be tri&d.

1% william L. Lumpkin, Baptist Confessions of Faijthev. ed. (Valley Forge: Judson
Press, 1969), 251, italics in the original text.

17J. Gordon Melton, edThe Encyclopedia oimerican Religions: Religious Creedst
ed. (Detroit: Gale Research Company, 1988), 481.

18 Melton, 492.
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Baptist Bible Fellowship

We believe that the Holy Bible was written by men supernaturadly i
spired; that it has truth withbany admixture of error for its matter; and #er
fore is, and shall remain to the end of the age, the only complete and figal rev
lation of God to man; the true center of Christian union and the suprenge stan
ard by which human conduct, creeds, and opm&rall be tried.

1. By AThe Holy Bibleodo waxbooksan t hat col
from Genesis to Revelation, which as originally written does not only contain
and convey the Word of God, but IS the very Word of God.

2. By #Ainspir at booksdfthevRiblewerawrittentbyat t he
holy men of old, as they were moved by the Holy Spirit, in such a definite way
that their writings were supernaturally and verbally inspired and free from error,
as no other writings have ever been or ever will be irdpfr

The excellent work of Doug Kutilek has demonstrated that the idea
of King James Onlyism did not exist in the historical roots of this fellowship of
churcheg?

The Minnesota Baptist Association

We believe that the Holy Bible was written inerranitgoriginal lan-
guages by men divinely inspired, and is a perfect treasure of heavenlg-nstru
tions; that i[t] has God for its Author, salvation for its end, and truth without any
mixture of error, for its matter; that it reveals the principles by whict Gidl
judge us; and therefore is, and shall remain to the end of the age, the true center
of Chridgian union, and the supreme standard by which all human conduct,
creeds, and opinions shall be trféd.

9 Melton, 484, Melton noted: "The statement of the Baptist Bible Fellowship, one of the
largest of the contemporary fundamentalist churches, isghenge of the fundamentalist pesi
tion. Notice its affirmation of supernaturalism, biblical authority, creation, and the virgin birth.
Otherwise, it follows the mild Calvinism of the New Hampshire Confession" (p. 487).

% Doug Kutilek,J. Frank Norris and lis Heirs: The Bible Translation Controver§yas-
adena, TX: Pilgrim Publications, 1999).

2 Melton, 494.
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The excellent work of Larry D. Petigrew has dematstl that the idea of
King James Onlyism did not exist in the historical roots of this association of
churches?

The New Testament Association of

Independent Baptist Churches

We believe that the Bible, sixfsix books in the Old and New Tes
taments, is whout error in its original writing; its author was God using Spirit
guided men, being thereby verbally and plenarily inspired; it is the sole authority
for faith and practicé®

The Southwide Baptist Fellowship
We believe in the verbal inspiration of thé books of the Bible in its

original writings and that it is without error and is the sole authority in att ma
ters of faith and practicd.

The Baptist General Conference
We believe that the Bible is the Word of God, fully inspired andh-wit

out error in he original manuscript, written under inspiration of the Holy Spirit,
and that it has supreme authority in all matters of faith and cofluct.

The Southern Baptist Convention

The confession of faith of the Southern Baptist Conventioris a
most idemical with that of the New Hampshire Confession as it relates to the

% Larry D. Petigrew, "Historical Overviedv The King James Only Position," ifhe B-
ble Version Debate: The Perspective of Central Baptist Theologicah&gniMinneapolis: Ce-
tral Baptist Theological Seminary, 1997)13. In fact, the entire book demonstrates the point.

% Melton, 497.

2 Melton, 507.

% Melton, 515.
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Scripture?® Although it makes no specific declaration of the primary authority of
the Greek and Hebrew autographs, it may be safely inferred that such a limitation
was understood. No mention is made of an English version that is regarded as the
final court of appeal.

Other Baptist Groups

The confessions of faith of other Baptist groups do not contain a
specific statement about the primary authority of the Greek and Hebrew aut
graphs, but it may be inferred that such a limitation was understood. None of
these confessns mentions an English version that is regarded as the final court
of appeal.

Original Languages Were Authoritative for Presbyterians

The Westminster Confession of Faith of 1649 has been adopted by
the Bible Presbyterian Church, the Orthodox PresiayteChurch, the Presbyter
an Church of America, and the Reformed Presbyterian Church of Northi-Amer
ca?’ Concerning the Scripture, Chapter | article VIII states:

The OIld Testament in Hebrew (which was the native language of the
people of God of old), and tHeew Testament in Greek (which at the time of
the writing of it was most generally known to the nations), being immediately
inspired by God and by his singular care and providence kept pure in all ages,
are therefore authentical; so as in all controversiagligion the Church isif
nally to appeal to thert.

26 Melton, 500.
2T Melton, 230.

% Melton, 218. The confession also asserts the need folatians in all the languages
of the nations, but it does not specify any particular versions as preferable.
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Original Languages Were Authoritative for Lutherans

The Augsburg Confession of 1530 is the document that defines the
dodrinal views of the Lutheran Church. However, this confession has no specific
article dealing with the authority of Scripture. It seems to have been an assump
tion that needed no declaration. It was the Formula of Concord of 1580 that pro
vided a declaration regarding the Scriptures, a portion of which follows:

We believe, teach armbnfess that the only rule and standard according

to which at once all dogmas and teachers should be esteemed and judged are
nothing else than the prophetic and dplis Scriptures of the Old and of the
New Testanent, asitiswrit e n  ( P s . ylWo#l ish @&rsp) untdi ryHeet,

and a light unto my path. o And Si . Paul
en preach any other Gospel unto you, | et

Other writings, of ancient or modern teachers, whatever reputation they
may have, shouldot be regarded as of equal authority with the Holy Scriptures,
but should altogether be subordinated to them, and should not be received other
or further than as witnesses, in what manner and at what places, since the time
of the apostles, the [purer] dooe of the prophets and apostles was preserved. .

In this way the distinction between the Holy Scriptures of the Old and
of the New Testament and all other writings is preserved, and the Hofy Scri
tures alone remain the only judge, rule, and standaahrding to which, as the
only teststone, all dogmas should and must be discerned and judged, as to
whether they be good or evil, right or wrofig.

Although this confession does not explicitly refer to the primary
authority of the Greek and Hebrew autmghs, it may be safely inferred that such
a limitation was understood. No mention is made of a translation that would be
regarded as the final court of appeal.

Original Languages Were Authoritative for
the Evangelical Free Church of America

The following is an excerpt from the confession of faith of the
Evangelical Free Church of America:

2 Melton, 6970.

(Gal . 1
him be
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The Evangelical Free Church of America believes: 1. The tBice,
both Old and New Testaments, to be the inspired Word of God, without error in
the orighal writings, the complete revelation of His will for the salvation of
men, and the Divine and final authority for all Christian faith and*fife.

Original Languages Were Authoritative for
Interdenominational Churches

Several groups of churches may be cfassias interdenoman
tional in nature. The following are typical of those that would be regardeadhas fu
damentakt:

The American Council of

Christian Churches

Among other equally biblical truths, we believe and maintain the fo
lowing: a. The plenary divie inspiration of the Scriptures in the originah-la
guages, their consequent inerrancy and infallibility, and, as the Word of God, the
supreme and final authority in faith and Iffe.

The Independent Fundamental

Churches of America

We believe the Holy Siptures of the Old and New Testaments to be
the vebally inspired Word of God, the final authority for faith and life, inerrant
in the original writings, infallible and Geldreathed?

