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Aut horodés I ntroducti on
Overview

James Wh iTheKing Jarhes Ority Controver8ethany House Publishers, 1995,
ISBN 1-556615752 has been available for over a decade. It was introduced tauthis
thor as o6éproofédé that o6éthe KJIJV adds to the

I have since carried out a detailedereview
sult of that study. The | ength of &he stu
bly strike the readefirst. The reason is twofold.

11 have sought to provide a specific answer to every criticism that White makes of the
1611 Authorized King James English Holy Bible, AV1611.

1 | have sought to bring to bear in summary form as many resources as possibée with
spect to authors who have already addres:
Bible. These include works by Drs David Cloud, Thomas Holland, Peter S. Ruckman,

Mrs Gail Riplinger and articles dyr Moormanand Will Kinney.

Extracts from both their vitngs and web sites, where applicable, form a large part of this
study. This author is most grateful for their efforts.

This work makes extensive use of the study published in 1930 by Professor Benjamin
Wilkinson, entitledOur Authorized Bible VindicatedDoug Kutilek, a moderday bible
critic and ally of James White, has carrie
work, which he has posted on his web site. | have devoted the last two chapters of this
study to r espons esincludong Hsunsistdnae khéat she lbibles of the i s m
godly Waldenses of Northern Italy were not faithful to the Text of the AV1611. Itis my
conclusion that Kutilekés criticisms of bo
are unreasonable.

Returningto James White and his book, my considered opinion is that James White has
condensed into one volume virtually all the criticisms of the AV1611 that fundamentalists
have levelled over the decades. | am hopeful that my response will be usefulnas a su
mary reference to enable bible believers to respond satisfactorily to any and all of these
criticisms.

It should be noted that one additional wor
this authords attention whil dised. fhissvorkis udy w
entitled Why Not The King James Bible! An Answay Dr Kirk Divietro. It is me-

tioned because | believe that readelks shou
ready.

Using the Study

This study ol | owms ofthem¥ 1611 Whurnt ahapter by ahapter, c i s
with extracts, wher e ne cCentestsdor the page numbersWh i t e
for the beginning of each chapter that add

TheContentsl i st s Wh iheaelidgs in enblasg tquotes for ease of reference.

f
t
i

Readers will note that | have repeated on several occasions throughout the study some
aut hor <citations refuting Whiteds ceiticis
cause White repeats certain @ briticisms of the Holy Bible, seEhe King James Only
Controversy p 4546, 194195 and partly because these author citations are well worth
reviewing in the course of the study.



The Appendix Table Al, contains a list of the main passages of scriptwrmbering 241

for which White compares the AV1611, for the most part unfavourably, with modern ve

sions such as the NIV, NASVTable Alcont ains the page numbers
where each of these passages of scripture may be found. It would thdrefadvarat-

geous for anyone using this study ta have
ence.

Page numbers for the beginning of each <cha
Table Al again to facilitate croseferencing. The detad discussions in this work on

any verse listed iTable Alcan be found by searching for the complete reference, e.g.
Matthew 1:25 (not Matt. 1:25).

The Appendix contains additional tables for comparison between the AV1611, RV,
Catholic versions and moden |, supposedly 6evangelical 6
NRSV. Other tables list differences between the 1611 AV1611 and the contemporary
AV1611 and the support for the AV1611 that is found in thel@®l bibles of Wycliffe,
Tyndal e, G e n e v dier veBions. hThgses data arentdkenefram Dr Mig- Ri

l i nger 6s d bAwerof Thyi WorshvaNable fkom AV Publications.

The main text of this study includes summary information in this respect, whiclbenay
found in Tables B. See pi45, 485ff 572ff, 667ff. Summary Tables 6, 9 are revealing
in that they contrast the steadgnvergencef the prel611 bibles towards the AV1611
Text against the rapidivergenceof the postl611 bibles from the AV1611 for 132 ga
sages of scripture that White pliges in the AV1611.

Conclusions from the Study

Readers should note that JanbheKing\lames ©&nlyhasn o
Controversy as readers can see from his web sitenin.org/kjvo.html | trea@lv e n O

his answers to his critics in detail but they appear to be mainly a repetition of the contents

of his book. They may merit a closer study in the future but for now, | can only deal with

one controversy at a time.

| have been able to form some carssbns about James White and his work, which | have

| i sted bel ow. I believe that they should
book and who may be swayed by the opinions of some of his more prominent supporters

in this country, e.g.

Malcolm Bowden of the Creation Science Movemeémine-
page.ntiworld.com/malcolmbowden/KJVonly.htm

Jacob Prasch of Moriel Ministries,
www.moriel.org/articles/discernment/ruckmanism/is_your_modern_translation_corrupt.h
tm

My conclusions are as follows.

1. James White is a hireling Although he recommends the purchaséiohu |l t i pl e
t r ans | pTdfhisrbeok, &e has a vested financial interest in persuading b
ble readers to buy the NASV, New American Standard Version, because he is (or
was in the 1990s) a consultant to the NASV committeefiahda s a f a-nanci a
tionshipwi t h t he Lockman Foundation. 0

Seewww.exorthodoxforchrist.com/riplinger.htrf**%. 1t is thereforeeasy to see
why James White does notOnwantd bi bl e rea

*2014The site appears to be no longer available


http://aomin.org/kjvo.html
http://homepage.ntlworld.com/malcolmbowden/KJVonly.htm
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However, see en.wikipedia.org/wiki/James White %28theologian%2%he n-
formation is correct.

. James White is not missionary minded/hatever he may profess to the contrary,
James/Nhite is not mindful of the mission field. Certainly his book displays little

or no such concern for distributing the scriptures waride. He betrays his lack

of concern in his statement above with respect to the purch@isenaf | t | 1 e t r a
| at i ®nMrs Gail Riplinger, whom White attacks repeatedly in his bogk, e
poses Whi doeking attitude ioa whdt it is in her bookyhich Bible is

Godo6s ,pvees i Editon, p 116 ¥ Edition.

Al't 1 s scandal ous f or r $afthe biblmensttadafns t o
just one. Four million dollars was invested in the New King James Versibn; su
sequent to that; several million dollars was spent on advertisgagpaigns.

Many tribes and peoples around the world have no King James Bibleibips b

at all; the Albanian bible was destroyed during the communist regime. Many of

the tribes in New Guinea do not have a bible in their langud®)et, these couw

tries have no money to pay the publishers. The publishers are not interested in
giving these people bibles; they are just interested in making bibles that can pr

duce a profit for their operation. o

Dr Mr s Ri pl i ntnédwedsThy Véotdeheht runsvioto riearly 1200
pages, demonstrates how particularly veelited the AV1611 is foransmission

into foreign languages and how it has long been esteemed by missionaries for that
reason. All modern versions fall short of the AV1611 in this respect.

James White revels somewhat on his web site,

www.bible.org/page.php?page_id=664 i n Dr Mr s Riplinger 6s
asfa rude, c Bwd e sthher @tiidan6da start out t ha
being altogether compassionateyw.av1611.org/kjv/ripwhit5.html

So if James White eventually acquired that designation from a gracious Christian
lady like Sister Riplinger, he earned it.

. James White is his own final authorityNowhere in his book does James White
specify what is the wrd of God, consisting of the words of God, and the final a
thority in all matters of faith and practice, between two covers and where the
members of the Body of Christ can find it. It is abundantly clear from his book
t hat he doesno6tobdesuch. Eloweverthb leetragsvhis 6win-telf t
made approach to final authority in such statements as these, my underlinings.

P95.iThe NIVd6s rendering of the tefrm Afl
tureo...is a bit too interpretive for m

P160-1.A4 S c r i [p $eleatiom of modern versions and excluding the AV1611]
records Jesus6 call to take up the cros:

*One wonders if White has informed the Godhead of his conclusion in this respect

and advised Therof the necessary amendments to the word ithats s et t | e d
h e a v Iesalm 119:89. Hopefully not, because, as it happens, White is wrong.
Only Mark 10:21 as it stands unequivocally* in the AV1611 has the expression

At ake up.0 THe ethec threedrses, Matthew 16:24, Mark 8:34, Luke

9:23 allrefertdi h i s motfithesceossd There is a distinct difference.

*On this occasion, the NKJV, which reads as the AVi1@ilMark 10:21, appears
to haveoverlooked the usual footnote that would elimindte ¢xpression, inca


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/James_White_%28theologian%29
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cordance with the Nestle Alaridnited Bible Societies text underlying the NASV,

NIV etc.

. James White is economical with the truth J ames White repeat ec
Onl yi st si rod o nbgeieGnTde 12880209, 230, 231,38, 248, 249

and of adoptingi d o u b | e tl@/nlé2a 170, 4743, 232, 236, 244. At the

very |l east, this is a case of O6pots and

For example, James White insists, p 38, that the AV1611 has added to the word of

God by means ofthe phraBeat ch e L or d Jattheuead oflJolossians O

1:2, even though the phrase has overwhelming attestation from a vast and varied
body of sources, including Codex Aleph or Sinaiticus. See Moormany

Manuscripts and the Authorized Version, A Closer Lopkl31. The phrase is in

fact, one of the 06lceaddte dd idsdp wstpaultleedd poafs s

Yet White also describes Codex Alephfags gr eat p83-aasmteaiafe, 0
supposedly adding to the word of God in Colossians 1:2. What he rseidetl

the reader is the manner in which Aleph definitébesadd to the word of God,

by means of the New Testament apocryphal bodbks, Shepherd of Hermasd

The Epistle of Barnats

Galil Riplinger reveals in her bookew Age Versionsp 557ff, tha these two
books urge the readerfiot ake t he name of the beast,
aonewor | d g o valengwithether Satanic exhortations.

James White neglected to mention any of this in his book but such is the nature of
hish g r £ B & a LodexeAleph. He is clearly beifgi nc o n andagpe nt 0
ingandoubl e standard. o

(And it is therefore easy to see why White and his allies despise Gail Riplinger
and her work in equal measure.)

. James White leans heavily towards Rome and Watghto In spite of what

James White would undoubtedly profess to the contrary, the departures from the
AV1611 that White favours and which occur mostly in the NASV, NIV, also o

cur to a considerable extent in Cathol i

White levels criticisms at 241 passages of scripture as they stand in the AV1611,
252 verses in total, of which 24 verses are from the Old Testament. Of tleat sele
tion, the NIV stands with the AV1611 in only 9 of the 241 passages, or in 4% of
the total. Howewe it lines upagainstthe AV1611with the JR, DR, JB and
NWT* in 28% of the passages, with the JB and NWT in 70% of the passages and
with one or more of the JR, DR, JB, NWT in 89% of the passages that White me
tions.

*DR - DouayR h e i ms , C h a Relvisiom,eJR- desuit Rheirm® 1582 New
Testament, from the welwww.studylight.org/deskand probably a reproduction
ofthe DR-i t d o e s n éJerusdlent Bibke,rNWT Ne® World Translation

James White wonot s\Vachtover slaw dut hie isa Notea V at i
also that in these last daysofp e r i | o W®RsTimathy @&, sheé modern so
called 6éevangelical 6 versions are drift
Bible than even the known apostate versions. See Table 9 in the Revieal-that f

lows. The time of faith beinf ma d e s h capnatibesleng delayed, 1 Tom

thy 1:20.
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James White has played down evidenegy. that of Rev J. A. Moormdnsee
above, that conflicts with or refutes
e.g. wth respect to John 7:53.11.

. James White has tried to excuse omission of important words and pbuabess

A of t he L or de.gJie EBphesian3ld,i bsecause similar wording is
found elsewhere in the New Testament, thereby condoning the greehiedning
of major biblical doctrines. See point 3 above.

James White has repeatedly indulged in unsubstantiated specalatiosnwhat is
or is not, or may or may not be scripture, in his opinion, e.g. with respecttto Ma
thew 6:13, John 3:13, 1 Corinéms 11:24.

James White has readily resorted to subjective interpretatiomler to evade e
tual evidence unfavourable to his opinion about what is or is not or may or may
not be scripture, e.g. with respect to Mark 18 Philippians 4:13.

10.James Whitéhas ignored the works of genuine textual schadaich as Dr Hills

and Dean Burgon, because their conclusions based on exceptionally thomeugh, i
deed exhaustive studies of textual evidence disagreed with his own opinion about
what is or is not scriptureven though White had access to their works and even
listed some of them in his bibliography.

In sum, I do not regard either James White or his work as trustworthy with réspehbt e
scri pt ur baniel 10:21. rNeither do | trust any of his fellowavellers like Doug
Kutilek, Malcolm Bowden* and Jacob Prasch in this respect.

*The

nal

I f | e s hl Peter 1:24sMalgpimaBsvalen is otherwise a staunch Biblical

creationis whose detailed bookrue Science Agrees With The Bil#&N 0 9506042 4 0
and free copyrighfree CD Evidence against Evolution and for the Bilolennot be too
highly recommended Al an OO6Rei Il 'y, June 2012.

Readers are left to draw their own conclusions.

Al an O6Reilly
June 2008

W

above statement applies only to Malco



The O0Whit ewa 9 hiTheKing Jampes OrdycCyntroverdyy James White
Summary

This book by James White, of Alpha and Omega Ministries, Phoenix, Arizona, attempts

to show that believing the Authorised 1611 King Jame#eRibbe the pure words of God

and the final authority in all matters of faith and practice, is wrong, because:

There is no 6conspiracy6é6 behind the mod:iq
The Greek texts underlying the modern translations have not been cdrrupte

Modern scholarship that compiled these texts is entirely trustworthy

The AV1611 is the result of human effort and contains errors

The modern translations often yield superior readings to the AV1611

1 The modern translations do not attack the Deity of thel LJesus Christ.

= =4 =4 4 -

This review will show that White is wrong in all six of the above respects and that his
book is an exercise in dissimulation from
essential postulates are as follows:

No Conspiracy?

John BurgonDean of Chichester and exhaustive researcher into the Text of the New Te
tament, pirpointed the satanic conspiracy against the holy scriptures as follows:

AVanqui shed by THE WORD I ncarnat e, Satan n
WORD written. Hence...the extraordinary fate which befell certain early transcripts of

the Gospel éCorrupting influenceséwere act.i
and fifty years after the death of St John

Uncorrupted Greek Texts?

Of the early Grek manuscripts that underlie the departures of the modern versions from
the Authorised Version, Burgon, who collated them, said this:

AThe five Ol d Uncialsd (Aleph A B C D) f al
no less than fortfive words. Bt so little do they agree among themselves, that they
throw themselves into six different combinations in their departures from the Traditional

Text éand their grand point of wunion iIs no
their eccentric tendeng that in respect of thirtyjwo out of the whole fortfive words
they bear in turn solitary evidence. o

Modern Scholarship Trustworthy?
The departures of the modern versions from the Authorised Version were orchestrated

mainly by Cambridge academics Waestc t and Hort. Oof t heir
stated:

A My ¢ ont eNOTithatnhe Theory of Drs Westcott and Hort rests on arEiNS

CURE foundation, but, that it rests on NO

A Modern Scholar Speaks

Of Whit eds r e mais isithe grerdgctoo$ DruFtaakt Legsdon, principal
scholar behind the NASV, New American Standard Version, match mate to the NIV:

~

A | must wunder God renounce every attachmen
say the Authorized Version is absolutely corte . How correct? 100 %

Amen!