Original Languages Were Authoritative
for Historical Leaders

Fundametalism believes and defends the historical doctrines of
orthodox Christianity. It acquired a distinct identity when, in the early decades of

30 Melton, 257.
31 Melton, 566.

32 Melton, 574.
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this cenury, various fundamental groups separated from denominations that were
dominated by a theologically lival leadership. The doctrinal views of Fand
mertalism were articulated in a series of books edited by R. A. Torrey, A>C. Di
on, andothers entitledrhe Fundamentaf¥. Fundamentalism acquired its name as

a result of that publication.

James M. Gray

JamedM. Gray, then Dean of Moody Bible Institute, wrote the chapter on
the inspiration of the Bible. Part of his definition of inspiration included the fol
lowing statement:

Let it be stated further in this definitional connection, tiat record for
whose igpiration we contend is the original recé@dhe autographs or pdre
ments of Moses, David, Daniel, Matthew, Paul or Peter, as the case may be, and
not any particular translation or translations of them whatever. There is natransl
tion absolutely without eor, nor could there be, considering the infirmities of

human copyists, unless God were pleased to perform a perpetual miracle to secure
i 34
Iit.

After Gray completed his definition and defense of the inspiration of
Scripture, he concluded by listing sometbbse who would agree with his defini
tion:

We have spoken of scholars and of the learned, let us come to names.
We suppose Dr. Sanday, of Oxford, is a scholar, and the Archbishop biabyr
and Dean Burgon, and Professor Orr, of Glasgow, and Princoralyth, of
Hackney College, and Sir Robert Anderson, and Dr. Kuyper, of Holland, and
President P&in, of Princeton, and Howard Osgood of the Old Testament Revi
sion Conmittee and Matthew B. Riddle of the New, and G. Friettewright

3 R. A. Torrey, A. C. Dixongt al, eds..The Fundamental@_os Angeles: The Biblenk
stitute of Los Angeles, 1917).

3 James M. Gray, "The Inspiration of the Bible,"The Fundamentalsdited by R. A.
Torrey, A. C. Dixon,et al.(1917; reprint, Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1972),-23t2m-
phasis his.



Introduction 13

and Albert T. Claythe archaeologists, and Presidents Moorehead and Mullins,
and C. |. Scofield, and Luther T. Tosend, for twentyfive years professor in
the Thedogical School of Boston University, and Arthur T. Pierson of the-Mi
sionary Review of the World, and a hasft other living witnesses Episcoe
palians, Prdsyterians, Congregationalists, Baptists, Lutherans, Methodists, R
formed Dutch.

We had thought John Calvin a scholar, and the distinguished Bengel,
and Canon Faussett, and Tregelles, and Auberlen, and Vaerfes and
Charles Hodge and Henry B. Smith, and so many more that it were foolishness
to recall them. These men may not stand for every statement in these pages, they
might not care to be quoted as holding technically the verbal theory ofanspir
tion for reasons already named, but they will affirm the heart of théemon
and testify to their belief in an inspiration of the Sacred Oracles which includes
the words>

Is this what led J. Hudson Taylor to Inland China, and Dr. Guinness to
establish the wrk upon the Congo, and George Méaeknd William Quarrier to
support the orphans at Bristol and the Bridge of Weirs? 18 tifis belief in the
plenary inspiration of the Bibéethe secret of the evangelistic power of D. L.
Moody, and Chapman, and Torregnd Gipsy Smith, and practically every
evangelist in the field, for to the extent of our acquaintance there is none of these
who doubt it? Does this tell us why Athe best
among Chrisan people, have been the devotiorad &xpository books of
drew Murray, and Miller and Meyer, and writers of that stamp? Is this why the
plain people have loved to listen to preachers like Spurgeon, and McLaren, and
Campbell Morgan, and Len Broughton and A. C. Dixon and have passed by men
of the other kind? It is, in a word, safe to challenge the whole Christian world
for the name of a man who stands out as a winner of souls who does not believe
in g?e inspiration of the Bible as it has been sought to be explained in tlgese pa
es

Afterreadi ng Grayds chapter, it is hard to
that the early leaders of Fundamentalism held to a King James Only view. Yet in
spite of the evidence from history, some defenders of King James Onlyisim erro
neously claim that many leadest past generations held and defended the King
James Version as the only authoritative translation. The following are but four
examples:

% Gray, 2:4041.

% Gray, 2:42.
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John William Burgon (18131888)

Edward F. Hills devoted a whole chapter to portraying Burgon as-a d
fender of theTraditional Text, thus of the King James Versiémavid Cloud
also devoted considerable space to a similar portrayal of Bdtgiime truth is
that Burgon was opposed to the English Revised Version of 1881 not because it
was a revision of the King Jamesrgen, but because it was based on the Greek
text of Westcott and Hort. Further, Burgon was not a defender dfekieis -
ceptusthat underlies the KJV, but of the Byzantine Text which he referred to as
the Traditional Text. His Traditional Text was tlextt supported by the majority
of Greek manuscripts, otherwise referred to as the Majority Text today. His pro
posed Greek text differed from tAextus Receptua hundreds of places, and he
proposed hundreds of changes that should be made to the KJVobagedtiffer
ent underlying Greek text. It is misleading for advocates of the King James Only
view to imply that Bur gon0 SextdsrRaceptusi on al Te
and that were he living today he would be a supporter of their new dottrine.

37 Edward F. Hills,The King James Version Defend@es Moines IA: Christian &
search Press, 1973), 188; David Otis Fuller reproduced this chapter in Whkich Bible?(pp.
86-105).

3 David W. Cloud,For Love of the BibldOak Harbor, WA: Way of Life Lirature,
1995), 13871. Technically it is true that Cloud listed Burgon among those who oppose@the R
vised Version, but he never <c¢clearl yTedius®t i ngui shes
ceptus and he leaves his readers with the impression thegd® supports a King James Only
view.

¥ 't is true that Hills eventually declared Burg
when he was defending tAextus Receptua those places where its readings are not supported
by the majority of manuscrigd a conclusion that is illogical, in my opinion, after Hills used-Bur
gonds defense of the Traditional Tektdd&Receptupt y) Text a:
begin with.
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Edward Miller (1825-1901)

David Cloud also devoted space to portraying Edward Miller, a close a
socate of Burgon, as a defender of the K8\This, too, is a misleading pioayal,
because Miller, a scholar in his own right, held the same views apiButhe
Traditional Text.

J. L. Dagg

The highly respected Baptist theologian of the 19th century, J. L. Dagg,
clearly stated where the final authority lies:

Although the Scriptures were originally penned under the unerring
guidance of the Holy Spirit, it doesnfollow, that a continued miracle has been
wrought to preserve them from all error in transcribing. On the contrary, we
know that manuscripts differ from each other; and where readings aoesjari
but one of them can be correct. A miracle was need#tkiriginal praluction
of the Scriptures; and, accordingly, a miracle was wrought; but the preservation
of the inspired word, in as much perfection as was necessary to answer-the pu
pose for which it was given, did not require a miracle, and accordinhglgs
committed to the providence of God. Yet the providence, which has preserved
the divine oracles, has been special and remarkable. They were at firstt:commi
ted to the Jews, who exercised the utmost care in their preservation and correct
transmision After the Christian Scriptures were added, manuscript copies were
greatly multiplied; many versions were prepared in other languages; inlmumer
ble qudations were made by the early fathers; and sects arose which, in their
controvesies with each otheappealed to the sacred writings, and guarded their
purity with incessant vigilance. The consequence is, that, although the various
readings found in the existing manuscripts, are numerous, we are able, in every
case, to determine the correct reading, soafais necessary for the estalfplis
ment of our faith, or the direction of our practice in every important particular.
So little, after all, do the copies differ from each other, that these minute- diffe
ences, when viewed in contrast with their generaleageat, render the fact of
that agrement the more impressive, and may be said to serve practically, rather
to increase, than impair our confidence in their general correctness. Their utmost
deviations do not change the direction of the line of truth;ifititey seem in
some points to widen that line a very little, the path that lies between their wid
est boundaries, is too narrow to permit us to stray. As copies of the Holy Scrip
tures, though made by fallible hands, ardisigint for our guidance in ghstudy

“Cloud, 1727 7. What was said of CI| oudbhistraar eat me n't
ment of Miller.

of
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of divine truth; so translations, though made with uninspired human skill, are
sufficient for those who have not access to the inspired oritfinal.

Charles H. Spurgeon (1834892)

Some King James Only advocates have referred to Charles Hadden Spur
geon as one who rejected the English Revised Version and who defended the use
of only the King James Version. They support this claim by selectively citing
statements of his that could be interpreted in this way. However, it is evident that
Spurgeon favordp used the ERV at times. On Sunday evening, July 19, 1885,
Spurgeon preached a sermon entitled AANnd \
Ve r s la the intraluction to this sermon, Spurgeon stated:
A genuine fragment of inspired Scripture has been dmbjpyeour odl-
ertran at ors, and it is too precious to be |l ost. O
the fragments that remai n, t hat nothing may be
our text is restored to us in the Revised Version. Never did a translatioa of th
New Testament fail more completely than this Revised Version has done as a
book for general reading: but as an assistant to the student it deserves hon
ourable mention, despite its faults. It exhibits here and there special beauties,

and has, no doubtnicertain places brought into notice words of sacred Scrip
ture which had fallen out: we have a notable instance in my presefit text.

He then called attention to the text in 1 John 3:1, and cited the verse first
from the AV. Then he stated:

So far for ourAuthorized Version. Now read the Revised Version, and

note the words addéd

iBehold what manner of |l ove the Father hat h
we Should be called children of God: and such w

“1J. L. Dagg,A Manual of Theology1857; reprint; Harrisonburg, VA: Gano Books,
1982), 2425.

“2 Charles H. Spurgeometropolitan Tabernacle Pulpitvol. xxxii, Sermons Preached
and Revised by C. H. Spurgeon During the Yed6l@asadena, TX: Pilgrim Publications, 1974),
67384.

3 Spurgeon, 672.
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The wsmatdd ifis not in the oeiiogtamnd| . We therefo
then we get the wordsAND WE ARE. There are only two words in the
Greelbiand we are.o That the addition is correct |

Those authorities upon which we depérttiose manuscripts which are best
worthy of noticé have hese words; and they are to be found in the Vulgate, the
Alexardrian, and several other versions. They ought never to have been dropped
out. In the judgient of the most learned, and those best to be relied on, these are
veritable words of inspiratiof{.

Fundamentalism Is Divided over the King James Only Issue

As a result of the recent emphasis of vocal defenders of the King James
Version, Fundamentalism has been divided into several camps over this issue.

Some Prefer Modern Versions

It is quite clear thasome Fundamentalists have not been bothered by the
recent arrival of numerous modern translations of the Bible. They have bt yiel
ed to peer pressure and vocal harassment from King James Only advocates. They
have selected one translation, such as the NIASB, NKJV, or some other, as
the version to be used in their church or for private study. They use other versions
for study and comparison, and are pleased and content that a number of versions
are available for their benefit. This view also is widefychamong coservatives
and Evangelicals.

Some Prefer the King James Version

Many people were reared in churches where the King James Version was
the Bible used in public reading, in preaching from the pulpit, for Scriptune-me
orizaion, and for personalevotions. They have attributed the blessing of God on
His people partly to the Bible version they use. They love the beautiful, majestic,
reverent style of the olthshioned English used in the King Jamessu@r. They
have no problem understanding Kidgmes English, and do not mind having to
look up an occasional archaic word in the dictionary. They regard it to bewan acc

4 Spurgeon, 6734.
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rate, reliable translatiénone they can trust. Even though they have no serious
problems with modern versions, they prefer totoare using the King James
Version as they always have, and to use acceptable modern versions only for
study and reference. They do not make the use of the King James Version an issue
for fellowship. Some accept the NKJV as a good modern revision of thelKJV.

do not classify this view as being part of King James Onlyism.

Some Prefer the Textus Receptus

Many Christians use only the King James Version (or the NKJV) for the
reasons mentioned above, but also because it is based daxtie Receptds
the Hebrewtext of the Old Testament and the Greek text of the New Testament
that were used by the great reformers and became the traditional texts of the inter
vening generations. They believe that these texts were providentiasiryed as
the authoritative tes of Scripture. They are suspicious of the modern critigal ed
tions of the Hebrew and Greek texts because they have been led to believe that
those texts contain errors and are tainted with liberal theology and rational phi
losophy. They distrust modernrgens of the Bible translated from those texts,
considering them to be factually and doctrinally erroneous. They do realize, how
ever, that improvements can be made to the KJV and are not opposed to modern
versions, such as the NKJV, that are based omeRktus Receptus

Some Insist on the Textus Receptus
Underlying the King James Version

Some Christians use only the King James Version for the reasors men
tioned above, but also because it was translated from a particular formTakthe
tus Receptusthe Hebrew and Greek words behind the English words of the King
James Version. This is based on their belief that the translators of the King James
Version, when they had to choose between differing readings in the Hebrew and
Greek texts available to them, neaéxcellent textual decisions unequaled t
dayd that is, the translators always chose the correct reading. This view holds that
these texts are the providentially preserved authoritative texts of Scripture. Fu
ther, they believe the King James Version isaacurate translation made by men
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of great piety and scholarship. To them King James English isisupeModern
English, being able to more accurately express the truth of the original languages.
They deny that the King James Version needs to be rewgelhted, or in any

way altered. Some, but not all who hold this view, assert that the use of the King
James Version should be made a test of fellowship.

| include Hills, Ray, Fuller, Waite, Cloud, and their followers in this-cate
gory. It is true thatitese men have claimed that improvements could be made to
the present form of the King James Version. However, | have yet to sem-one |
provement that they have recommended or appr&vetitead, they vigorously
defend every detail of the KJV, and considey aariation from the wording of
the KJV as erroneous or faulty. Further, thBaxtus Receptus defined as the
Hebrew and Greek texts that underlie the English words of the KJV. Therefore, it
is the English words that determine the words of the HebnelnGaeek texts, not
the Hebrew and Greek words that determine the English. Consequently, | see no
practical difference between this view and that of Peter Ruckman, who openly
declares that the King James English corrects the Hebrew and Greek. In other
words, although they claim that tiextus Receptus the autographic text, this
claim is really a pseudscholarly screen for a hidden King James Only agenda.

Some Insist on the King James
Version Only

Some Christians believe that God has not preservetVidisl throughout
history by means of manuscript copies of the Hebrew and Greek texts, but by
means of translatio’§.Because the original Hebrew and Greek autographs have

> Hills did list a few archaic words that have changed meaning, but he does not recom
mend changing them. Instead, he suggests that the current meaning be plaeedaryginal note.

He then listed six reasons why the KJV should be retained.

“8 This seems to be the view of Peter Ruckman whose publications have been previously
cited. See also, G. A. RiplingeMew Age Bible Versior{#rarat VA: A.V. Publications, 1994
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perished, and only imperfect manuscript copies have survived, they reason that
the original Hebrew and Greek words are not available to make up a flawless, i
fallible, inerrant, authoritative Bible. Thus, because the apostles who wrote the
New Testament used a Greek translation of the Old Testament when they quoted
Old Testament Scripta, they conclude that God preserves His Word through
providentially guided translations.