Introduction

The bookThe King James Only Controversy James White, of Alpha and OmeganMi
istries, Phoenix, Arizona, attempts to show that anyone who believes the Authorised 1611
King James Bible to be the pure werof God and the final authority in all matters of
faith and practice, is mistaken, on the grounds that:

T There is no 6conspiracy6 behind the mod:q
1 The Greek texts underlying the modern translations have not been corrupted

1 Modern scholarship that compiled these texts is entirely trustworthy

1 The AV1611 is the result of human effort and contains errors

1 The modern translations often yield superior readings to the AV1611

1 The modern translations do not attack the Deity of the LadsIEhrist.

This review will show that White is wrong in all six of the above respects and that his
book is an exercise in dissimulation from start to finish.

I n 1996, a year after Whiteds book appeare
Institute in Florida, published a nearly fiMeundred page refutation dhe King James

Only Controversythat James White has never answéred About the ti me ¢
publication, James White challenged Dr Ruckman to a debate claiming he could find
seven erres in the Authorised Version.

As the one challenged, Dr Ruckman sent White notification of the time and place of the
debate and a copy of a Gideonds AV1611 Bi
prove the seven errors that he alléged

White reneged o the debate and has never issued Dr Ruckman with a fresh challenge.
The BBB printed Whitebds seven alleged erro
They are Luke 2:22, Acts 5:30, Hebrews 10:23, Jeremiah 34:16, Revelation 16:5, Acts
19:37 and 1 Jah5:7. This work will address these verses either where White cites them

first, e.g. in Chapter 4, with respect to Jeremiah 34:16, Luke 2:22, Revelation 16:5, 1 John

5:7 or in Chapter 5, where he attacks Dr Ruckman. Other shortcomings that White a
legesthe AV1611 contains, in response to his six postulates above will also be discussed

Ssubsequently but Whiteds unwillingnk&ss to
man does call into question his ability to substantiate the bold assertion he makes that
AVi6llisia great, vyet imperf®%ct translation of

The above statement raises yet another que
bl e?6 Nowher e i n t{oneqagésuwoed YWiitd ideatifiydany sieglee nt y
volume betweet wo covers as Othe Bible. o6 Whi t e
merely translations. And yet he assertsthse must be cl ear i-on why
bl e to be *B'owuedsing tMédmpdrtarmdfit he Bi bl eé Gorddés wor
i ng] us to be students of fhhe bobgkest isha
truth,o Aito be men and women of truth and
AChristians are toudeChoiverisamfsdhditar oi A

But nowhere in his book does he specify wia@ o d 6 s isWoa falrd that is access
ble today, though he mentions various versjo@reek editions and manuscript sources.
This is surely a point of contention with respecThe King James Only Controversy

Yet White insists that it is the KJV Only advocatesanyone who believes that the
Authorised Versionst he Bi bl e rewomdi wBmcdusesdisqption and conte



tion in the local church and are responsible for the destruction of many churches, though
none that White can actually idenfify*".

Nevertheless, bible believersaghid be concerned over the seriousness of these charges,
together with Whiteds main postul ate®s abov
ing responses already etist®’i n this respect, in additior
work but nothing will ke lost by additional study, drawing as appropriate on these earlier
analyses, for as Solomon said:

AWhere no counsel is, the people fal-l: but
t yPooverbs 11:14.
For simplicity, this review will follow the chaptr s of Whi teds b-ook in

lighting his main postulates as appropriate and dealing with his criticisms of the Holy B
ble as they arise.

Where White has criticised particular passages of scripture as found in the AV1611 with
respect to other alteatives, these are listed in tAppendix together with the equivalent
renderings of the NIV, a translation that White evidently favours over the AV1611 (most

of the time) and those of certain translations that as gps#tssedi bi bl i ¢ a-l cons
t i Wwhite would most likelynotrecommend*”“". These are the JB, the Jerusaleim B

ble of the Roman Cat hol i ¢ -52bfthe Roman Cétholcl | on e
DR, DouayRheims Version, the JR, Jesuihétms 1582 New Testament** and the

NWT, the New World Translation of the Watchtower heresy.

*Of necessity an inference, in that White fails to defifelai bl i cal .cHomser vat
ever, he insists thatwith the help various translationsie had®?™*'fiwr i t t en enti r e
defending salvati on b yThiggstaeement inditatrethagWhitef ai t h
would not support bibles compiled by groups that deny this doctrine.

**As available from the interriewww.hti.umich.edu/r/rheims/browse.html

An interesting result emerges from the comparison.

White levels criticisms at 241 passages of scripture as they stand in the AV1611, 252
verses in totalpf which 24 verses are from the Old Testament. Of that selection, the NIV
stands with the AV1611 in only 9 of the 241 passages, or in 4% of the total. However, it
lines upagainstthe AV1611with the JR, DR, JB and NWT in 28% of the passages, with
the JBand NWT in 70% of the passages and with one or more of the JR, DR, JB, NWT in
89% of the passages that White mentions.

So according to White and regardless of his professidgideffending salvation by grace

t hr ough f gien that he uppores teodern renderings of these passages,

least seventimesoutoftanh er e 6 di s p ut,&ddigavp HiswogteRomer i s e
and Watchtower but not to faithful bible believers who took the AVl®@iint ot-t he u
termost parActsd8 the eartho

It is interesting to see what company a ladayii bi bl i cal s preparedrtov at i v €
keep but the Authorised Version does tend to unite former foes in ecumenical oneness,
just as its Author did.

AAnd the same day Pil at e an dorbtborethdywarer e ma
at enmity bet wwke3l2t hemsel veso
Unli ke James Whit e, this reviewer not only

6entiretyd and is aware of the test-i mony


http://www.hti.umich.edu/r/rheims/browse.html

speakingnatons o t he effect that the Aut honised

dard of truth. o
James White has not produced any that is higher.

This review will therefore not hesitate to cite the Authorised Holy Bible as appropriate in
its own vindication. Thissnoti c i r ¢ u |l a r of which Witte repeajedlly accuses
b|ble believergp vii, 85, n 34, 92, 112, 114, 126, 128, 155, 156, 167, 217, Zlgbﬁ'lgscriptural reasoning, in
the | ight of toRhe Cdridlsan @xrbhor t at i on

AWhich things also we speak, not in the
which the Holy Ghost teachet h; d Coniptle r i n g
ans 2:13.

W
S



Whiteds I ntroducti on

White asserts that KJV bible beleng causéi di sr upti on .aSedabove.nt ent
He attempts to justify this assertion by allusion to Matthew 18:11, found in the AV1611

but omitted by the NIV that relegates the verse to a footnote. However, he fails to inform

the reader that:

1 Corruptmodern versions, the JB, NWT also omit the V&8, in agreement
with the corrupt NIV.*now online www.timefortruth.co.uk/whyav-only/

1 Manuscript evidence in support of the verse is ovelmvimg® P °1% P %8 Of the
uncial or uppercase Greek manuscripts, only + (Aleph, or Sinaiticus), B (or Vati-
canus), L, and three cursives unequivocally omit the verse.

White makes no attempt in Histroduction to resolve the discrepancy and fails to address
Matthew 18:11 until page 155 of his work, where he claims, without any evidence that

the versewag bor r dwedm Luke 19: 10, even though th
passages are not identical.

AfFore Slhn of man i S come Natthew Mk t hat whi ch
AnFor the Son of man i s come tlaked®l®k and to

Did a careless scribe omit the woritld 0 s e? Whitedoebk dot say, which begs the
guestion, why not?

White makes reference on page 155 to several passages alliedediyr r drone ah®
Gospel and inserted into another, in every case without a shred of evidence.

It is therefore instructive to review the comments by John Burgon, Dean of Chichester
and exhausve researcher into the Text of the New Testaffent

A | am utterl y dassgrossly improbable daesit seekhat atehe end

of 1800 years, 995 copies out of every thousand suppose, will prove untrustworthy; and
that the one, two, thredour or five which remain, whose contents were till yesterday as

good as unknown, will be found to have retained the secret of what the Holy Spiit orig
nally inspired. | am utterly unable to be
failed, that at the end of 1800 years much of the text of the Gospel had in point of fact to

be picked up by a German critic out of a waséger basket in the convent of St. IGat

erine*; and that the entire text had to be remodelled after the pattern set bypke @ju

copies which had remained in neglect during fifteen centuries, and had probably owed
their survival to that neglect; whilst hundreds of others had been thumbed to pieces, and
had bequeathed their witness to copies mad:

*Codex AlepfP*?

Whi t e, of cour se, would i mmediately cite a
such as 1 John 5:7 in order to overthrow B
i ng of the Bi bl sandihgambongst denuhékible bejiexeasr ssioh as the

Waldenses, whom Rome repeatedly persecuted throughout their long history and this
Text is the Authorised Holy Bible of 1611
AV1611. Jack A. Moorman has deaiffectively with exceptional individual passages

within the AV1611 found in only a minority of manuscrifts Though as Moorman

points out P 211 P &4 gnly 414 of the 2800+ cursive manuscripts have been extensively
coll ated and only about 1000 examined for
collation may well be that the likely agreement of the cursive manuscripts with the
AV1611 istoo highforthe c hol ar sé | i ki ng, demonstrrating


http://www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/

vation the AV1611 Text has enjoyed down th
indicates. Further collation could well yield considerably greater manuscript agreement
with al lreigteydd 6AMIn601 1 r eadi ngs.

Yet in spite of his unsubstantiated and therefore highly contentious assertions algeut alle
edlyfi b o r r gassades, White insists that it is bible believers who dauseé sr upt i on
and c¢ on.t HKeretWhiterisoclearly being incostnt, though he repeatedly also

charges bible believers with that same offence of inconsistBfty*: 7% 88 209,230, 231, 233,
248, 249

The expression Opots and kettlesd comes to

White introdwces the topicofi gr and and ¢ o mpalleged bydavrOsilystsr a c i e ¢
on page iv of hisntroductionand devotes much of his wdk®* 7% 9 99. 106,107, 115,130, 146,

153, 160, 162, 164, 170, 183, 20205, 207, 209, 213, 216, 22t4b disavowing any notion Of a Conspiracy
againstit he scr i pDaniel20:2bf tr ut ho

Whitneyos’reesadr ¢hhes shall owness of Whitebs

ARegar di ng fabbut noenedeing emflueneed to try and corrupt the biblical
text, White does not tell the reader about those in the early church who were concerned
about corrupters of the Word. | will give a couple of quotes to demonstrate this.

3t

Gai us -20@ BEhKks bf the source of corruptions that survive in the early papyri:

AThe Divine Scriptures these heretics hav
pon t hem, under pretence of correcting th

A[ Scr i wehy®8urgon, The Revision Revised, p 317]:

AARThe worst corruptions to which the New T
within one hundred years after it was comp

C

AHe did not tell the reader about eamlpme cot
textual variations/changes.

ACol wel | (What is the Best New Testament T

AARThe first two centuries witnessed the c¢cr .
to scholars today in the manuscripts of the New Testament most variatioakeve,

were made d8éeb8uagehys oChaepend o she intéentioral i n
corruption of the Traditional Text by ancient heretics, which he discus3é®iRevision

Revisedp 336. See alsGhapter7 wi t h respectsotiOmiBuasigométsh e
besetting f auwhothepeby intradacadsween indreeerossdnto manuscripts

copied from sources already corrupted by heretics.

A GD. Kilpatrick (Atticism and the Text of the Greek New Testament, pi32b

AADel i baemrgpese icrh al | text types appea+ to al
rorseéeall categories of deliberate alterati:
author of make deliberate changes, the vast majority of deliberate changes were older
thanA.D. 200, they came into being in the period A.B250 0 . 0 0

Yet, even while insistifg® Y thati The KJV Only controversy f
among Christians regarding the origin, transmission, and trangtatioo f t HieB Bi bl e ¢
b | e@mspecified yet again), White is again inconsistent. He regards Dean Burfjaam as
schol ar of **'hepdssish| y am&k©rowi ng the-term |
tion of Berjamin C. Wilkinsort?? *"*but White, though citing an exceptional case where

Burgon rejected the AV1611 reading of Matthew $6:8° fails to address seriously any



of the causes of corruption that Dean Burgesearched or those that Dr Mrs Gap-Ri
linger highlighted or those that Benjamin Wilkinson described.

Dean Burgon states:

AVanqui shed by THE WORD I ncarnat e, Satan n
WORD written. Hence...the extraordinary fatbich befell certain early transcripts of

the Gospel. First, heretical assailants of Christianityhen, orthodox defenders of the

Truth, - lastly and above all, setfonstituted Critics, who (like Dr Hort*) imagined time
selves at | iibrestiyndtoi vesprmdcedxosedsd of Crit
as o6at | ast, 6 freely made 1 $uehiwerethepcpram!| Ot o
ing influences which were actively at work throughout the first hundred and fifty years

after the deatlof St John the Divine. Profane literature has never known anythpng a
proachingtoit,-can show nothing at al l i ke 1 t.

t hrough the Chur c h-gqtee gbod Providenae loinGad had sb wilked u s e
it,) T the perpetual multiplication, in every quarter, of copies required for Ecclesiastical

use,- not to say the solicitude of faithful men in diverse regions of ancient Christendom to

retain for themselves unadulterated specimens of the inspired-Tarlyed a sfficient
safeguard against the®3t osser forms of cor

*Qr like James White.
**What White termé”®*fii ndi vi dual responsibility.od

Gall Riplinger cites the late.BN. Colwell, whom she describes athe premier North
American New Tesfolans®%% schol aro

AfhSchol ars now believe that most errors we
the New Testament were created for theological or dogmatic reasons. Most of the man

als now in pint (including mine!) will tell you that these variations were the fruit ofeear

| ess treat ment. The reverse is the case. 0

White treats Gail Riplinger ds *tfloHismissghl y r
representation of her efforts will be addressed subsequently but here it should be noted
t hat White does not challenge Mrs Riplingel

Early Conspirators and Corrupters

Much of what follows in this part of the work has been drawmfthe researches of Dr
Benjamin G. Wilkinsof?? *8" author ofOur Authorized Bible VindicatedDr Wilkinson
deals effectively with at | east the first

He states that:

A Weearha great deal today about the Sunday Law of the Roman Emperor Constantine,

321 AD. Why is it that we do not hear about the corrupt Bible which Constantine
adopted and promulgated, the version which for 1800 years has been exploited by the
forces of heesy and apostasy? This Bible, we regret to say, lies at the bottom of many
versions which now flood the publishing houses, the schools, the churches, yes, many
homes, and are bringing confusion and doub:

Al nspired by ttohGed, chosenrnren brogightSath thei different books of
the New Testament, these originally written in Greek. For a few years, under the gui
ance of the noble apostles, believers in Christ were privileged to have the unadulterated
Word of God.



A But thesoene changed; the fury of Satan, robbed of further opportunity to harass
the Son of God, turned upon the written Word. Heretical sects, warring for supremacy,
corrupted the manuscripts in order to furt)/

Citing church historian GP.Fisher, Wilkinson states:

AAREpI phani us, i n his polemic treatise the
retical parties. 0 The Roman Catholics won
taking pure manuscripts with her. o

Citing Acts 20:30, 31fiAlso of your own selves shall men arise, speaking perverse
things, to draw away disciples after them. Therefore watch, and remember, that by the
space of three years | ceased not to warn every one night and day with,deafi$-
kinson continues:

A T h ey Spidtideemed it of high importance to put on record this prophecy, to warn us
that even from among the el ders or bishops

The first danger to arise from perverse leadership was the exaltatfioe afi e nce f al s e
c al |leTimbthy 6:20, above the scriptures, including philosophical science, about
which Paul also warned, Colossians 2:8 and which Wilkinson bluntly declares to be

Af al se k rHeexpland:ge. 0O

AFal se teachers wer e ploaChristan truthtbgreadingonten i nt
it human ideas. This tendency grew and increased until a great system bearing the name

Christianity, known as Gnosticism, was est .
This was the outcome of ,aonteinsg thdiapreousinlg 1 n
ti mefdbhe | avthéenithagssball beéheady, hi ghmind
never able to come t o liketheeNI\kinanslatdrse whg gtateanf t h e
the Preface to their versioi,t he wor k of transl atoion is nev
They missed the finish date by over 350 years. Titeie ad vy , h i sglbassertiod e d O

is like that of their mentor, who boastfully declaréd, wi | | be | ildaieh t he m
14:14b.

This is the source of Gnosticism and all the modern offsptifgs spawned, merely a
latterday rehash of Genesis 3:¥fhyea, hat h God sai d?0o

One feature of Gnosticism, absorbed by1JNewman who was made a cardinal after he

left the Church of England for the Church of Rome, was the f6tidtfthatit he unseen
universe was inhabited by hosts of intermediate beings who were spiritual agents between
God and creation. o

The Romish idea % folowsdirestly flomahts eeatudesobGsm t s O
ticism. Likewise the notion of New Age avatars, or spirit guides, which Gail Riplinger
warns are ushered i n byfidrhley abwaiteespecdtooan o f
the Lord Jesus Christ in John 1:14, 18, 3:16, 18, 1 John 4i%tm e a naod singlar | y 0

in the NIV and other modern versidfhs®*#2,

Speaking of Gnostic influence in the Church of England and its Romanist associations at
the time of the publication of the RV, Revised Version, 188forerunneinf most of the
modern versions, Wilkinson states:

AA distinct class of the Romani zing iportio
| osophical category. o



Wilkinson then reveals that the next step in the coming apostasy was thatpfi rs- t ual i
ingthes cr i pt urkes a@iwaeg/s oPaul 6s wal8ning in 2 Tin

ABut shun profane and vain babblings: for
And their word will eat as doth a canker: of whom is Hymenaeus and Philetus; Who
concerning the truth hae erred, saying that the resurrection is past already; andreve
throw the faith of somebod

As Dr Ruckman warféP?®" thesei pr of ane and fvrae mr ebsadrbtl i tnhyes
ci al position of the Reformed Presbyterian
of ficial teaching of the Roman Catholic Ch

This false teMichlemgni &l icam.l&d I16tA errconeousl
tion of Revelation 205 , yet future, to the pastt- as co
eral millennial reign on earth, also yet future, to Christians reigning now, spiritually.

The danger of this false teaching is that the Christian will not see himself as Pdull did,

am cruci f i e Galatianst2i20, &2 on asdrily basis, Luke %pd therefore

risk falling into the sinful ways of the Corinthian Church, who in the words of the Tpostle
PauLiYe have reigned laCerintkianmn48s GailiRiplimgki ¥ u s o
effectively denonstrates how this risk is exacerbated by the infétigra s t compl et
equivalent readings of the modern versions, e.g. the NIV rendBring have i-been ¢
fidade®. 61 have beehfeet eamddadihdohd eseha 6 )
v e n dhe correct AV1611 readings show that, by definitibnf hey t hat are C
have crucified the f| esGalatvanst5:24 buthhes actidnisect i o
not Opast completedo. 't i s presesthe cont i
believerisni n t he fl esh. o

Wilkinson states that the next danger was that of substituting philosophy for scripture,

citing Pauldés warning in Colossians 2: 8:
fiBeware lest any man spoil you through philosophy and vain deceit, after the tradition
ofmen, after the rudiments of the world, and
Citing the historian Harnack, Wilkinson continuésii Gr eek phil osophy e

greatest influence not only on the Christian mode of thought, but also through that on the
institutions of the @urch. In the completed church we find again the philosophical

school s. o The greatest enemi es of t he i
[ found] éin the rising flood of heresy whic
truth for many yearssThi s i s what brought on the Dark

multiplied in abundance copies of the Scriptures with bewildering changes in verses and
passages within one hundred years after the death of John (100 A.D.). As Irenaeus said
concerning Marcia , t he Gnosti c: AWherefore &1 so Ma
taken themselves to mutilating the Scriptures, not acknowledging some books at all; and
curtailing the Gospel according to Luke, and the epistles of Paul, they assert that these
alonearealtent i ¢, which they have themselves sh

After the manner of James White, as will be seen.

The philosophical bent of the modern translators, stretching back to the Dark Ages and
beyond may be discerned in the NIV rendering of Colossians 2:8:

A S eodt that neone takes you captive through hollow and deceptive philosophy, which
depends on human tradition and the basic pl
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That i1sno6t what Col os sasauchsotizh @l Isaw ptavend | de a:
p hi | o ghatgslivwain deceit, after the tradition of men, after the rudiments of the

wor [RIhiol osophyds foundd&if uWwé s o lErekid 28[dDboi®a i d t
alsoiper fect sothatitbféna mtey dheart was Yheduty,ehdu up be
hast corrupted thy wisdBzkieb28:17r eason of thy

In turn, Satan sought®b e | i ke t h®ee Isaiab 14:14bialypVve. lde became
the author of philosophy, corrupt wisdoine ar t hl vy, s elanesdlb., devi | i

Even to the extent of corrupting the words of the most High, 2 Corinthians 2:17d-accor
ing to philosopfiieg@as Mhag ihCedpigRrlis.tai ar? .0

And persuading men so.
Commenting on Colossians 2‘85%2" Dr Ruckman states:

ANot o neywoblddefersl ohp literal, visible Second Coming of Jesus Christ to

reign on earth. Not one philosophy would teach the conscious eternal torment of a
Christrejecter in Hell. And not one major philosophy would enable any man who ever
lived to be abletewvi n a soul to Christ. o

Commenting on the history of the preservation of scriptures and the mutilation of various
copies, Wilkinson staté&” X"

AFundamental |l vy, t her e ar e asbwolunye oftliteraturesonr e a ms
this subject [shows] that down through the centuries there were only two streams of
manuscripts.

AThe first stream which carried the Receiyv
apostolic chur ches.eSyrianChdrch of Argioctpwhicht peoduted d € b y
emi nent schol arshi p; by the I talic 6hurch
ern France and by the Celtic Church in Great Britain; by the-Waldensian, the
Waldensian and the churches of the Reformation.

AThis first stream appears with verg- | itt]l
guages, and in English, in that Bible known as the King James Version, the one which has
been in use for three hundred years in the Engligbaking world. These masuaipts

have in agreement with them, by far the vast majority of copies of the original text. So
vast is this majority that even the enemies of the Received Text admit that nineteen

t wentieths of alll Greek manuscripts are of

AThe s ec dsmdmall dne & avary few manuscripts. These last manuscripts are
representett:

A(a) | ATh&VakcankMs., or Codex B, in the library at Rome; and the Sinaitic, or
Codex Aleph, its brotheréeé

A( b) | -NThelValdaie or:Latin Bible of Jerome.

A(c) | n- TRenJgsliti Bible of 1582, which later with vast changes is seen in the

Douay, or Catholic Bible.

A(d) I n E n-gin manh modegraBibles which introduce practically all the
Catholic readings which were rejected by the Protestafitthe Reformation; among
these, prominently, are the Revised Versions**,

ASo the present controversy between the Ki
versions is the same old contest fought out between the early church and rival sects; and
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later, between the Waldenses and the Papists from the fourth to the nineteenth centuries;
and | ater still, between the Reformers and

*In the main. Bible critics will insist that Aleph andiBar e not t he ofonly e
the Alexandrian or minority text underlying most of the modern versions but clese i
speetion of the Alexandrian resources reveals $h&t®™

1 The earliest witnesses to the minority text are mainly from Egypereas the
manuscripts supporting the Received Text derive from a much wider geographical

region; from Asia Minor, to North Africa and across Europe to the British’[Sles
124

1 Exemplars in addition to Afgh and B are few compared to those of the Received
Text P 13" They consist mainly of the Beatty Papyri, P 45, 46, the Bodmer P
pyri, P66, P75 and portions of the old codices from tA&®3centuries, Alean-
drinus A, Ephraem Syrus C and Freer Washington W, together with Codex D
(Bezae in the Gospels and Acts, Claromontanus in the Epistles). (Nearla-100 p
pyrus fragments exist but they agree as much with the Received Text as with the
AlexandriafiP > 129y

**The NIV New Testament repeatedly agrees with the DR, RV, JB, NAydinstthe
AV1611. At least 60 typical examples may be dfed®”

***And now between @ di nary bi bl e bel-omrlvyeirst sabndl iodksec
White.

The corrupt contents of Aleph and B may be summarised as f8fidtvs

B omits Genesis 1:46:28, parts of 1 Samuel, 1 Kings, Nehemiah, iasH)5:26137:6,
Matthew 16:2,3, John 7:53.12, the Pauline Pastoral Epistles, Hebrews -23:25,
Revelation but adds the OIld Testament Apocrypha.

Aleph omits Genesis 23:124:46, Numbers 5:27:20, 1 Chronicles 9:2719:17, Exodus,
Joshua, 1 and 2 Samuéland 2 Kings, Judges, Hosea, Amos, Micah, Ezekiel, Daniel,
Mark 16:920, John 7:538:12 but adds New Testament apocryphal writiSgspherd of
HermesandEpistle ofBarnabas

Both codices alter or omit many other individual verses in the New Testaréetse
omissions will be considered later in more detail.

Wilkinson? P 1" describes the process of manuscript corruption that existed as early as
the First Century AD but was blocked by the apostles whig likied.

AThe | ast of the apostles to pass away was
AD. In his closing days, he cooperated in the collecting and forming of those writings we

call the New Testament. An ordinary reading of Acts, Chapterillprave the scrup-

lous care with which the early church guarded her sacred writingating historian

Stanleylin And so wel | did Godbés true peomplie thr
ture and what was not, that that no general council of the chunati, that of Trent

(1545) dominated by the Jesuits, dared to say anything as to what books should comprise
the Bible or what texts were or were not s|

AWhile John |ived, heresy could make no se
however, B f or e perverse teachers infested the C
which saw the New Testament books corrupted in abundance.
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AEusebius i s witness to this fact. He al s
prevalent that agreement bewvethe copies was hopeless: and that those who awere
rupting the scriptures, claimed that they were reabyrectingt h e m. 0

See Whitneyds comments earlier. Wil ki nson

AWhen the warring sects had beenntoepthisol i da
heretical potentate adopted the Bible which combined the contradictory versions into one,
and so blended the various corruptions with the bulk of pure teachings as to give sanction
to the great apostasy now seated on the thi

Wilkinson reveals that from the time of the death of the Apostle iohnp ur names st
out in prominence whose teachings contributed both to the victorious heresy and to the
final i ssuing of manuscripts of a corrupt

These names are Justin MaytTatian, Clement of Alexandria and Origen (4884 AD),

also of Alexandria. They represent successive generations of philosophical master and
pupil. Tatian produced a harmony of the Gospels called the Diate$8&fonlt often

agrees with the Received T&&¢*®agai nst the Al exandrian but
and especially 6grandd pupil, Origen, mighi

Moreover, Origen greatly influenced Eusebius of Caesaté¥*°P 18 19(260-340) AD1
see abové with damaging results for the scriptures in the early centuries of the Church,
as Wilkinsor?? ***shows, quoting Scrivener:

AAlt is no | ess true to fact than paradoxi
the New Testament has ever been subjected, originated within a hundred years after it
was composed; that Irenaeus (AD 150) and the African Fathers, and the wigikrnyVe

with a portion of the Syrian Church, used far inferior manuscripts to those employed by
Stucia, or Erasmus, or Stephen thirteen centuries later, when moulding the Texfus Rece
tus. 00

This paradox occurred because although Eusebius overtly deploredcMao n 6 s and
Tatianbds corruption of the scriptures aftel
more himself by means of Origends phxilosop
ample that the Lord Jesus Christ was a created being who digveeternal existence

as God.

David Cloud " *says of OrigenfiOf Origens textual efforts, Frederick Nolan makes

the following important observatioii ¢ HE CONTRI BUTED T®@- WEAKE]
THORITY OF THE RECEBD TEXT OF THE NEW [TESTAMENT]. In the course of

his Commentaries, he cited the versions of Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion, on the
former part of the Canon, he appealed to the authority of Valentinus and Heracleon on
the latter. WHILE HE THUS RAISEDHE CREDIT OF THOSE REVISALS, WHICH

HAD BEEN MADE BY THE HERETICKS, HE DETRACTED FROM THE AUTHORITY
OF THAT TEXT WHICH HAD BEEN RECEIVED BY THE ORTHODOX. Some Hifficu

ties which he found himself unable to solve in the Evangelists, he undertook to remove,
BY EXPRESSING HIS DOUBTS OF THE INTEGRITY OF THE TEXT. In seme i
stances he ventured to impeach the reading of the New Testament on the testimony of the
Old, and to convict the copies of one Gospel on the evidence of another: thus giving loose
to his fancy and indulging in many wild conjectures, HE CONSIDERABLY IMPAIRED
THE CREDIT OF THE VULGAR OR COMMON EDITION, as well in the New as in the
Old Testament" (emphasis added) (Nolan, Inquiry into the Integrity of the Greek Vulgate,
pp.43234) . 00
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Or i g e spbesny, which White pathetically attempts to defend, as will be seen, is the
main reason why the Alexandrian text and in turn the modern versions repeatedly dow
grade the Deity of the Lord Jesus Christ.