The reconstructed history follows this logic: During the time of Christ the
intemational language of the known world was Greek; therefore, God previden
tially guided a translation of the Old Testament into Greek that was His divinely
inspired, infallible, inerrant Bible. By the second and third century, that Greek
Bible was revised and retranslated as the Septuagint (aadspteading to cer
rupt, heretical Greekersions that contaminated the Church, and allowed doc
trinal error to creep in. When Latin became the international language obthe R
man Empire, God providentially guided a translation of the Bible into Old Latin;
and that translation became the inspjrmfallible, inerrant Bible. In the fourth
century Jerome retranslated the Old Latin Bible into the corrupt anddaé ftedi-
in Vulgate, thus contaminating the Church and further contributing ttrinkaic
error. In the meantime, God providentially gedda translation of the Bible into
the larguage of the Waldenses that became the inspired, infallible, inerrant Bible
during the Dark Ages.

Finally, in these last days, English has become the international language,
consequently God providentially guidadranslation of the Bible into Englidh
The King James Version of 1611. Today this Bible is the inspired, infallible, iner
rant Word of God preserved for the Engligteaking world. Modern versions are
corrupt, heretical perversions that contaminate thar€¢h and lead to further do
trinal error. They are the result of the subversive work of Satan. Anyone who uses
any version except the King James Version is a heretic and an instrument of the
Devil. To the advocates of this view, the use of the King Jareesion is a ne-
essary issue for separation of felkivip.
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This Book Discusses the Problems of the King James Only View

The last two views above are what | regard as radical King James Only
ism. The historical evidence indicates that this doctrine wasawk to the early
leackrs of Fundamentalism, but originated and developed in the last few decades
of this century. Several good works have been written to counteract this new erro
neous doctrine, most of which have been relatively Bfi€his book is inended
to provide a more complete and comprehensive treatment of the subject that at the
same time is suited for the negchnical pastor and layperson. | hope this work
provides helpful information that will enable the reader to reach a balanced Bibli
calview of the subject, one that will avoid extremes and unnecessary division.

The first four chapters trace the history of English versions of the
Bible from the earliest attempts of translation to the completion of the Authorized
or King James Version df611. After discussing the history of the English Bible
up to the time of William Tyndale (1498536), subsequent translations are
shown to be revisions of Tyndal ebs transl a
jectives, including the King James Version.

" Richard Andrew Taylor, "The Modern Debate Concerning the GFeskus Receptus
A Critical Examination of the Textual Views of Edward F. Hills," Ph.D. Dissertation, Bob Jones
University, 1973; D. A. Carsoi,he King James Version Debate: A Plea foal®en (Grand Ra-
ids: Baker, 1979); Stewart Cust@he Truth About the King James Version ContreydGrea-
ville, SC: Bob Jones University Press, 1981); Samuel E. Schna#&tual Criticism and the
Modern English Version Controver§@reenville, SC: Boldones University Press, 1981); Eugene
H. GlassmanThe Translation DebatéDowners Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 198David D.
Shields,iRe c e n t Attempts to Defend the Byzantine Text C
diss., Southwestern Baptist Thedlm Seminary, 1985Ronald L. Walker A Position Paper of
the King James Controvergyittle Rock, AR: Heritage Baptist Temple, 1988); Doug Kutilek,
"Ruckmands Phoney ¢ A Biblicat Evahgel®tRA5e(May 1L,i1990),64; "
Estus Pirkle,The 1611 King James BibleSout haven, MS: The Kingbds Press,
White, The King James Only Controver@ylinneapolis, Minn.: Bethany House Publishers, 1995);
Michael A. Grisanti, edThe Bible Version Debate: The Perspective of Central Bapdistirgary
(Minneapolis, MN: Central Baptist Seminary, 1997); Robert PicifBlould We Use the King
James Only?¥Nashville: Randall House Publications, n.d.); J. B. Williams, lechm the Mind of
God to the Mind of Mar{Greenville, SC: Ambasdar-Emerald International, 1999); Roy E.
Beacham and Kevin T. Boudédne Bible OnlyZGrand Rapids: Kregel Publishers, 2001)
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Chapter 5 describes the subsequent revisions of the King James Version.
Chapter 6 describes the current editions of the King James Version, including an

in-depth discussion of the many differences between the various current editions.

The important doctrie of Textual Preservation is discussed in Chapter 7,
describing the various proposed theories of how the Biblical text has been pre
served down through history. | conclude that the text has been preserved in the
consensus of the Bibles that have survifredh antiquityd Bibles that were used
worldwide by Christians and Jews in their homes, churches, and synagogues for
worship and study.

Chapters 8 through 13 discuss the various theories scholars have proposed
for deciding original words in the places whehe words of the ancient Bibles
differ. Included are the Westcott and Hort type methods, Eclectic methods; Majo
ity Text methods, the Traditional Textéxtus Receptysnethod, gendagical
methods, and statistical methods. Each theory attempts to detewith min-
mum uncertainty what the original words were.

Chapter 14 describes the most prominent modern versions with respect to
their theory of translation, textual base, and targeted audience. Chapter 15 com
pareseight modern English versions, alongwthe King James Version of 1769,
for their teachings on seven of the cardinal doctrines of Evangelical anldFun
mental theology: (1) the deity of Christ, (2) the virgin birth of Christ, (3) atone
ment by the blood of Christ, (4) justification by fai{s) the bodily resurrection
of Christ, (6) the second coming of Christ, and (7) the doctrine of salvatien. E
cept for the New World Translation of the Jehovah Witnesses, the versions are
found to support the seven doctrines and not to deny any of them.

Chapter 16 discusses the problem of uncertainty associated with all meth
ods of textual recovery. The problem is not that the text has not been preserved,
but that some uncertainty may exist as to which of the preserved words are origi
nal where differencesccur. In any case, the alternatives do not affect the overall
teaching of Biblical truth and doctrine. The chapter demonstrates that this kind of
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uncertainty is less of a problem than the uncertainty associated with interpreting

the Bible where the Hebreand Greek words of the text have no variation to

cause concern. The presence of a small degree of textual uncertainty should not
affect oned6s confidence in the integrity a
contain additional data and more techhaiacussions of significant problems.
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Chapter 1
Early English VersionsWere | ncomplete until Wycliffe

From t he mo mewas puGrowdites foriWiowasprovided in
the language of the people to whom it was given. The Old Testament was written
in Hebrew, the language of the JeWBhe New Testament was written in Greek,
the international language used by both Jews and €&gatilthe time of Christ.

Translating Is an Ancient Tradition

When the Jews returned from the Babylonian Captivity in the sixth cen
tury B.C., many no longer understood Hebrew, but spoke Aramaic, the interna
tional language of that day. As a result, teading of the Hebrew Scriptures in
the syngogue had to be supplemented by an oral translation in Aramaic. Fhis tra
dition continued among the Jews as long as Aramaic was the language of the
common people. After a number of centurige Aramaic transteéon was put in
written form (about A.D. 200). Evidently it was not written down earlier, lest the
Aramaic somehow distract from the authority of the Hebrew. However, after the
Jews were driven out of Palestine by the Romans in A.D. 138, it seemed wise to
commit the translation to writing. It became known asTtheyum?

In the meanwhile, a large colony of Jews had settled in Alexandria,
Egypt, and adopted the Greek language. About the second or third century B.C.
they translated the Hebrew Bible into &keo accommodate their worship in the

1 G. L. Archer,A Survey of Old Testament Introducti®hicago: Moody Press, 1964),
42.

2 Archer, 38.
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synagyjogue. This Greek translation of the Old Testament became known as the
Sepuagint.® Though probably not the first translatibit,was the first to be ao-
mitted to writing.