Ray?P#2% explains, in part citing WilkinsdAP 2

AEusebiuséedited the fifth column* of the
tine chose this, and asked Eusebxualsu-to pr
thorities believe that the Sinaitic and Vaticanus manuscripts are two extant copies of the

50 Greek manuscripts copied for Constantine by Eusebius in 331 AD. In the minds of
those who are well informed; the Latin Vulgate; the Vaticanus; the Bugitthe

Hexapla; Jerome; Eusebius; and Origen; are terms which are inseparable.

AAccording to authorities the date of [ Vat
325 to 350 AD. This date fits in with the conviction of those who claim thdahé gal-

uct of Eusebius who was ordered by Emperor Constantine to make 50 copies opthe scri

tures in 331.

AFor the most part [the Si nai* theraiose]from s i n
all indications it could have been written by Eusebius.

A Jrame wrote his Latin Vulgate in 382 AD and the Vaticanus and Sinaiticus were wri

ten around 331é[ and] Jeromeds Vul gaw-e i s |
scripts. There were plenty of Jeromeds La
centuy, Helvidius, a great scholar of northern ltaly, accused Jerome of using corrupt

Greek manuscripts. With these thoughts in mind, the arguments about these two old
manuscripts the Sinaiticus and Vaticanus, not being available for the translators in 1611
seems very weak. Other manuscripts like them were not considered canonical and were

di scarded by the scholars who gave us the |

*The expression has passed into common usage, rightly denoting treachery.

**With respect to departures from theeceived Text. Burgon has revealed the glaring

internal inconsistencies between Aleph and B, which will be addressed later. Although
united in rejecting established readings o
have exercised considerableat i t ude ot her wi se in the compi

Ray illustrates the untrustworthiness of the manuscripts underlying the modern versions
with reference to John 9:38 and AcfiAr 8: 37.
anism, the urdeifyy n g o f aLfluencgq g faotnote in the ASV, Americanrgta

dard Version, of 1901, indicating that worship pertaining to the Lord Jesus Christ should

be interpreted merely as reverence. Orige
in Matthew9:18, 20:20, Mark 5:6 in agreement with the JB, N\W®, even though the
NIVhasihe wor s hinpgopre9dB8.hi mo

Perhaps as thBgpevempwbolkby ttHe &IV iranslatocs wit er s i o
ateri wo r s h ingghre9d3s as well. Their alterationffG o tbé Ma rnderse 35
andil L o rtodi 5 i i verse 36 indicates there are moving that way.

Of Origends Arian assault on the &r%do6s De
in Acts 8:37, Ray statdsOne of the most outstanding test
Jesus is in Acts 8:37. Before his baptism
the Son of God. oséMmist mModermewveesi pat Act
both Irenaeus and Cyprian in the second and third centuries. This proves that this verse
must have been in codices of both the Greek and Latin churches long before the Sinaitic

and Vatican manuscriptswebker ought i nto exi stence. 0
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Ray gives further examples of Origends anc
corrupted New Testament manuscripts as follows:

Al't i s I mportant to notice that the term i
Jesuss taken away from fALord. o Many more <ch
American Standard Bible and others*. Thus, the Arian teaching, that the Lord Jesus
Christ is not fully equal to God, but occupies a place of subordination is still with-us t

dayé o

*Including the NIV, which repeatedly matches the NASV in departures from the
AV1611.

Ray® P ¥ |ists 162 New Testament references that are omitted or otherwise distorted
from the true Text of the AV161hivarious modern versions, thanks ultimately to the
influence of Origen, Eusebius and/or the corruptions in Sinaiticus, Vaticanus and their
handful of allies. Ray has since updated the list t6%200f these, the NIV follows 195

of the corruptions. Itgrees with the NWT in approximately 90% of these corruptions, a
figure that is typical for the NI¥ %, See alsé\ppendix, Tables AJA4.

|l nspection of the evidence dfhgursa nfdara nsdh ocwosmy
cons pi with cespecsto the modern translations and their underlying Greekitexts

see earlieii is welknigh threadbare but yet more evidence will be advanced to draw as

great distinction as possible between these corrupt warsiodit he scri pture o
Daniel 10:21, the AV1611.

The evidence wil/l continue to show t-hat, ¢
sionshavearisen from corrupt, for conspiratorial ends, the modern schatarsntrug-
worthy and the Lordlid guide AV1611 translators.

Catholic Corrupters and Centuries of Warfare
We return to Wilkinsotf P 1941

AThe defenders of the Textus Receptuséearn
EusebieOrigen [i.e. Alexandrian]text was the product of the intermingling of the pure

Word of God and Greek philosophy in the mind of Origen. It might be called theaadapt

tion of the Word of God to Gnosticism.

AConstantineépreferred t hwerittdnlby Grigen,theaudi t e d
standing intellectual figure that had combined Christianity with Gnosticism in his ph

losophy, even as Constantine himself was the political genius that was seeking to unite
Christianity with pagan Rome. Constantine regardedshkiimas the director and gudr

ian of this anomal ous world churchéHi s pr e
readings would give him a basis for his imperialistic ideas of the great state church, with
ritualistic ostentation and unlimited central paweThe philosophy of Origen was well
suited to ser ve-pollicahttedtcamesyt i neds religio

Al t 1 s evi-daded Chridtidn &mperobrlgave te the Papacy his endorsement of
the EusebieOrigen Bible. It was from this type of manuscript thertaine translated the
Latin Vulgate which became the authorized Catholic Bible for all time.

AThe Latin Vulgat e, the Sinaiticus, t he Ve
Origen, are terms for ideas that are inseparable in the minds of those who Khioe

type of Bible selected by Constantine has held the dominating influence at all times in the
history of the Catholic Church. This Bible was different from the Bible of the Waldenses,
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and, a result of this difference, the Waldenses were the olfjbetred and cruel pees
cution. o

Wilkinson shows how the centuridsng warfare continued, between the true bikde b

lievers who upheld the Received Text forming the basis for the AV1611 and the Catholic
conspiracy based on the corrupted texts that spatingechodern versions. That warfare
ragedii n the Greek Empire, the countries of
southern France, and in the British |sles..

Wilkinson also shows that the Textus Recegiiased bibles can be traced to the second
cemturyAD,ia full century or more before the Va
of chadyhati When t he apostles of the Roman Cat
tries in later centuries they found the people using the Textus Receptus; andhiitwas

without great difficulty and a struggle that they were able to displace it with their Latin

Vul gaHeeontibuesfit he Textus Receptus belongs to
manuscripts that were brought from Judea, and its claim to prioxgr the Vaticanus

and Sinaiticus will be established.

AThe Received Text had authority enough to
the Bible of the great Syrian Church; of the Waldensian Church of northern lItaly; of the
Gallic Church in soutbern France; and of the Celtic Church in Scotland and Ireland; as

well as the official Bible of the Greek CalicaChurch. All these churchesome earlier,

some later, were in opposition to the Church of Rome and at a time when the Received
Text and thes8ibles of the Constantine type were rivals. They, as represented in their
descendants, are rivals to this day.o

Of early Syrian Christianity, Wilkinson write, 1 t i's generally admit
was translated from the original languages into Syrabout 150 AD. This version is

known as the Peshitto (the correct or simple). This Bible even today generally follows the
Received Texteéof the type from which the P
English, and the Lutheran in German, werengkated. We shall presently see that ft di

fered greatly from the Euseb@r i gen Gr eek New Testament. 0

Of early English Christianity, he write§, Si nce 1t al vy, France, and
once provinces of the Roman Empire, the first translations @itile by the early Chs-

tians in those parts were made into Latin. The early Latin translations were very dear to

the hearts of these primitive Christians, and as Rome did not send any missiamaries t

ward the West before 250 AD, the early Latin Bibleeeweell established before these

churches came into conflict with Rome. Not only were such translations in existence long
before the Vulgate was adopted by the Papacy, and well established, but the people for
centuries refused to supplant theirold LaBin bl es by Citing thevhistorga t e . 0
Jacobus, Wilkinson addéii The Ol d Latin versions were U
Christians who would not bow to the authority of Ranmeeg., the Donatists, the Irish in

Ireland, Britain and the Continenthte Al bi genses, et c. 00

He continuesi For nine hundred years, we are tol d,
own after the Vulgate appeared [about 380
1229 AD, the Pope gave orders for the most terrible crusadeetwaged against the

simple Christians of southern France and northern Italy who would not bow to his power.

Cruel, relentless, devastating, this war was waged, destroying the Bibles, books and every
vestige of documents telling the story of the Waklens and Al bi genses. 0

Romebs tactics with Engl and, according to
Augustine there in 596 AD, who urged the invading Ar§&xons to wipe out the me
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nants of ancient British Christianity. He then replaced the Latin Bibileeogéarly British
Christians with the Vulgate of the Papacy to found the new ASglon Church, that
remained under Papal dominion until the English Reformation of the sixteenth century.

In speaking of early French Christianity, Wilkinson stafesl h eenclr received their
Christianity from Asia Minor. These apostolic Christians in southern France were u
doubtedly those who gave effective help on carrying the Gospel to Great Britain. And as

we have seen above, there was a long and bitter struggle betine®ible of the British

Christians and the Bible which was brought later to England by the missionaries of
Rome. And as there were really only two Biblake official version of Rome, and the

Received Text we may safely conclude that the Gallic Eench) Bible, as well as the
Celtic (or British) were translations base:

Citing historian Neander, Wilkinson declarésfi But t he pecul i arity o
church is evidence against its origin from Rome; for in many ritugtters it departed

from the usage of the Roman Church, and agreed much more nearly with the churches of
Asia Minor. It withstood, for a long time, the authority of the Romish Papacy. This ci
cumstance would seem to indicate that the Britons had rect#ieedChristianity, either

i mmedi atel vy, or through Gaul , from Asi a Mi

Of the Waldenses of northern Italy, Wilkinson stafes¥h en Chri sti ani ty, ¢
the long persecutions of pagan Rome, was raised to imperial favour by the Emperor Co
stantire, the Italic Church in northern Italy later the Waldenses is seen standing in

opposition to papal Rome. Their Bible was of the family of the renowned Itala. It was
this translation into Latin which takcpr esent
was transl ated from the Greek not | ater th,

AThat Rome in early days corrupted the man
down in their apostolic purity, Allix, the renowned scholar, testifies. He reports lthe fo
lowing as apostoti articles of faith: AThey receive
Old and New Testament. They say, that the Popes of Rome, and other priestge- have d
praved the Scriptures by their doctrines a

Wilkinson*2P 212" shows that the Authorised Version of 1611 is of the same Text as that

of the Waldensian Bible dating from the second century AD.

AWal densian influence, both from the Wal de
entered intoth&Kki ng James translation of 1611éThe
them four Bibles which had come under Waldensian influences: the Diodati in Italian, the
Olivetan in French, the Lutheran in German, and the Genevan in English. We have every
reason to beéve that they had access to at least six Waldensian Bibles written in the old

Wal densi an vernacul ar. o

Wilkinson cites Dr Frederick Nolan who spent tweeight years tracing the Received

Text back to its apostolic origin. Nolan concluded that the WalderShurch, with its

pre-1611 Latin Bibles furnished unequi voc al testi mony of a t
the primitive church, that the celebrated text of the heavenly withesses* was adopted in

the version which prevailed in the Latin Church, previouslythe introduction of the
modern Vul gate. 0

*1 John 5:7.

Of the transmission of the Received Text to the Waldensian Church and the preservation
of the true scriptures during the Dark Ages, Wilkinson stélesthe silent watches of the
night, along thednely paths of Asia Minor where robbers and wild beasts lurked, might
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have been seen the noble missionaries carrying manuscripts, and verifying documents
from the churches of Judea to encourage their struggling brethren under the iron heel of
the Papacy...

AThe Scriptures of the apostl| e Jtlelfextuand hi
Receptus, ifyou pleatear ose from the place of humiliat
ble in the hands of Constantine and became the Received Text of Gresiadtyi And

when the Greek East for one thousand years was completely shut off from the Latin West,

the noble Waldenses in northern Italy still possessed in Latin the Received Text.

ATo Christians such as these,rldpweegattude i ng a
for the true text of the Bible. Itis not true, as the Roman Church claims, that she gave the
Bible to the world. What she gave was an impure text, a text with thousands of verses so
changed as to make way for her unscriptural docting/hile upon those who possessed

the veritable Word of God, she poured out through long centuries her stream of cruel
persecution. Or in the words of [Nolan]:

ARThe Wal denses were among the first of th
the Holy Scriptures. Hundreds of years before the Reformation, they possessed the Bible
in manuscript in their native tongue. They had the truth unadulterated, and this rendered
them the special objects of hatredessesd per
for the truth maintained the ancient faith
Truth) was preserved uncorrupted through al

The GodHonoured Text of the Reformation and 1611

Wilkinson refers to Erasmu§,t hat ogt st &awvbdfadri,vd ded au | Gr e e
scripts into two classes: those which agreed with the Received Text and those which
agreed with the Vaticanus manuscript. o

It was from the first class that Erasmus compiled his Greek New Testament that he gave
totheRef or mat i on. And God guided Erasmusods
AThe King James from the Recei vegbeaking x t h a
world for 300 years. This has given the Received Text, and the Bibles translated from it

into other tongues, standing and authority. At the same time, it neutralised the dangers of
the Catholic manuscripts and the Bibles in

The conspiracy amounting to warfare that pitted the corrupt Alexandrian text against the
true text of the scriptures continued unabated. WilkitisbTt®" describes how the Pope

in about 400 AD implored Jerome of Bethlehem to produce a Latin bible basedchen Co
stantinebds Or i goeowerttsow ithe trué LatineBible Bhat thé Waldenses

possessed. At the Popedbds insistence®, alth
duced the seven apocryphal books foiwnd in
gends digumrgatetsransabdt antiati on, had now b

imperialism of the Papacy as was the teaching that tradition had equal authority with the
Scriptures. o

James Whiteds book reveals that he is of a
the scriptwes. Wilkinson continues to highlight the distinction between the trup- scri
tures and the corrupt sources underlying the modern versions.

AJerome in his early years had been brough
universally known asthe Gegek Vul gat e. The word Vulgate
Acurrent . o This word Vulgate has been app

belongs, that is, to the Received Text, and given to the Latin Bible. In fact, it took hu



18

dreds of years befoe t he common people would call Je
The very fact that in Jeromeds day 6he Gre
lated into English, was called the Vulgate, is proof in itself that, in the church of the living

God, its authority was supreme...

AThe hostility of Jerome to the Received 1
Papacy in the Latin world opposed the authority of the Greek Vulgate. Did it noksee a

ready this hated Greek Vulgate, long ago translated Latin, read, preached from, and

circulated by those Christians in Northern Italy who refused to bow beneath its rule? For
this reason it sought the great reputation

Al n preparing the Lati n gdedl thewayidtansmimtieg wo u l
to us the corruptions in the text of Eusebius, but he did not dare. Great scholars of the
West were already exposing him and the corrupted Greek manusdepasie especially

mentions Luke 2:33 (where the Received Texard : AAnd Josephr- and h
vell ed at those things which were spoken o
and his mother marvelled, o6 etc.) to say tIl

circumstances of the case was probably a Vaufiwaldensian], accused him of using
corrupted Greek manuscripts. o

White attempts to justify this corruptioh®®but | i ke Hel vidius of Je
researchers have vindicated the true readinfpuasl in the AvV161P 69 3391986

This was but one error. Wilkinstif #** notes that at the time of the Redation,fi a I-mi

lennium later, when Greek manuscripts and Greek learning were again generalythe co

rupt readings of the Vulgate were noted. Even Catholic scholars of repute, before Prote
tantism was fully under way, pointed out i:

The modern versions perpetuate many of these errors and White champions them, as will
be shown. Wilkinson has this telling comment about their effect, which has its counte
part in our time, as will also be shown.

AThe Ref or mati on disduntihaftdr therRedéeiwed Jaextchadtbempmr ogr e
stored to the world. The Reformers were not satisfied with the Latin Vulgate.

AThe papal | eaders did not compreheed the
ated when they had rejected the lead of the pemehings of the Scriptures. The Spur

ous books of the Vulgate opened the door for the mysterious and the dark doctrines which

had confused the thinking of the ancients. The corrupt readings of the genuine é»ooks d
creased the confidence of people in ireon and increased the power of the priests.

All were |l eft in a |abyrinth of darkness f |

Though light was beginning to dawn, as early as the thirteenth century, as Wilkinson
shows.

AThroughout the centuries, the Waldenaed other faithful evangelicals had sown the

seed. The fog was rolling away from the plains and hills of Europe. The pure Bible

which long had sustained the faith of the Vaudois, was soon to be adopted by others so
mighty that they would shake Europeffrot he Al ps t o t he Nerth Se
gun spreading unobserved, and the Reformation was on the point of being anticipated.

The demon Innocent Il was the firstdescrythe streaks of day on the crest of the Alps.
Horror-stricken, he started y@nd began to thunder for his pandemonium against a faith
which. .. was threateni ngWl&é di ssol ve the po:

Al't must be remembered that at the time (a
up into modern kingdoms, the pure Latin wasaimeg up into the Spanish Latin, the
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French Latin, the African Latin, and other dialects, the forerunners of many modern la

guages. Into all those different Latins the Bible had been translated, in whole or in part.

Some of these, as the Bible of the dakes, had come mediately or immediately from

the Received Text and had great influence.

Erasmus of Rotterdam pioneered the publication of the Greek Textus R&&eftamd

White attempts to cast Erasmuasthe role of a modern version editor attacked by KJV
onlyists, who are |ikenedP*> ahite alspmarvelsatr s o f
Er asmus Gig oalpirloidtuxe such aufcee. bext with s

White overlooks the fact that Erasmusds mo
favoured the corrupt Vulgate, progenitor of the modern versions that White defends.
White also misleads about the resources available to Erasmus, notabbokiwveylthe

Wal densesbd6s faithful preservation of the R
Wilkinson is able to correct him in both respégté>"

AThe priests |l oudly denounced [dyefusreekear ni n
was of the devil and prepared to destroy al

AThere were hundreds of manuscripts for Er
only a few. What matters? The vast bulk of manuscripts in Greek are practically all the
Receivd Text. If the few Erasmus used were typical, that is, after he had thoroughly ba

anced the evidence of many and used a few which displayed that balance, did he not, with

all the problems before him, arrive at practically the same result which only beudd

rived at today by a fair and comprehensive investigation? Moreover, the text he chose

had such an outstanding history in the Greek, the Syrian, and the Waldensian Churches,

t hat it constituted an irr e &oddidindwrite aar gu me
hundred Bibles; there is only one Bible, the others at best are only approximatiéms

other words the Greek New Testament of Erasmus, known as the Received Text, is

none other than the Greek New Testament which successfully met the rage fudgtzsn

and papal enemiegmphasis in text] 0

And the meddling of James White, whag- havin
raphy, could have saved himself many hours wasted in front of the computer screen if he
had made a genuine effort to reachBea mi n Wi | ki nsondés wor k.

AiThrough desire a man, having separated himself, seeketh and intermeddleth with all
wi s d Broverbs 18:1.

That Erasmus compiled sufficient sources for his work and that the great mass of Greek
manuscripts from which they were dnawdiffered only in superficial details despite

Whi t e 8s *Pd°0ffietrhtei omi de range of textual vari
Wilkinson demonstrates with citations from two members of the -IBB1 Reision

Committeé’®**’ it hat body so hostile to the Greek
AARThe manuscripts which Erasmus used, di f f

significant details from the bulk dfie cursive manuscript§, that is to say, the man

scripts which are written in running hand and not in capital or (as they are technically
called) uncial letters. The general character of their text is the same. By this observation
the pedigree of thedReived Text is carried up beyond the individual manuscripts used by
Erasmus to a great body of manuscripts of which the earliest are assigned to the ninth
centuryo

AThen after quoting Doctor Hort, they draw
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AAThi s bltestateanerk @mpletes the pedigree of the Received Text. That pedigree
stretches back to a remote antiquity. The first ancestor of the Received Text was, as Dr.
Hort is careful to remind us, at least contemporary with the oldest of our extamnt-man
scrippbs, i f not older than any one of them. o060

But Catholicinspired war against the true scriptures continued after the publication of
Erasmusds wo'tP i tracesithel life and snimistry of William Tyalé P 2

Athe true hero of whodaid Ehe pundasoh forRhe Ahormeedt | o n ,
Holy Bible of 1611.

ATwo thirds of the Bible was translated i1
translate was finished by those who worked with him and were under the spell afi-his ge

I us . The Authorized Bible of the English
through two or three revisions. o

On the basis that allegedR*> fino textual variantsémateri al
essenti al doct r i neanhie triesttohplay dovnrdiffeseindesabetweera i t h |
the AV1611 and modern versions (though st
text?® according to his own particulért a s).t e s 0

The enemies of the true scriptures thought otherwise, as Wilkinson shows in his chapter
on the Jesuit Bible of 1582 231

ASo i nstant and so powerf ul was theainflue
tholicism, through those newly formed papal invincibles, called the Jesuits, sprang to its

feet and brought forth, in the form of a Jesuit New Testgnttemtmost effective instr

ment of learning the Papacy, up to that time, had produced in the English language. This
newly invented rival version advanced to the attack, and we are now called to consider
how a crisis in the woleduidBbte bdtame & challgngewaa s me
Tyndal ebés translation. o

TheJdesuts 6 Engi neer Corps of Hell 6
The Jesuits entered the conspiratorial fray via the Council of Trent, 1545.

AThe opening decrees of the Counci me of Tr
They pointed out the line of battle which the Catholic reaction would wage against the
Reformation. First undermine the Bible, then destroy the Protestant teaching end do
trine. o

Whiteds book certainly helps ubledoé¢Xhiane bel
the final authority in matters of faith and practice. Wilkinson explains the specific reason
for the Jesuit intrigue.

ASi xty years elapsed from the close of the
Pilgrims in America. During thee sixty years, England had been changing from a
Catholic nationtoaBibld ovi ng peopl e. 0o

No modern version has achieved an equivalent result.
Wilkinson continues.

AThe burning desire to give the common peo
why Tymlale had translated it into English. No such reason impelled the Jesuits at
Rheims. In the preface of their Rheims New Testament [of 1582], they state that it was

not translated into English because it was necessary that the Bible should be in the
mothertongue, or that God had appointed the Scriptures to be read by all; but from the
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special consideration of the state of their mother country. This translation was intended
to do on the inside of England, what the great navy of Philip 1l was to do ontsiden

One was to be used as a moral attack, the other as a physical attack; both to reclaim
England. The preface especially urged that those portions be committed to memory
Awhi ch made most against heretics. o0

AAThe principal 0 b ] &stwas mdt only boecirclRakeghmir doh t r ar
trines through the country, but also to depreciate as much as possible the Englis-transl
t i o[nit;ex@Brooke] ©

I n favour of Romi sh versions, as Whitebs |
Appendixand whatf ol | ows in the discussions on the
book.

Thanks to the depth of bibleelief in Elizabethan England and the scholarship of the
noted puritan, Thomas Cartwright, who exposed the corruptions of the Jesuit-Douay
Rheims Bible, th&nglish people rejected the 1582 version. It was subsequently changed
to approximate the AV1611 in order to make it more acceptable in England and, much
altered, finally appeared at the Challoner Version of 1752.

Wilkinson therefore noté&” **"thatii f you seek to compare the
can Revised Version, you will find that the older, or first Douay of 1582, is more like it in
Catholic readings than those editions of today, inasmuch as the\i&8®n had been

doctored and redoctored. Yet, even in the later editions, you will find many of tmose co
ruptions which the Reformers denounced and which reappear in the American Revised
Version. o

It is possible that the 1582 JR version notionally aNdd the internet is in fact largely
the Challoner DR of 17492, because the two versions are found to match in virtually all
references cited.

Nevertheless, théppendixt o t his wor k essentially bears
with respect to reinsean of Catholic corruptions, which is no doubt Jesudipired. The

text of the American RV is essentially that of the 1-88English Revised Version, @r

genitor of the modern versions such as the NIV. Note again that of the 241 passages of
scripture towhich White refers for comparison between the AV1611 and the modern ve

sions, the NIV matches the (Challoner) DR and the JR 1582 NT in 28% of them. But it
shows a 70% affinity with the Catholic JB in company with its ally, the NWT of Watc

tower. (A large sample of verses, 15% of the New Testament, indicates that the affinity
between the NIV, JB, NWT is as high as 80%, with respect to their agreed departures
from the Av161£P?)

This is clear evidence thavith the AV1611 having been deceptively marginalized in the

|l ast 120 years for many professi nsgeakingnd gu'
people, modern scholars are steadily resorting to the full set of Catholic corruptions, i

cluding omissims, that the Reformers rejected, with respect to the modern texts. See also
Rayb6s analysis of 200 New Testamentn- refer
tioned earlier. It follows that modern scholars aoéto be trusted, thus refuting the third
ofWhitebs six postul ates. See remar ks at t
this effect will be advanced subsequently.
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Go d 6 s 1 thewl61K Authorised Holy Bible

The Jesuit subterfuge was dealt a massive blow by the Authorised Holy Bibleutist
on the scene in 161124 Wilkinson states.

AEvery energy pulsating with certainty and
perfect* masterpiece. They gave to the world what has beendeoediby hosts of
scholars, the greatest version ever produced in any languagee King James Bible,
called AThe Miracle of English Prose. 0 Th
Old or the New Testament, but from the languages in which Gguohalty wrote His
Word, namely, from the Hebrew in the Ol d T

*i.e. the Authorised Holy Bible of 1611 iserfectBible. It cannotbe improved upon,
certainly not by the speculations of James White.

But the conspatorial subterfuge would continue. The aim remained the sanfiecto
rupt t he whGorhthiang 2:1¢ ardl deplace it with the authority of the Pope.
Wilkinson remarks.

AThe Jesuits had t her ed bathdo sbppldnotheahorityhobE m a d
the Greek of the Received Text by another Greek New Testament, and then upoen this m
tilated foundation, to bring forth a new English version which might retire into thie bac
ground, the King James. In other words, they must, before they gmildgive standing

to the Vulgate, bring Protestantism to accept a mutilated Greek text and an English ve

sion based upon it.

AThe manuscripts from which the New Versio
manuscripts which Jerome used in producing Vhudgate. The opponents of the King

James Version would even do more. They would enter the field of the Old Testament,
namely, the Hebrew, and, from the many translations of it into Greek in the eany cent

ries, seize whatever advantages they could. therowvords, the Jesuits had put forth one

Bi ble in English, that of 1582, as we have

In 174952, the Jesuits produced the complete DeRbgims bible. Further modified by
the RV, herein lies the genesisoféogd 6 s NI V and ot her corrupt |
otherwise, James White is enthusiastically assisting the sons of Loyola in their diabolical

A

Oministry. o

But progress was slow. The Jesuits had to contend with the perfect masterpiege of En
lish Protestantisri the AV1611.

Wilkinson demonstrates how the translation was clearly guided by*®&84™ and not
merely the result of human effort, refutin
AVl6llisia gyett | mper f e thbughtsevarelyslimited with respéct to

Hebrew and Greek by oiirl e ss r i ¢ h [Emdgdntersptuouslyodisrgissed doy
himasia severthgadamtyh Angl i can tir.aens |Inaotti oGo dodfs t\
merelyaflawd Anglican imitation ¥¥"“t"h*e. 6 tWhuietde 6(s
statement in this respect is not only f418&'""but incomplete. Againhe question must

be asked, what, according to Whitefiid h e B IlHebdbes ot say but he should do so,

given hisconcernfoiit he ent i r edngi tohfe thhieg hBeishtl esdt andar d

Once again, White is being inconsistent. Were he not $ioedcto despise Dr Mrs Gail
Riplinger, and her painstaking research, he could benefit considerably from a thorough
study of her latest worksThe Language of the King James Bibled In Awe of Thy
Word (I believe that the Lord Jesus Christ will closevdahe Church Age, Revelation

2, 3 with the second of those two volumes.)
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*White makes referencet® Scr i pidiiGe d6 s r e v withbueeder statingt h, 0
where they can be found unequivocally between two covers.

Wilkinson describes the state ofetlienglish language in the early seventeenth century,
revealing that Godoés timing for the AV1611

AWe now come, however, to a very striking
mentioned by those who discuss the merits of the King Jainkes The English la

guage in 1611 was in the very best condition to receive into its bosom the Old and New
Testaments*. Each word was broad, simple, and generic. That is to say, wordsawere ¢
pable of containing in themselves not only their centralights, but also all the different

shades of meaning which were attached to that central thought. Since then, words have

|l ost that I|iving, pliable breadthée

Al t  wil |l be readily seen that whilevthe En
erthelesssingle words have lost their many shades, combinations of words have become
fixed, capable of only one meaning, and therefore less adaptable to receiving into English
the thoughts of the Hebrew which I ikewise |

A N e wtamentsGreek is, in this respect, like the Hebrew. When our English Bible was
revised, the Revisers labored under the impression that the sacred writers of the Greek
New Testament did not write in the everyday language of the common people. Since then
the accumulated stores of archaeological findings have demonstrated that the language
of the Greek New Testament was the language of the simple, ordinary people, rather than
the language of scholars; and is flexible, broad, generic, like the English ofol611.