As Christianity spread in the eartgnturies, the Bible was translated into
the language of the people to whom it was taken. So that in those eadyhene
Bible was translated into Latin, Syriac, Coptic, Ethiopic, Arabic, Armeniarh-Got
ic, and numerous other languages.

Trulythetraditon of transl ating Godds -Word into
ple is ancient and excellent. Unfortunateiye translating the Biblehad a late
start in the Brish Isles, experiencing much resistafroen the Roman Church

Bible Translationsbefore WycliffeWere Incomplete

According to ancient traditionthe Gospel was brought to the British Isles
by the Apostle Paul after his second imprisonment. Other traditions and legends
give accounts of the early arrival of Christianity in Britain. Such traditions and
legends are regarded as unhistorfcahd the exact origin of Christianity in Brit
ain is unknown. Tertullian at the end of the second century mentioned that Chris
tianity had penetrated Britain, and Origen in the third century mentioned the
same’ Three British bishops attended the Synod of Arles in, 3tid earliest ae
tain date of Christianity in Britaifi At later times various parts of the British Isles
were evangelized by such outstanding men as Ninian, Patrick, Columbauand A

3 Archer, 4345.

* The Aramaic translation known as the Targum was produced orally some time in the
fifth century B.C., but it was not committed to writing until after the Septuagint.

® Bruce M. MetzgerThe Text of the New Testame8t enlarged ed. (Oxford: Oxford
University Pras, 1992), 6-B6.

® Albert H. NewmanA Manual of Church History, Vol. I, Ancient and Medieval Church
History (To A.D. 1517)ev. ed. (Philadelphia: The American Baptist Publication Society, 1933),
409.

"F. F. BruceLight in The Wesl_ondon: The Patepster Press, 1952), 80.

8 Bruce,Light, 78; Newman, 1:409.
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gustine? During theg early dayscopies of the Scripture were brought to &irit
but it seems that the Latin Version was the only Bible known in Britain forseve
al centuries.

Old English

The earliest appearance of the Scripture in Old English seems to be the
work of the ®venth centuryCaedmon, dayman cowherd at the monastery at
Whitby, who wrote poetic parghrases of Bible stories in Ang®axon® In suc
ceedng centuries numerous men translated portions of the Scripture into-Anglo
Saxon. In the eighth century Aldim translated the Book of Psalftswhile the
venerable Bede translated the @elsof John and other portions, and wrote eom
mentaries on nearly all the Bibllt is reported that on the Eve of Ascension
Day, A.D. 735, the aged monk Bede finished the thsipter of the Gospel of
John and die®® In the ninth century King Alfred the Great translated the Ten
Commandments and other portioispthers translated portions of Job and the
Gospels. In the tenth century Aelfric paraphrased some of the historided;Boo
others translated the GospeAMso the Augustinian canon Orm translatiégk
Gowels into the AngléNorman dialect®

® Newman, 1:41216; W. J. HeatonQur Own English BibléLondon: Francis Griffiths,
1905), 43ff.

1% Heaton, 67ff; Bruce, 2; G. W. H. Lampe, @he Cambridgeéistory of the BiblgVol.
2, The Westrom the Fathers to the Reformation (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1969),

367; Ira M. Price, 22%%; Margaret Deanesley,he Lollard Bible and Other Medieval Biblical
Versionsg(Cambridge: The Cambridge University Press, 1920);4(R9

" Heaton, 88ff; Bruce, 5, 6; Ira M. Price, 226.

2 4. W. Hoare,Our English Bible (London: John Murray, 1911), 38!; Bruce, 6;
Charles C. ButterworthThe Literary Lineage of the King James Bible, 1:3401 (New York:
Octagon Books, 197123; Deanesly, 1333.

13 Heaton, 144ff; Ira M. Price, 226; but for an alternate explanation see Lampe, 372.

4 Heaton, 199ff; Bruce, 6, 7; Ira M. Price, 227; Butterworth, 24; Lampe4373

!> Heaton, 207ff; Bruce, 8; Ira M. Price, 288 Lampe,317; Deanesly, 136.

'8 Dearesley, 149; Lampe, 3781; Ira M. Price,The Ancestry of Our English Biplg"
rev. ed. (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1949), 229; Professor [no first name] Leldher,
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Middle English

From the twelfth to the fourteenth centuri@siny portions of the Bible
were translatedhto Middle English.Two prose translations of the Psalms were
made, one in south England and the other in the north. The one that arose in the
south is attributed to William of Shoreham (1320), in Kent, and the one in the
north was made by Richard Rolle (1340), known as teaertit of Hampolé-
Throughout all this time, the complete Bible was never translated into English;
the Latin Bible was the source for those portions that were translated; none had
been translated from the Hebrew or Greek.

Woycliffe Translated the First Comiete Bible

The first English translation of the whole Bible was made by Joho-Wy
liffe (Figures 1.1 and 1.2)n 1382% He was one of the early reformers whaco
centrated on the study of the Bible and the early Church Fdfttéesopposed the
hierarchy of tle Papal Church, and supported the anticlerical party of Galnt.
He favored the supremacy of Scripture over tradittonand believedhe Bible
should be in the language of the common people, and easily accessible to them.
This was cotrary to the pratice of the Church that reserved the Scrip to the
clergy. Kni ght on, a Church chronacler of
tion, mairtainingthat

Christ gave the Gospel, not to the Church, but only to the clergy and
doaors of the Church, tbe by them communicated to the weaker brethren and

the laity according to their need; whereas Wycliffe has rendered the Gospel from
the Latin into English, and through him it has become the possession of the

Wycliffe and his English Precursorsanslated by Dr. Lorimer, revised by S. Ge@&n (London:
The Religious Tract Society, 1904), 239.

ra M. Price, 216; Deanesley, 204; Butterworth, 39.
Wycliffe and his translation.

¥ F. F. BruceThe English Bible: A History of Translatiofisondon: Lutterworth Press,
1961), 1213; Deanesly, 225ff.

2 echler, 229; Deanesly, 226ff; Ira M. Price, 233; Butterworth, 40.
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common people, and more accessible to the laigtuding even women who
are able to read, than it used to be to the-aailicated clerg$

Wycliffe produced his English Bible to combat error with the tfath,
medicine for the sickness of the tinfésThe translation was made from the Latin
Vulgate, keing very literal, having worfbor-word correspondence with the Latin.
The Apocryphal books were translated and included in the order they appear in
the Vulgate®*

The New Testament was probably translated by Wycliffe himi3élfit
the Old Testament seentsltave been translated by Nicholas of Herford, a close
associate of Wycliffé®

After Wycliffeds death the trsasnsl ation
tant John Purvey who completed the work in 138Bven though copies had to
be made by hand, this revision was widely circulated, for even today there are
about 170 extant copiéS.

2 echler, 229.

#Hoare, 88.

% Hoare, 93.

2Bruce,Bible, 14-15; Ira M. Price, 140.

% |echler, 237; however, Bruce doubted that Wycliffe translated any part of it; see also
Deanesly, 2.

28| echler, 238; Bruce, 14.
27 Lechler, 241; Bruce, 14.

2 Hoare, 100.
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Figure 1.1
John Wycliffe
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Figure 1.2
Wycliffe at Work

Wycliffeds Bible Was Opposed

The Roman Catholic Church brandédcliffe a heretic and opposed his
translation and doctrines; but, in spite of this opposition, his English Bible flour



32 Chapter 1

ished. In 1384 Wycliffe suffered a violent stroke that resulted in his deatleon D
cember 31 of that yed?.