*Wilkinson does draw a distinction between the written language of the AV1611 and the
spoken language of the day. HesdayS he transl|l ators wisely pr.
in the earlier translations, with the result that the language of our Engliske Bbiot the

language of the age in which the translators lived, but in its grand simplicity stands out in
contrast to the ornate an®&eef aésoatihesct adt
mary comments elsewh&pe®: 206"

In sum, the language of the 1611 Authorised Holy Bible was in nofiMaye s s thani ¢ h 0
that of Hebrew or Greek. It waisand is- perfectly suited for its Godiven purpose, to
demonstrate thdiThe counsel of the LORD standeth f@ver, the thoughts of his heart

t o al |l g PBsalmB834dll. iWhite $s vrong again.

As more evidence of Godés timing, Wii-l ki nso
als necessary and the fact that the King James translators were aware ofraltiéna

textual variants but rejected them as corrupt. See also the summary of the materials by
this authotP 2%,

Aln view of the vast stores of materi al w h
Bible at the time of the Reformation, and the prodigious labors of the Reformers in this
material for a century, it is very erroneous to think that they had not been sufficiently
overhauled by 1611.

Al't i s an exaggerated i dreattackingthe Receareddxtp i t e d
that we of the present have greater resources of information, as well as more valuable,
than had the translators of 1611. The Reformers themselves considered their sources of
information perfect.

ADoctor Ful ke says:
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A A Bastfor the Hebrew and Greek that now is, (it) may easily be proved to be the same
that always hath been; neither is there any diversity in sentence, howsoever some copies,
either through negligence of the writer, or by any other occasion, do vary fromwitrcit

I's commonly and most generally received in

AWe cannot censure the Reformers for consi
and authentic enough to settle in their minds the infallible inspiration of tig $tcrp-

tures, since we have a scholar of reputeldy rating their material as high as the reat

rial of the present. Doctor Jacobus thus indicates the relative value of informatidn avai

able to Jerome, to the translators of the King James, and to thedrReof 1900:

AARONn the whol e, the differences in the mat
1890 are not very serious. 00

Nor had the situation changed appreciably in the latter half of the twentieth centary, ins

far as the NIV translators assuus that Sinaiticus and Vaticanus are®dtif® ™A T h e

mo st rel i abl e wih respgct tonthenallegedly disputes passages, Mark
16:920 and John 7:58:11. The New Revised Standard Veréiprpublished 1989,

1995, encloses these passages in double braces, indicating that the translating committee
considered them doubtful.

Of the old uncial or uppercase manuscripts used by the 1881 Revisers to alter thre Autho
ised Text, Wilkinson stat&s® 2>

AThe Catholic Encyclopaedia does not omit
on, in Codex A (the Alexandrinus), agrees with the Vatican Manuscript. If the problems
presented by the Alexandrinbdanuscript, and consequently by the Vaticanus, were so
serious, why were we obliged to wait till 188201 to learn of the glaring mistakes of the
translators of the King James, when the manuscript arrived in England in 1627?0The F

rum informs us that 25@ifferent versions of the Bible were tried in England between
1611 and now, but they all fell flat before the majesty of the King James. Were not the
Alexandrinus and the Vaticanus able to aid these 250 versions, and overthrow the other
Bible, resting, a the critics explain, on an insecure foundation?

AThe case with the Vaticanus and the Sinai
these two manuscripts were well known, not only to the translators of the King James, but
also to Erasmus. We are toldat the Old Testament portion of the Vaticanus has been
printed since 1587¢

AWe are informed by another author that, i
a transcript of this manuscript. There was no necessity, however, for Erasmus to obtain a
transcript because he was in correspondence with Professor Paulus Bombasius at Rome,
who sent him such variant readings as he wi

AEr asmus, however, rejected these varying
sidered from the massive evidenceiofsh day t hat the Received Te

Although the King James translators did not have access to the Sinaitic manuscript, its
absence from their materials was unimportant. Wilkinson states.

AWe have already given acaNMSieabrotherefsheMad s how
canus. Practically all of the problems of any serious nature which are presented by the
Sinaitic, are the problems of the Vaticanus. Therefore the translators of 1611 hid avai

able all the variant readings of these manudsrignd rejected them.
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AThe foll owing words from Dr. Kenrick, Cat
the conclusion that the translators of the King James knew the readings of Codices Aleph,

A, B, C, D, where they differed from the Received Textlandunced them. Bishopnke

rick published an English translation of the Catholic Bible in 1849. 1| quote from the
preface:

AARSi nce the famous manuscripts of Rome, Al
were examined... a verdict has been obtained iorfai/the Vulgate.

ARAt the Reformati on, the Greek texhn-, as |
formity to which the versions of the Reformers were generally made; whilst the Liatin Vu
gate was depreciated [sic], or despised, a:

fAiln other words, the readings of these much boasted manuscripts, recently made avai
able are those of the Vulgate. The Reformers knew of these readings and rejected them,
as well as the Vulgate. o

And bible believers should rightly reject the sickly deseamnsl of the Vulgate, such as
the NIV, NRSV and the related sterile hybrid, the NKJV. Wilkinson again:

ALet us suppose, for the sake of argument,
cess to the problems of the Alexandrinus, the Sinaiticus, andati@nus by direct ¢o

tact with these uncials. It mattered little. They had other manuscripts accessible which
presented all the same problems. We are indebted for the following information to Dr. F.

C. Cook, editor of t he aiitd the Queen of&sglar@oMmmme nt a
was invited to sit on the Revision Committee, but refused:

ARThat Textus Receptus was taken in the fi:
its readings are maintained only so far as they agree with the besnanreisions, with

the earliest and best Greek and Latin Fathers, and with the vast majority of uncial and
cursive manuscripts. o

Al't is then clear that among the great bod
Reformers possessed, the majority agnedd the Received Text; there were a fewyho

ever, among these documents which belonged to the counterfeit family. These dissenting
few presented all the problems which can be found in the Alexandrinus, the Vaticanus,

and the Sinaiticus. In other wordke translators of the King James came to a diametr

cally opposite conclusion from that arrived at by the Revisers of 1881, although the men

of 1611, as well as those of 1881, had before them the same problems and tha-same ev
dence. o

J. A. Moormari? 264" has a telling comment in this respect.

AThe Doctrinal Text of the Authorized Vers
356 doctrinally distinct passages*, whereas 86% of the cursive support for thestiieal
t ext [P . e. t he NI V**] is only fAotherso or

recommend to you my When The Kawiladedrprart s f
t he Dean Burgon Societyé

ATextual criticism h asamohgothe@,808 which titergedbso f i nd
stantially from the Traditional Text. It has been a difficult search! Not many have been
found, and those few that do divert have had the most made of them. For example, MS 33

is close to Vaticanus in the Gospels, thied Hort and others to ceé
mi ni scules, the queen of the cursives. 0 B
of the N.T., for it revertsé(or nearly so)
consistentoranythtn appr oaching compl ete divergence.
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*That Moorman compiled for comparison between the AV1611 and the NIV. His tho
ough analysis of these passages shows that where they are extant, even the old uncials
used for the NIV and other modern translations, &g.J8, NWT, Codices Aleph, A, B,

C, D, do not together show unequivocal support for the NIV:

AWhil e B, and to a | esser extent Almph ar e
bined figures for the [other] uncials reveal a staoffl (425455)**. Hardly the ove

whelming support Modern Version proponents claim from these sources! Again we ask,

i f they cannot get support decisive suppor
going to find it? Just about everywhere else we look in these summanves thlat they

are on the Il osing end of the evidence. O

**The AV1611 contains 790,704 words, the NIV 726,606. The NIV shbanges the
reader by 64,098 wortfs

**AV1611 versus the NIV. Even with Aleph and B included, the support for thd-mo

ern versionss still not overwhelming, with comparative figures of 579 versus 89¢por a
proximately 23. Only the papyri fragments decisively support the NIV in the doctrinal
passages, 38821 though not overdlP ***" The other uncials, besides Aleph, A, B, C,

D, as a whole support the AV1611 Text by well ovet and even the cursives favoured

by the modern version supporters, consisting of about 18 known manuscripts, grouped in
Families 1 and 13, by-8°P*""

Concerning the observed departures mf the
ments at the beginning of this section. Moorman stHté™:

ATher e nberefreadingsun the King James Version which on the basigmint
informationdo seem to have a minority of MS support. In the following pages we will
show that there is nevertheless quite substantial support for these passages.

ARSEVERAL P RTONXEEPRN.MIND

Aln the previous pages we have shown that
the very last thing on the mind of Textual Criticism. Almost all energy has been directed
toward Areconstructi ngo tduals, anddéerdtingoutwhathe b a
little support can be gathered for these MSS. The evidence | have gathered is probably as
extensive as any now available. Yet in comparison to what could be gathered by a first
hand search oéll the MSS, it is only a fewrsps from the tables of men who treat the
Authorised Version with scholarly contempt!

AOur e x tralecttbut dbSh&determinethe text of Scripture. The text was dete

mined by God in the beginning (Psa. 119:89, Jude 3). After the advent of p(ilhbng

1450), the necessity of God preserving the MS witness to the text was diminished. Ther

fore, in some instances the majority of MSS extant today may not reflect at every point
what the true, commonly accepted, and maj o

A @rtainly in Revelation and to a lesser extent in the rest of the New Testament we must
occasionally look to the Latin West for corroboration on a disputed reading. The Latin
Christians who opposed Rome had a far more vital faith than that which usuathceh
terized the Greek East. We look to them for our spiritual heritage, and they ware an i
portant channel through which God preserved His Word. This helps explain why there is
a sprinkling of Latin readings in the Authorized Version. Remember alsm#mat of the

great doctrinal words in our English Bible are based on a Latin and not Greek derivative.

AChrist promised that the Holy Spirit woul
trutho (John 16:13). Wit ht metglad dwao ft hhen d
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primary source with some complement from another. The primary source was the Greek
speaking East with occasional refinement and verification from the Latin and Swyriac a
eas.

AWhen a v er_thestamlardhfarss ldng as theuthorized Version, and when

that version has demonstrated its power in the conversion of sinners, building ep of b

lievers, sending forth of preachers and missionaries on a scale not achieved by all other
versions and foreign language combined; the hahdod is at work. Such a version

must not be tampered with. And in those comparatively few places wheesnio de-

part from the majority reading, it woul d
preservation to believe that the Greek and nogheg | i sh had strayed fr

Such references where White erroneously thinks otherwise will be dealt with in the
cour se of this wor k. To return to Wilkin:
available to the 1611 translators:

A We gfurther testimony from another eminent authofipskier]:

AAROur experience among the Greek cursives
careless, and they do represent a wholesome traditional text in the passages involving
doctrine and so forth.o

AAs to the | arge number of manuscripts 1in
the Reformers were far better acquainted with them than later scholars. Doctor Jacobus
in speaking of textual critics of 1582, says:

AARThe pr esent truekwith tlercrititalaasumdn esteown asthat date (1582),
and the grasp of the relative value of the common Greek manuscripts and the tatin ve
sion. o

AOn the other hand, i f more manuscripts ha
has been made @fhat we had before and of the majority of those made available since.
The Revisers systematically ignored the whole world of manuscripts and relied pract

cally on only three or f our -twentidths offhesen Bur
documents, for anuse which has been made of them, might just as well be still lying in
the monastic | ibraries from which t&ey wer

taken picture of the case has been presented with reference to the material at the dispos
tonoft he transl ators of 1611 and concerning t

These searching overviews contrast star kIl
available sources, as will be seen.

Wilkinson™2P 2™ continues with noting the extreme care with which the 1611 translators
approached their task, withthe redult hat each part of the work
at least fourteen times. It was further understood that if there was any speca@llwiffi

or obscurity, all the learned men of the land could be called upon by letter for their jud

ment. And finally each bishop kept the clergy of his diocese notified concerning-the pr

gress of the work, so that if any one felt constrained to send atigytar observations,

he was notified to do so. 0

No modern version is subjected to this degree of thoroughness in its preparatiom-or ope
ness. Wilkinson further describes the secrecy that surrounded the compilation ef the R
vised Version and Waité? 8" describes in detail the superior techniques that the 1611
translators used for their work, compared to the modern translators. For example, to start
the work, each member of the six companies had to translate individually each of the
Books of scripturessigned to his company. Waite states that this was not doneder mo
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ern versions such as the NIV. Only a small proportion of the translating committees do
the actual translating. The rest help mainly with crosschecking other versions ov-impro
ing style.

This disclosure further under mines Whitebs
versions is trustworthy.

With reference to the unrivalled scholarship of the King James translators, more evidence
of the guidance of God, Wilkinson cites McClure, autbbthe detailed history of the
AV161106s ¢ o mp The @ransladons,Revavadt i t | e d

AAlt i s confidently expected, 06 says McClur
the conviction that all the colleges of Great Britain and America, evemisrptoud day

of boastings, could not bring together the same number of divines equally qualified by
learning and piety for the great undertaking. Few indeed are the living names worthy to

be enrolled with those mighty men. It would be impossible toecengut of any one

Christian denomination, or out of all, a body of translators, on whom the whole Christian
community would bestow such confidence as is reposed upon that illustrious company, or

who would prove themselves as deserving of such confidstecg.many selé t y Ime d 6 i
proved versionsdé of the Bible, or of parts
the religious public has doomed them all ,

In the full version of his book, Wilkinson notes how the #8211 was eulogised even by

AOne of the brilliant mi nds of the | ast g
Church of England, labored to Romanize that body, and finally abandoned it for the
Church of Rome, cried ou,

AAWho wil. s ay keduty and mdrvellous ErtgltshmhmmProtestaintB

ble is not one of the great®®tronghol ds of
Unlike any of the modern versions, the AV1611 has held back the encroachment of the
Devil ds church, as Wilkinson shows in the
lament:

AYes, mor e, it has not only been the stron

has built a gigantic wall as a barrier against the spread of Romanis

AARThe printing of the English Bible has pt
reared to repel the advance of Popery, and to damage all the resources of the Papacy
[McClure]. o

ASmal | wonder then that for t beerewveagethupondr e d
this instrument created by God to mold all constitutions and laws of the British Empire,
and of the great American Republic, while at the same time comforting, blessing; and i
structing the lives of the millions who inhabit these terrésri

ABehold what it has given to the worl d! T
begin to compare with the splendid machinery of Protestantism. The Sabbath School, the
Bible printing houses, the foreign missionary societies, the Y.M.C.A., W&, the
Womandés Christian Temperance Union, 0t he Pr
these all were the offspring of Protestantism. Their benefits have gone to all lands and
been adopted by practically all nations. Shall we throw away thes Bibim which such
splendid organizations have sprung??o9

As his book shows, White would, along with all supporters of the modern versions, to sa
isfy their egos. The result has been for the Engdighe a ki ng nat ilikenas t hat
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city that is brokend o wn, and wProvérlss 25:28bywiavadedsiiyt he wor st
t he h ekEzekield:84a, exemplified in Britain from the traitorous politicians selling

out to the Vaticaniinspired EU, to pornograghers like Rupert Murdoch, to the Musiim i

vaders who eek to claim Britain for IslafiP>.

Fundamental Christians who abandoned the Authorised Holy Bible for the modern ve
sions must share the major part of the blame for this horrific state of affairs.

As God said to the prophet Jeremiah:

AThus sai t of hosty the GRo@ & Bsrael; Behold, | will bring upon this city
and upon all her towns all the evil that | have pronounced against it, because they have
hardened their necks, t haetembohl®id. mi ght not |

AThi s andfi h ¢ © tacevhe ittes and towns of Britain, suffering the ens
guences of rejecting Goddés words according
gave Britain at such great cost, deceived into rejecting those wom®fegsing fund-

mental Christians via th&omish modern versions such as the .NBée theAppendix,

Table A5for more details. The references have been taken from the full version-of Wi

ki nsonds wor k.

And the judgement is not done yet.
Moder n O Sc hol iaand Unteustvidrthinése r n e s s

Wilkinson gives further evidence of the untrustworthiness of modern scholars who aba
doned the AV1611 for the modern versions a
preservation of the 1611 Bife? 262"

A Ad[the Reformers] contended that the Received Text, both in Hebrew and in Greek, as
they had it in their day would so continue

As the Lord Jesus Christ saiikieaven and earth shall pass away, but my words shall
not p asMatthawk4:350 And as Moorman points out, see above, the standard for
the Received Text, in both Testaments, is the Authorized Holy Bible of 1611, not any one
of the editions of the original languages. Wilkinson continues.

AA testimony no less can be drawnnfrthe opponents of the Received Text. The higher
critics, who have constructed such elaborate scaffolding, and who have built such great
engines of war as their apparatus criticus, are obliged to describe the greatness and
strength of the wallstheyar¢eda acki ng i n order to justify t

ADr . Hort , who was an opponent of the Rec:
New Testament Revision Committee, says:

AARAN over whel ming proportion of the text i
I s, as a matter of fact, identical . o

AThus strong testimonies can be given not
nomenal ability of the manuscript scribes writing in different countries and in different

ages to preserve an identical Bible metoverwhelming mass of manuscripts. The large

number of conflicting readings which higher critics have gathered must come from only a
few manuscripts, since the overwhel ming ma:

This is not what James White would have kiaders believe **". He tries to sow doubt

about Godbés preservation of His woraes by i
ceived Text manuscripts wilfully inserted marade phrases in different Books the

New Testament to 6édharmonized them o make
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lossians 1:2, with respect to the phrdse nd t he L or doresérgesl inghe Chr i s
AV1611 but omitted by the RV, NIV, JB, NWT 2 on a paucity of evidendé *3*

White, typically, ignores the evidence. His cavalier treatment of the Holy Bible amounts

to blasphemy. Wilkinson continues.

AThe King James ¢gBnits taecer bedode eremiesdconmenises to fall
upon it. Though it has been with us for three hundred years in splendid lead&rship
striking phenomenodé nevertheless, as the years increase, the attacks becomeunore f
rious. If the book were a dangesodocument, a source of corrupting influence and a
nuisance, we would wonder why it has been necessary to assail it since it would naturally
die of its own weakness. But when it is a divine blessing of great worth, a faultless power
of transforming influace, who can it be who are so stirred up as to deliver against it one
assault after another? Great theological seminaries, in many lands, led by accepted
teachers of learning, are laboring constantly to tear it to pieces. Point us out anywhere,
any situaion similar concerning the sacred books of any other religion, or even oéShak
speare, or of any other work of literature.

AEspecially since 1814 when the déthayi t s we
needed restoratio® have the attacks by Catholscholars on the Bible, and by other
schol ars who are Protestants in name, beco

The O0scholarlyd bitterness against the Hol
fundamentalist¥ °'",

A[Citing Palmerif For it must be said that the Roman
argumentd the work of the Jesuits from the sixteenth century to the presend day
evinces an amount of learning and dexterity, a subtility of reasoning, a sophigiiey-

sibility combined, of which ordinary Christians have but little idea... Those who do so

(take the trouble to investigate) find that, if tried by the rules of right reasoningsthe a
gument is defective, assuming points which should be proved*ttisakogically false,

being grounded in sophisms**; that it rests in many cases on quotations which are not
genuine... on passages which, when collated with the original, are proved to be wholly

i nefficacious as proofs***_ 00

*Like Whitebsegedumpai monob$atiobnsdéd in the |
See above.

**White uses the sophist tefi*®> 4 >3 17% e x p a n s i o infer that pcribed for o

the majority of manuscripts added their ownrdsto the Received Text manuscripts. He

insists, for example, that the wordisa nd t he L or din Colessians 1:2Chr i st
AV1611, A J e sinstead offi H eib passages such as Matthew 4:18, AV1611, and
ALor d Je sinpass&yksrsuch astActs 15:AY1611, insteadofi Lor d Jesuso
are manmade attemiist o naturally expand* Y8 Thisiss | es u
why, in Whitebs opiniidry,zanhteyngreetiextvV é&d ulllee
A d n g etham the Alexandrian text underlying the modern versions. Unfortunately for

White, he has failed to observe that the AV1611 readings for Matthew 4:18 and Acts
15:11 arenot from the majority of manuscripté'and t herefore donot fi
which is in any case entirely unsupported by evidence and therefore amounts to nothing
more than wild speculation. Nevertheless, in the same context, heepésis Westcott

and Hortdéds specul at ii@cmnt Aans famaganspfdiei o ad 1
other textt y p eThat ig, it was stitched together from other, competing texts, like those

of Aleph and B. Burgdh® ** **3"proved over a centuryagotfatn ot a shadow of
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Is forthcoming that any such recensifor conflation of the Received Text with other
texts]as Dr Hort imaginegand later James Whitel]v er t ook pl ace at al l

Of Westcott a d Hort 6s obsession with Aleph and
Moor mandés assessment of the sourcesnfor th
dones and often prefers to the AV1611 Text), Burgon stafe¥® A The one ai m
those many hazy disquisitions of [ Westcott
ti onal PioBabeéeal ogi dal evi denaean,d Ditrhel estan
Gr o u ptee: ole reason of all their vague terminolpggnd of their baseless theory of

6 Co n f ITandiofdheir dsparagement of the Fathetsh e one r ai son dbé
fiction of a -$pyramddoamnddadéeipParsabidstektp
Ahar moniP8%:4¥iAdno i s summed upCoierB!'tBeholdtbemr t f o
the altar at which Copies, Fathers, Versions, are all to be ruthlessly sacrifi¢bd:tn-

bunal from which there shall be absolutely no appedhe Oraclewhich is to silence

every doubt, resolve every riddle, smooth away every difficulty. All has been stated,
where the name has been pronounced6fo d e x BéEven Patristic ev
Ni cene period Or ¢Hprti ifiteslsall ke fount o coatladicsGod. B!i n g 6

0B very far exceeds all[le. aothemntietylof Text.cAtanlengt s i n
i nterval after B, but hardly a | e[Bmst]. i nt er \
Such is the sum o,f-adumser-maord ungcienéfid, a mareast s e r

pid expedient for settling the true Text o
=*\White 3P % alleges that the Alexandriantefiti s f ound i andteefere papy
representan earl i er, and hence more accerate,

ceived] textt y p édis assertion is a barefaced lie. The papyri were poor manuscripts
and discarded for that reason. Nevertheless, as mentioned abgvieetjuently agreed
with the Received Text more often than with the Alexandrian text, showing that the Ale
andrian text did not prdate the Byzantirfé *2*"

Wilkinson traces the history of attacks on the 11, beginning with this telling olbse
vation.

A Wh en o-bonoretl Binbes are revised, the changes are generally in favor of
Rome. o

SeeAppendix al so t hi % %% i wehifp thedascuracp of W1 ki nsonds ¢
clusioni and the deceitfulness of James WHitein urging his readers to accept the a

terations introduced to the AV1611 in favour of Rome by modern scholarship, gn acce

tance that White err@ouslyterm$i Chr i st i a nThi§soceeaeldloemd 66 f r eedom
to corrupt modern versions like the NIV, NRSV that agre®©8®% with the Pope (JB)

and Watchtower (NWT) in departures from the Gmohoured Text of the 1611 Autho

ised Holy Bible.

Citing the Catholic Encyclopaedia, Wilkinson describes in the full version of his ook
?low Rome instigated the attack on the AV1611 with one of her priests, Richard®8imon

AARA French pri est-1712R washhe first wh® sulmected tlelgénéral
guestions concerning the Bible to a treatment which was at once comprehensive in scope
and scientific in method. Simon is the forerunner of modern Biblical ertici The use

of internal evidence by which Simon arrived at it entitles him to be called the father of
Bi blical criticism.o00

Catholic academics, according to Wilkinson, like Astruc and Geddes, sustained their
criticisms of the AV1611 until the late eigdgnth century, when the attack was joined by
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unregenerate German higher critics such as Semler and Grigglach*™12p 268 \yho

influenced later new veion editors, such as Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles, Westcott
and Hort, none of whom, in common with their mentors leave any definite testimony of
genuine salvation.

They, like Griesbach, arbitrarily rejected the bulk of the manuscript evidence upom whi
the Received Text and the AV1611 are based and brought forth New Testanmnts co
piled from the corrupt and severely limited texts of Alexandria.

Catholic Allies and the Oxford Movement
Cardinal Wiseman also strongly influenced these editors. Wilkinsoessin his full text.

AWIi seman | i ved | on thatthe King JamestVersioa kad been trougte n | y
aside and the preminence of the Vulgate-established by the influence of his attacks
and those of other textwual <critics. o

He add&?P 274

ASuch were the antecedent conditions prepal
alliances, to deProtestantize her national church and to advocate at a dangerous hour
the necessity of revisingthe KingJam Bi bl e. 0

Thanks to modern version editors and their supporters, we live with the results today. See
Dr Gippds analysis bel ow.

In the full version of his book, Wilkinson sheds light on the significance of the Jesuit
inspired Oxford Movement of the ninetgh century, with its aims of elerotestantizing

the Church of England, urging it back to Rome and displacing the 1611 Authorised Ve
sion with a Catholic version of the Vulgate that later became the Revised Version of
18814.

Wilkinson describes the soess of this movement as follows.

AWhy is it that in 1833, Engl and believed
in 1883 it believed that the Reformation was a rebellion? In 1833, England believed that
the Pope was Antichrist; in 1883, that thepge was the successor of the apostles. And
further, in 1833, any clergyman who would have used Mass, confession, holy water, etc.,
in the Church of England, would have been immediately dismissed, if he would not have
undergone violent treatment at the kanof the people. In 1883, thousands of Masses,
confessions, and other ritualistic practices of Romanism were carried on in services held

in the Church of England. The historian Froude says:

ARl n my first term at t he fiesiwerebeginnihgyto ( Ox f ¢
blaze... | had learnt, like other Protestant children, that the Pope was Antichrist, and that
Gregory VIl had been a special revelation of that being. | was now taught that Gregory

VIl was a saint. | had been told to honor thefdRmers. The Reformation became a

great schism, Cranmer a traitor and Latimer a vulgar ranter. Milton was a hamerof ho

ror. oo

Wilkinson then explains.

AThe attitude of Roman Catholics to the Ki
hostility. TheCat hol i ¢ Bi shop of Eri e, Pa. ,Thikal | s
attitude is further evinced through the feelings expressed by two eminent charaaters co
nected with the Oxford Movement; one who critically described the Authorized Version
befoe revision was accomplished; the other,
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*As did Hort, with respect to the Textus Receptus underlying the AVPIBTE?P 290291,
Birds of a featheré

ADr . Faber, the brilliant associate of New
King James Version, fithat stronghold of he
appear as almost certain, Cardinal Wiseman expressed Hhimgbkese words:

AAlWhen we consider the scorn cast by the R
rence, in consequence, to the Greek, as the only accurate standard, we cannot but rejoice

at the silent triumph which truth has at length gained ovemol@us error. For, in fact,

the principal writers who have avenged the Vulgate, and obtained for it its critical pre
eminence are Protestarftsithin the Church of England] 0

AThe famous Tract 90 did not | eavemanhi s qu
argued strongly for the orthodox Catholic position, that tradition is of equal, if n&-sup

rior authority to the Bible, nevertheless, he put a divine stamp on the Vulgate and a h

man stamp upon the Authorized Version. These are his words:

AAA T guedtitnenay be asked, concerning our Received Version of the Scriptures
[AV1611], whether it is in any sense imposed on us as a true comment on the original
text; as the Vulgate is upon the Roman Catholics. It would appear not. It was made and
authorizel by royal commands, which cannot be supposed to have any claim upon our
i nterior consent. 0O

AFurther mor e, in the Dublin Review ((June 1
sion Ais notoriously wunfair whereofdtectri ne
Adi shonest renderings. o This shows the Ca

Ver sion. 0

Newmamiorst eri omppeasensomil arP>t%®of AVWhhirti esétsi amo
freedcambdnidd uwa | r e s pMhite ssiclbarly no tingre aj a bible believer

than Newman. He too accuses the AV1611 of dishonB4f§ insisting that the word

A h o n assfduiad in 2 Corinthians 8:21, Philippian8 4nd 1 Peter 2:12 should ble a

teredtofi h on o uoré b k e & &slinghe NASV.

Naturally, White overlooked the first mention of the word in Luke 8:15 and how inis co
trasted withit d e c e i t if thd pamlkelspassages in Matthew 13:22 and Mark.4:19
He is not a particularly careful student of the scriptures.

Wilkinson describes how Newman became obsessedfiwshe c ur i ng endor se
those Catholic readings of the accepted bo:
and statesthd&i Revi s¢ @ame bt he i nevitable outcome of
we are told that so strong were the efforts on the Revision Committee to revise different
passages of the New Testament in favor of Rome, that on one occasion the De&an of Roc

ester remarked thatitvea t i me t hey raised a cry of fNo

All of which demonstrates once again that White is wholly disingenuous when he post

lates that no conspiracy underlies the modern versfohg®' e @Meang hat modern

scholars whose works have continued in the tradition of the 1881 réVié&fshave no

fimal ev ol emdtaniheréfazerbe toustéd®™” Qu t e clearly, they

Wi | ki nsonds??A¥ fodusescdm anbedge academics, Drs Westcott and
Hort, prime movers of the 1881 Revision underlying most modern versidms Eng-

| andods o tifstitute opleaminyi hadr also suffered Jesuit infiltratidrf®*. He
describes their higher (i.e. Germanic) criticism, their Mariolatry, theirRuatiestantism,
their tendency to evolution, their ritusin (sacramentalism), their doctrine of papal
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atonement (i.e. the Catholic Mass) and their collusion in secret prior to the Revision, in
1870.