The Church continued to oppos Wy cl i f feds transl ation a
May 4, 1415, the eighth session of the Col
books burned and his remains disinterred from the consecrated burial grounds of
the Church® There was considerable delay in carrying this order, but in 1428,
his bones were disinterred, burned to ashes, and thrown into the river'®uift.
in spite of much oppressipthe Wycliffe Bible spread among the common people
and became a powerful influence that helped lay the foundatiaghgdreforma
tion in England whiclwould beginover 100 years later. Howeveavyenafter the
invention of printing in 1450, Wycliffeods
probably due to the opposition of the Church. It was not until 1850 that this Bible
was finally printed®?

Wycliffe was successful in continuing the excellent ancient tradition of
providing Godo6és Word ionWytche flIf eerogu apgeeo pd fe til
British Isles But further opposition was to be encounteiedhis casebefore the
tradition would be firmly accepted.

Sample of Wycliffeds Transl ati on

Figurel.3is a reproduction of a portion of the Book of Daniel fromadAy
|l i ffebdbs Bible. The following is nmt section
pared with samples of other transtau$ given later.

14. BE not zoure herte affraied: ne dred it/ ze bileuen in
god; and bileue ze in me/ in the hous of my fadir, ben many

# Lechler, 453; Bruce 16; Deanesly, 131.

% Lechler, 502.

3 Lechler, 505.

32 The Holy Bble, Containing the Old And New Testament, with the Apocryphal Books,

in the Earliest English Version Made from the Latin Vulgate by John Wycliffe and His Followers
ed. J. Forslall and F. Madden (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1850).
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dwellyngis/ if ony thing lasse | hadde seid to zou, for | go to make
redi to zou a place/ and if | go and make redida a place, eft
sone | come and | schal take zou to my silf/ that where | am: ze be/
and whidir | go ze witen: and ze witen the wey/ thomas seith to
hym/ lord we witen not whidir thou goist/ and hou moun we wite
the weie/ ihesus seith to him/ | am weyetheiand liif/ no man
cometh to the fadir: but bi me/ if ze hadden knowe me sothli ze
hadden knowe also my fadir/ and aftarde ze schuln knowe him/
and ze han seen hym.

Filip seith to him/ lord schewe to us the fadir; and it suffi
cith to us/ ihesus gk to hym/ so long tyme | am with zou: and
han ze not knowen me? Filip, he that seeth me; seeth also the fadir,
hou seist thou: schewe to us the fadir, bileuest thou not; that | am
in the fadir and the fadir is in me/ the wordis that | speke to zou, |
spele not of my self: but the fadir hym silf dwellinge in me, doith
the werkis/ bileue ze not that | am in the fadir; and the fadir is in
me?
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DANIE L.

[ Prologue on Daniel®. |

Tuis profete Danyel was in the transmygracioun of Babiloyne, and he forsook the
kingis metis, and eet onli breed and potage, lest he scholde be defoulid azens his
God thoru; delicat metis, and forsake the lawe of God. Wherfor the Lord God
saf to him of his Holi Spirit, to interprete dremes and visiouns ; and gat grace anentis
the king, and fauour to al the peple of Israel; and the Lord schewide to him, bi
visioun and expownyng of an aungel, thingis that weren to comynge iu to the ende
of the world, and of the dai of doom, and of arisynge asen of dede men, and of the
blisse that euer schal laste to the chosene of God.

Fleere cendith the prologe, and bigynneth the book of Daniel "

The book of Daniel™.

CAP. I

i+ In the thridde jeer of the kyngdam
of Joachym, kyng of Juda, Nabugodono-
sor, kyng of Babiloyne, came in to Jeru-
ssalem, and byseegide it. And the Lord
bitoke Joachym, kyng of Juda, in the
hond of hym, and he toke a part of ves-
gsels of the hous of God; and bare hem
out in to the lond Sennaar, in to the
hous of his god, and toke the vessels in
3to the hous of tresour of his god. And
the kyng saith to Aphanet, prepost, or
souereyne, of his geldingus, that he shulde
brynge yn of the sonys of Yrael, and of
the kyngus bloode, and the children of

a Here tigynneth the boke of Danyel, the prophete. 1.

s This prologue s from nmn.

b From n. No final rubric in .

Here bigynneth the book of Daniel .
CAP. 1.

In the thridde 3eer of the rewme ofy
Joachym, king of Juda, Nabugodonosor,
the kyng of Babiloyne, cam to Jerusalem,
and bisegide it. And the Lord bitook in:
his hond Joachym, the kyng of Juda,
and he took a part of the vessels of the
hous of God; and he bar out tho in tu
the lond of Sennaar, in to the hous of his
god, and he took the vessels in to the
hous of tresour of his god. And the kyng:
seide to Asphaneth, souereyn of his onest
serunauntis and chast, that he schulde
brynge yn of the sones of Israel, and of
the kyngis seed, and the children of ti-

N initial rubric in G

¢ From arv. Here biginnith thy

hook and the profecie of the hooli man Danicl, the profete, v, Here bigynacth the book of Dangel, the pro

Jete. m. No initial rubric in the other Mss,

Figure 1.3

Wycliffeds

Dani el



Chapter 2
Tyndale Was theFirst to Translate
from Hebrew and Greek

Al t hough Wycliffeds translation had bee
common people was greatly hindered by the church. Thefusis version was
prohibited under pain of excommunication; and the bishops were exceedngly s
vere with any who dared read the version of Wycliffe. As a result, for all gaacti
purposes, no English version was available for the people to freely ety
later when William Tyndale came on the scéne.

William Tyndale (see Figure 2.1), otherwise known as William Hutchins
(or Hychyns), was born about 1494, received his B.A. degree from Oxford in
1512, and his M.S. degree in 1515. He then left OxfordcCambridge where he
spent about seven years. While at Cambridge he was greatly influenced by the
teachings of Erasmus, and was inspired to study Greek and theology. He was also
influenced by John Colet who taught the literal method of interpretingt8ieiin
opposition to the algorical method used by the church. It was evidently tthe i
fluence of Erasmus that impressed Tyndal ed
late the Word of God into the native language of his own péople.

! R. DemausWilliam Tyndde, A Biography Revised by Richard Lovett (London: The
Religious Tract Society, 1886), 93.

2 Demaus, 150; Bruce,Bible, 2628; S. L. Greensladghe Work of William Tindale
(London: Blackie and Son, Ltd., 1938)}61 Bryan EdwardsWilliam Tyndale, thé=ather of the
English Bible(Farmington Hills, MI: William Tyndale College, 1982), -#3; Butterworth, 56;
Bruce, 289; Ira M. Price, 24212.
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Figure 2.1
Will iam. Tyndale

The desire undoubtedly was incsteased by
lation of the Bible in 1522, the first translation in the native language of the Ge
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man peoplé.Tyndale expressed this determination while debating with a certain

leaesmel man who said to him, AWe were better
Popebébs. 0 Upon hearing this, Tyndale answer
then he said, Alf God spare my I|life, ere m

the plow shallknommor e of the Scri‘pture than thou do

Unlike Wycliffe, who translated from the Latin Vulgate, Tyndale deter
mined to translate from the original language, Greek for the New Testament, and
Hebrew for the Old Testamentor this task he was eminently djtiad. His
qualf i cati ons were praised by one of Germany
Tyndal e and said that he was fAsotskilled i
in, ltalian, Spanish, English, French, that whichever he spoke you woyldsip
ithi s nat i ¥He alsooknew German quite well, because he lived in Ge
many for seeral years, doing much of his translating there. His was the figst En
lish translation from the original languages. Thus began an excellent tradition that
was followedby all subsequent translators, except the version of the Jesuits.

Tyndal e6s First New Testament Was i

Tyndale moved to London and attempted to obtain authorization and help
for his task from Cuthbert Tonstall, Bishop of London. But the bishop was o
posed to the idea, and it soon became apparent that there was no possibility for
translating the Bible in London, or, in fact, in all of Engldrb he set his mind
on doing the work in Europe, and about May of 1524 he sailed to Hamburg, never

3 Demaus, 7&71; Greenslade, 6.

*W. B. Forbush, edFox's Book of MartyrgPhiladelphia: John C. Winston Co.,28),
178.

> Demaus, 73.
8 Demaus, 130; Ira M. Price, 246; Edwards, 99.

"Demaus, 7®4; Edwards, 71; Greenslade, 8.
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to returnto his native land.Some historians think that while he was in Germany

he went to Wittenburg to confer with Luther. Although this is not certain, it seems
clear that he was i1 nfluenced by Lutherds
reason, Tydale séled in the safety of Wittenburg to undertake his translation of

the New TestameritHe received financial help from his friend Humphrey Mon

mouth who had also supported him during his stay in Lof%on.

Unlike modern scholars, Tyndale had very few technnedps, such as
grammars, lexicons, and other scholarly works. Written mainly by Italian-schol
ars, such works were few and meager, expensive and hard to obtain. Likewise, his
sources of Greek texts were quite limited. He had no Greek manuscripts and no
access to the Computensian Polyglot. His only Greek Testament was the ihird ed

t

tion of Erasnus printed in 1522He di d not make wutoe, of Wycl.

but it seems certain that he cosiog,ul ted the

and L uranslaiont However, his dependence on these was intidiehis
work was indgendent and refreshingly original. It was a Bible for the people, not
for the schadrs aloné?

He employed the services of a secretarial assistant, William Roye, who
eventally turned out to be a heartache and embarrassment t§ hirthe spring

of 1525, when his work on the New Testament neared completion, he moved to

8 Demaus, 95; Greenslade, 8; Edwards, 72.

9 Demaus, 98.03; Greenslade, 8; Edwards, 78.

1

° W. J. HeatonBible of the Reformatign31; Greenslade, 8; Edwards, 69; Ira M.
Price, 245.

1 Demaus, 10304; Bruce, 36.
12 Demaus, 131133; Bruce, 36.
13 Heaton Bible of Reformation54.

14 Demaus, 10%; Greenslade, 8, 9800
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Cologne for printing the first edition (3,000 copies). However, the printing was

halted by his enemies; bhe was able to escape to Worms with a supply of the

first ten sheets (80 pages) which he published separately in 1525. Only one copy

of this edition has survived,; It contains
Matthew to the middle of chapter 22. Thalessurviving copy is in the British

Museum™ (See Figures 2.2 and 2.3.)

Tyndale Translated th@entateuchin 1530

Almost four years passed before Tyndale published any more of his Bible.
Not much is known about his activitidsiring this time, but he edéently learned
Hebrew from Jewish rabbis of Germahgnd began translating the Old Testa
ment. On January 17, 1530, he published his first work on the Oldnferstathe
Pentateuch. The printing was done at Marburg by Hans' L. with the New
TestamentTyndale had few technical helps for translating from Hebrew. ldis H
brew Bible probably was the second Bomberg edition of thdiR&bBible, edi-
ed by Jacob ben Chayyim and printed in 1525.

Soon after the publication of the Pentateuch, Tyndale movéahtwerp,
partly because it was an important center of commerce with England, patly b
cause his printing could be done there, and partly because it provided leim a d
gree of safety from his enemies.

!> The Beginning of the New Testament Translated by William Tynd&lg, BE&csimile
of the Unique Fragment of the Uncompleted Cologne Edition, with an Introduction by Alfred W.
Pollard (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1926), 2; Demaus; 1@ Greenslade, 9; Bruce, 31; Ira M.
Price, 24546; Edwards,; 8B.

18 Heaton Bible of the Rformation,108.

" Demaus, 22; Greenslade, 11; Bruce, 21 Ira M. Price, 249; Butterworth, 634;
Edwards, 1192.
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First page of the Book of Matthew 1525
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Attempts were made to entice Tyndale back to England in order tiareap
him; but he escaped these attempts and stayed safely in his placeedfqord®
Although the Emperor of the Netherlandgas strongly opposed to the work of
Tyndale, he was safe in the sanctuary afforded foreign merchants within the walls
of the free city of Antwerp. In 1531 he dighed the book of Jonah, and in 1534 a
second edition of the Pentateu@te continued to &mslate the Old Testament,
but was unable to publish more of it during his lifetitfie.

Tyndale Revised the New Testament in 1535

In addition to his work on the Old Testament, Tyndale worked extensively
on revising and improving his New Testament. In Novendfel534 he pub
lished the first revised edition of the New Testanfémind in 1535 he published
the seond revised edition, his la&t.

Tyndale Was Martyred in 153

On the 23rd or 24th of May, 1535, shortly after publishing the second edi
tion, Tyndale vas lured outside the safety of the walls of the free city by a false
friend, Henry Phillips, who betrayed him to officers. He was taken to prison to the
castle of Vilvorde, where he remained until his martyrdd®everal unsuccessful
attempts were made gave Tyndale, but he was put on trial for heresy. Although

18 Demaus, 2781, 31821.; Greenslade, 12; Edwards, 128 Bruce, 412; Butterworth,
71-3.

19 Demaus, 354: Ira M. Price, 249.
2 Demaus, 29800; Bruce, 4&52.
2 Demaus, 357; Edwards, 1¥4 Greenslade, 18; Bruce, 428; Ira M. Price, 249.

22 Demaus, 378; Greenslade, 18.

% Demaus, 38®1; Edwards, 1488; Greenslade, 193; Bruce, 52; Ira M. Price, 249

51; Butterworth, 93.
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Tyndale nobly defended hielf, he was judged guilfy.During his imprisonment

he continued his translation of the Old Testament to the end of the books of

Chronicles?® He was unable to finish tHeld Testament, but evidently translated
portions of other Old Testament books. The
out of the Old Testament t h&fheyaoore read af
sisted of various passages from the Old Testament Reophe from the Apocry

pha. Hisintraucti on to the 1534 New Testament C C
books of the Pentateuch which he had already translated, but from many other

parts of the Old Testament, from Proverbs, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Joeh, HoO

Amos, Zechdah, and Mala h ' . o

On August 10, 1536, Tyndale was sentenced to die the death of-a here
ticd strangulation and burning at the stake. The sentence was carried oot on O
tober 6, 1536, after the godlopenthartyr cri
King of Endgl andodés eyes! o

Al t hough hi's |l ife ended i n martyrdom, V
filled and his last prayer answered. Before the next year ended (1537), the first
vol ume of the English Bible dtioawthprinted i
few changes) came off the presses- of the k
able to the common people of England, making it possible for the plowboy to read
and know iZ° Thus the ancient traditions were continuptbviding the Word of

 Demaus 40031; Greenslade, 22; Edwards, 1B8Bruce, 52; Ira M. Price, 250.
% Demaus, 43@9.

% Hoare, 121; Bruce, 480.

> Demaus, 368.

% Demaus,44@12; Edwards, 168; Greenslade, 22; Bruce, 52; Ira M. Price, 250.

2 Heaton Bible of Reformation] 32.
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God translated from the original Greek and Hebrew into the native language of
the people.

Tyndale Translation Exhibited Literary Excellence

The Word of God as it was originally written exhibited a high degree of
literary excellence. William Tyndale, himseafman of profound literary genius,
had a keen appreciation of this excellence which he skillfully reproduced in his
translation.

The work of William Tyndale is unappreciated by most people of these
times, even though his translation of the Bible had a mp®und influence on
English literature than that of any single work in English history. Demaus wrote
that

the English New Testament, as we now have it, is, in its substancenthe u
changed | anguage of Tyndalebds fsibr st version. T
jected to repeated revisions; the scholarship of generations, better provided than
Tyndale was with critical apparatus, has been brought to bear upon @rsyrit

by no means overlfriendly to the original translator, have had it in their power

to digparage and displace his work; yet, in spite of all thesednéas, that
Book, to which all Englishmen turn as the source, and the guide, and the stay of
their spiritual life, is still substantially the translation of Tahe. And most m-
phatically mayit be said of those passages of the Newtdraent which are

most intimately associated with our deepest religioustiems that it is the &

tual unchanged words of the original translator which are treasured up in our
hearts, and are so potent in imsiag the souf

Pollard declared,

He had himself set a model for the translation of the Bible into English
which (even in the Jesuit version) was respectfully followed by his successors,
so that the &6édAuthorized Ver siitlerafie- of 1611, whi ch
tions of the Englistspeaking Christians, alike in language, rhythm, and cadence,
is fully ninety percent hié"

% Demats, 1334.

% The N.T. Translated by Tyndakei.
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Demaus further wrote, Aln short, t he Er
have it is, in its substance and form, the work of Tyndadepther man has left
any trace of hi%Butndiwndaladds yi métal uietncoe e x
yond the Bible itself, it encompassed the whole of English language antlli¢era
Also Demaus asserted,

Even as a |l iterary waostatkon formgam-ssue of Tyndal
portant era in our history. At a time when the English language was rstill u
formed; when it had not as yet been the vehicle of any great literary undertaking;
when men of learning still looked upon it as an imperfect instrument,lfitfon
commonplace purposes, Tyndale showed that its capacity was unbounded; that
in simplicity, majesty, strength, musical flow, ability to relate gracefully and
perspicuously, to touch the feelings, to awe by its solemnity, to express the
highest truthsn the clearest words, it yields to no other language ancient or
modern . . . in thus holding up before the nation, in a book which has become
sanctified by the reverence of ten generations, a model of the highest literary e
cellence, simple, honest, ancanty; free alike from the pedantry of the bat
scholar, and the affected point and force of the mere man of letters, he has exer
cised a permanent influence of the most beneficial kind over the literary taste of
the English peopl&

Tyndale initiated th tradition of literary excellence for the English Bible.
Those who followed him continued the tradition. Miles Coverdale left his stamp
of excellence on those portions not translated by Tyndale. Their successers mer
ly polished the jewel that was left tioeir care.

Sample of Tyndalebs Transl ati on

The following is a section of -John <chap
ment. It may be compared with samples of other translations given elsewbere. N
tice that the text had no verse numbers.
14. AND he sayd vntdis disciples: Let not youre hertes be trtmdl.

Beleve in god and beleve in me. In my fathers housse are many mansions. If it
were not so/ | wolde have tolde you. | go to prepare a place for you. And yf | go

32 Demaus, 134.

33 Demaus, 137.
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to prepare a place for you/ | will come aga/ and receave you even vnto my
selfe/ that where | am/ there may ye be also. And whither | go ye knowe/ and the
waye ye knowe.

Thomas sayde vnto him: Lorde we knowe not whyther thou goest. Also
how is it possible for vs to knowe the waye? lesus sayd kimh: | am the
waye/ the truthe and the life. And no man commeth vnto the father/ but by me.
Yf ye had knowen me/ ye had knowen my father also. And now ye knowe him/
and have sene him.

Philip sayd vnto him: Lorde shew vs the father/ and itiseifi vs.le-
sus sayde vnto him: have | bene so longe tyme with you: and yet hast thou not
knowen me? Philip/ he that hath sene me/ hath sene the father. And how sayest
then: shew vs the father? Belevest thou not that | am in the father/ and the father
in me? The wates that | speake vnto you/ | speake not of my selfe: butathe f
ther that dwelleth in me/ is he that doeth the workes. Beleve me/ that | am in the
father and the father in me. At the leest beleve me for the very workes sake.

Verely verely | saye vnto youne that beleveth on me/ the works that |
doo/ the same shall he do/ and greater workes then these shall he do/ because |
go vnto my father. And whatsoever ye axe in my name/ that the father might be
glorified by the sonne. Yf ye shall axe eny thinge inmayne/ | will do it.



Chapter 3
Tyndal eds Transl at i'BmesWas Revi sed

Following the Tyndale Bible, a series of English Bibles arose that com
pleted and revised Tyndal ebs wor k. The rev
in order to make the work acceptable to those in authority. All English Bibles
subsequent to Tyndale, including the King James Version of 1611, were revisions
of previous editios. An important feature of each revision was an updating of the
language to current literary usage.

Coverdale Revised Tyndal eds Bible

During Tyndaleds | atter years on the C
English Bible began to change in England. Tyndage t r ansl ati on had ¢
much interest among the people. Because Henry VIII desired to divorce his wife
Catheme in order to marry Anne Boleyn, he had broken relationship with the
pope. By implication, this break had committed Henry to the authoritphef
Scripture rather than to papal authority; but he hadipuely repudiated Tyn
d al e 0 stiontas henetedl, and could not retract his word. Yet he saw that an
English Bible would support his break with Rofe.

In 1534, Thomas Cranmer (Figure 3.Aychbishop of Canterbury, sens
ing the apprpriateness of the time, petitioned the king to authorize the production
of an English translation, and to make it available to the pédtaough no for

! The seventh revision was the King James Version of 1611.
?Hoare, 16165; Bruce, 54.

3 Arthur J. MasonThomas CranmeflLondon: Methuen, 1898), 89.
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mal authoriza i on was gi ven, @assodatey Thomm&aen ki ngds ¢
well (Figure 3.2) and Sir Thomas More, evidently encouraged the work to begin
on the continent.That is when Miles Coverdale came on the scene.

Born about 1488, Miles Coverdale (Figure 3.3) was ordained a priest in
about 1526, ah became an Augustinian friar. He was educated at Cambridge
where he came under the influence of Reformation. His new ideas soon placing
him in danger, he left the Augustinian order and fled for safety to the continent
where he stayed from 1528 to 1535.

During his stay in Hamburg, he spent some time with Tyndsa$gsting
him in his work, and again later in Antwerp where he was a proofrédenose
days he was influenced to produce his own English Bible, perhaps by a strong
personal desire, perhaps Byomwell who had supported him earllesr perhaps
by Jacob van Meteren of Antwerp who printed the first edition in 1535. The pages
were shipped to England and sold to James Nycholson who bound them. Thus all
copies of Coverdal edgs Bible have English b

Coverdale made use of Tyndaleds Transl a
the Pentateuch, with only minor revisions.
through Chronicles was not available to him. Consequently, for the rest of the Old
Testament and thepdcrypha, he translated from the Latin, making use of the
German vesions available to him; he did not translate from the Greek and H
brew? Some of his sources were

* Heaton Bible ofthe Reformation]52.

® Hoare, 16972; HeatonBible of the Reformatiori,51-52; Bruce Bible, 53.

® Bruce,Bible, 53.

" Heaton Bible of the Reformatiori,52, 170.

8 Heaton Bible of the Reformatior1,65-66.

° Hoare, 173; BruceBible, 589; Ira M. Price 2522 ; S. L. Greensl ade, AThe
Versions of the Bible, 1525 6 1 TThedCambridge History of the Bible: The West from the

Reformation to the Present Dagd. S. L. Greenslade (London: Cambridge University Press,
1963), 148.



From Tyndale to the KJV

Figure 3.1
Thomas Cranmer
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Figure 3.2
Thomas Cromwelft°

O HTTP://WWW.englishhistory.net/tudor/citizens/cromwell.html



From Tyndale to the KJV

Figure 3.3
Miles Coverdale!

11 Heaton Bible of the Reformatigri53.
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