A conspiracy of the first magnitude was thus being hatched, bristlingiwitita | e v ol e nt
i nt eWlilkinsan quotedort as follows.

ARThe errors and prejudi ces[ie.AWbld teadings agr e
to be replaced by the RVan surely be more wholesomely and also more effectually
reached by individual efforts of an indirect kind than by combireh@ssault. At gr

sent very many orthodox but rational men are being unawares acted on by influences
which will assuredly bear good fruit in due time, if the process is allowed to goion qu

etly; and | cannot help fearing that a premature crisis woulghten back many into the

merest traditionalisnji.e. belief in the AV1611 as the pure word of God} 0

Wilkinson deals extensively with the outworking of this conspiracy and shows that it was
indeed ultimately a satanically inspired attack via the JesbRe®me against the Book of

God. Wil kinson thus further disposes of a
AV1611 was a mere work of men, one that he contemptuously disfis%eas fi a

monumenttottwme who | abored to bring it into exi:¢
in all of human | ife and endeavour, it did

How unlike the words of Dr Miles Smith, of the Oxford Group of 1611 transf&tots’
who wrote the Prefad®e the 1611 Holy BibI&P 262",

AfYe are brought wunto fountains of |iving w
them with the Philistines, (Genesis 26:15) neither prefer broken pits before them with the
wicked Jews (Jeremiah 2:13). Others h&almored, and ye may enter into their labours;

O receive not so great things in vain, O despise not so great salvation! Be not like swine

to tread under foot so precious things, neither yet like dogs to tear and abuse holy
thingséneither | yoartbirthightt for a Eness wf pattage (Hebrews
12:16) .0

Naturally, White ignored all of Dr $mithos
P 284 how the 1881 Revisers set the pattern for modernoe@mmittees as lattelay
Adogs to tear anidordebtasugplanid bynt @i ngsof I i v

with theirpapai mess of pottage. O

AFor years there had been a determimed and
ties with the Recedd Text; and the Romanizing Movement in the Universities of Oxford

and Cambridge, both ritualistic and critical, had made it easy for hostile investigators to
speak out with i mpunity.o

The Revision Conspiracy

Concerning the Revi gedTextoWilineos ttatds that fwice tleey t h e
had petitioned the Crown to appoint a royal commission for the purpose of the Revision.
The Crown refused. This double refusal shows @idhe modern versions from the RV
onwards are not of God, because thwye not sanctioned by a king, unlike the AV1611,
which was. The modern versions therefore have no power with God.

AWhere the word of a king is, there is powernd who may say unto him, What doest
t h o EEClesiastes 8:4A T h e ki n gsbhe finmlauthatity, 2 Samuel 24:4. It is
now vested in the AV1611. The Revisers tried to usurp thisdeddined authority.

As Wilkinson states of the then leaders of the campaign for revision of the AV1611,
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ADr . M @ unkemberrof the Revision Committee amdtiumental in selecting its
members]ooked upon the Vulgate as a witness superior to the King James, and upon the
Greek manuscripts which formed the base of the Vulgate as superior to the Greek man
scripts which formed the base of the King James. Furtbee, he said, speaking of the
Jesuit New Testament of 1582, fiThe Rhemish
tions of the present day. 0 Dr . Moul t on,
which were recently discovered to be similar to @eek manuscripts from which the

Vulgate was translated, but he also looked upon the Greek New Testaments of Lachmann,

Ti schendor f, and Tregell es, built |l argely
critical editions. 0 irBluence m seleeing éhe ethecmes e d s o
bers of the Committee, we can divine at the outset the attitude of mind which would likely
prevail in the Revision Committee. 0

Wilkinson elaborates as follows, noting the stark contrast between the openness of the
1611translation work and that of the Revisers.

AWhen the English New Testament Commi ttee
was going to happen. Though for ten long years the iron rule of silence kept the public
ignorant of what was going on behind clostabrs, the story is now known. The first
meeting of the Committee found itself a divided body, the majority being determined to
incorporate into the proposed revision the latest and most extreme higher criticism. This
majority was dominated and carriedoag by a triumvirate consisting of Hort, Westcott,
and Lightfoot. The dominating mentality of this triumvirate was Dr. Hort who with-Wes
cott had worked together before this for twenty years, in bringing out a Greek dew Te
tament constructed on princi@evhich deviated the farthest ever yet known from the R
ceived Text. [Westcott and Hort] came prepared to effect a systematic change in the
Protestant Bible. o

As Hort made plain. Wilkinson again.
AAs early as 1851, bef or eentWgears @t dan theirn d Ho

Greek text, Hort wr ot e, AThink of t h-at vi |l
tle of the Greek New Testament, or of texts, he was dominated with the idea that the R
ceived Text was Avil eo adextdsufféredifatal tredatnmet ats . 0
the hands of this master in debate. 0

Note that the Revision Committee was subject to rules that insisted on as little change as
possible to the Text of the 1611 Authorised Version but Wilkinson makes clear that
Westcott andHorti wer e determined at the outset to
mani pul ate them. o

By their dominance of the committee, Westcott and Hort were able to include oniit a Un
tarian, Dr G. Vance Smith. It is therefore easy to understand the outcdhgeafmmt-
teebs proceedings, as Wi lkinson shows.

AThe minority in the Committee was represe
the foremost scholar of the day in the manuscripts of the Greek New Testament and the
history of the Text. If we mayllewe the words of Chairman Ellicott, the countless-div
sions in the Committee over the Greek Text
Dr . Hort and Dr. Scrivener . o Dr . Scriven:
voted. 0o

Thus the words of Godre decided by majority vote, perhaps an expressigniof @i v i
ual r es p oriwe JamésWhitdy., o
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The results of the voting related back to
canus, a¥Vilkinson shows.

AThe new Greek Testament upon which Westco

years was, portion by portion, secretly committed into the hands of the RevisiontCommi
tee. Their Greek Text was strongly radical and revolutionafje Reisers followed the
guidance of the two Cambridge editors, Westcott and Hort, who were constantly at their
elbow, and whose radical Greek New Testament, deviating the farthest possible from the
Received Text, is to all intents and purposes the Greek Nstanfent followed by the
Revision Committee. And this Greek text, in the main, follows the Vatican and Sinaiticus
manuscriptseéeé

AHort6s partiality for the Vatican Manuscr |

AWe can al most hear hi m Buathe TexttshRecepus havecla n u s

hated. As the Sinaiticus was the brother of the Vaticanus, wherever pages in the latter
were missing, Hort used the former. He and Westcott considered that when the consensus
of opinion of these two manuscripts favored adiag, that reading should be accepted

as apostolic. This attitude of mind involved thousands of changes in ourhonered

Greek New Testament because a Greek text formed upon the united opinion of Codex B
and Codex Aleph would be different in thousaofiplaces from the Received Text. So
the Revisers fiwent on changing until they

36,000 changes were made in total, with according to Canon @odkh e Vaot i c an
dex,..sometimes alone, generally in accord withSimaitic, is responsible for nistenths

|
<

of the most striking innovations in the Re:

Those are ltanges perpetuated in the modern versions; e.g. NIV, NRSV and NKJV in the
footnotes SeeAppendix Tables ABA8, showing that the NIV, NRSV age with the RV
87% against the AV1611. Hardly a balanced approach, on the part of modern editors.

Moorman has shown how Codices Aleph and B repeatedly are the sources for the depa
tures from the AV1611 that the Revisers adopted and were later repraducedern
versions like the NIV and NRSV ®* - this author has listed 86 verses with important
doctrinal implications that show how the RV and NIV repeatedly agree together against
the AV161FP 28" At least 60 of these verses reveal agreement between the DR, RV and
NIV. Although theAppendix suggests that overall agreement between the JR, DR and
the NIV against the AV1611 may be less thardB0%6 (still a szable proportion) for the
whole of the New Testament they appear to match repeatedly where important doctrinal
passages are encountered.

And it mu st always be remembered that We s

Aleph and B were wholly untrustworthysee remarks earlier on their corrupt contents.

Burgon demonstrated the inconsistency between the old uncial manuscripts underlying
the Greek text of Westcott and Hort and subsequently the modern V&Pt 3P 3¢

3L Note that the first TheTraditidna fiextp &, 0br i gi n

which Donald Waite has provided a sumni@ry

AThe Ifd ven®i al sé (Aleph A B C D) falsify
no less than fortfive words. But so little do they agree among themselves, that they
throw themselves into six different combinations in their departures from the Traditional
Text; and yet they are never able to agree among themselves as to one single various
reading: while only once are more than two of them observed to stand together, and their
grand point of union is no less than an omission of an article. Such is themtgcden-
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dency, that in respect of thirtywo out of the whole fortfive words they bear in turn sel
tary evidence. O

Mark 2:1-12 is another example:

Aln the course of those 12 verses.d-.there
ing...Now, inthe presnt i nstance, the o6five old unci al
a tradition, - whether Western or Easternbecause they render inconsistent testimony IN

EVERY VERSE. It must further be admitted, (for this is really not a question of opinion,

but a phin matter of fact,) that it is unreasonable to place confidence in such documents.

What would be the thought in a Court of Law of five witnesses, called up 47 times for e
amination, who should be observed to bear

Burgon al so affirmed the contrast bet ween We
tional Text wunderlying the 1611 Authorised
995 manuscripts out of every thdusand and

AWe have, i n our day, over 99% of the evid
text that underlies our King James Bible. Some 5,210 of the 5,255 of our manuscripts
favor the Traditional Text that underlies our Kidgmes Bible. Less than 1% of the
manuscripts side with the false texts of Westcott and Hort and their modern counterparts,

the NestleAland and the United Bible Societiggd the NIV, NRSV] The Westcott and

Hort people despise this test of truth besmthe number of manuscripts on their side is

so small . o

White therefore resorts to his phantasmagoric notion8 efx p a n s i 0 nirs theo f pi e
AV1611. See above.

Though even Hort was forced to acknowledge'ti&*fit he Recei ved Text,
admi ssi on, had for 1400 years been the dom

Surely the strongest possible evidence of
culminating in the publication of the 1611 Authorised Biblthough not, of course, to

those who, likeh J annes a n desisi taentioith: enenéof corrupt minds, repr

bate concer 2iTimoghy 3:8n Alsoflike Jatmésdhite.

In the end, Wilkinsotf? 2% describes the Revisers@svr ecker s not buil dert

AEver since the Revised Version wasoprinte
tees reply that the King James met opposition when it was first published. There is a vast
difference, however. iy one name of prominence can be cited as an opponent of the

King James Version at its birtiHebraist Hugh Broughtdif *®°]. The King, all the

church of England, in fact, all the Protestant world wasiforOn the other hand, royal

authority twice refused to associate itself with the project of revision, as also did the
northern half of the Church of England, the Episcopal Church of North America, besides

a host of students and scholars of authority.

AWan God has taught wus that Aall Scripture
and that Amen spake as they were moved by
credited with ability to transmit and preserve inviolate the Sacred Deposit. We cannot
admit for a moment that the Received Text which, by the admission of its enemies the
selves, has led the true people of God for centuries, can be whipped into fragments and

set aside for a manuscript found in an-oftheway monastery, and for another thie

same family, which has lain, for man knows not how long, upon a shelf in the library of
the Popeds pal ace. Both these docustent s a
tory, and of suspicious character. The Received Text was put for cemutgposition
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of leadership by divine Providence, just as truly as the star of Bethlehem was set in the
heavens to guide the wise men. Neither was it the product of certain technical rules of
textual criticism which some men have chosen the last femdeedo exalt as divine
principle.o

Wilkinson thus provides more evidence that the AV1611 was indeed of God asithe ult
mate refinement of His word and not, as James White in&#tshe flawed outcome of a
mereAR human process. O

As Dr Vance shows, the AV1611 completes the refining process that Psalm 126, 7 d
scribes.

fiThe words of the LORD are pure words: as silver tried in a furnace of earth, purified
seven times. 0

Whiteds s hafPI*dtethiodojclasion wilbbe sliscussed subsequently. Dr
Ruckman and Dr Vanééhave shown how this verse was fulfilled by means of:

A received Hebrew text, 1800 BC to 389 BC

A received Aramaic text at the same time 1i€&s, Daniel, etc.)
A received Greek text from AD 40 to AD 90

A received Syrian text from AD 120 to AD 200

A received Latin text from AD 150 to AD 1500

A received German text from AD 1500 to AD 2006

1 Areceived English text from AD 1611 to AD 2006

Dr Vancethen lists the fulfilment of Psalm 12:6 in English, derived fibime Rules to be
Observed in the Translation of the BipRules 1 and 14:

T Tyndal eds Bible (15250
Coverdalebds Bible (1535)
Matt hewds Bible (1537)
The Great Bible (1539)

The Bishop86 Bible (15
The Geneva Bible (1582)

The King James 1611 Authorised Version

Apart from minor refinements in subnsequent
plete with the publication of the AV1611.

Comparing that refining process to the wrecking process of thas&s, Wilkinson
states.

= =4 =4 =4 -4 -

= =2 =4 =4 -4 -

AWhen a company of men set out faithfully
convey what God said, it is one thing. When a committee sets itself to revise or translate
with ideas and a 0s c heitmaybe objetted that thatramst her t
tors of the King James were biased by their-Protestant views. The reader must judge

whose bias he will accept, that of the influence of the Protestant Reformation, as heading

up in the Authorized Version, or thatf the influence of Darwinism, higher criticism; i

cipient modern religious liberalism, and a reversion back to Rome, as heading up in the
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Revised Version. If we select the latter bias, we must remember that both higher criticism
and Romanism rejecttheia hor i ty of the Bible as supr eme

As does James White. His condescending referdRdes' tofia sev eentugent h

Anglicanégreat, yet i mp evithfthe tetmi B r bumspdieat i on
fied by him anywhere in his book as any volume between two covers, indicates that he is
no different in his attitude to the Holy B

like Griesbach or a subversive, Romanising reviser like Westcott, Newmanoaind H

See againAppendix, Table ASor the many references that reveal popular modern ve
sions like the NIV and NRSV to be merely rehashed Westcott and Hort, i.e. RV, often
supported by the Jesuit and DotRlgeims versions. The results show that the NIV,
NRSV agree with the JR, DRV 44% against the AV1611 and®Avith the RV against

the AV1611.

Although equivalent figures have not been generated for the NKJV, it should be noted

that thefootnotedreadings in this versi® >*" usually support the NIV (and therefore

NRSV) text and according to the editSrsonstitutefia cl early defined p
the variantséfor the benefit of interested

In other words, theNKJV is as o0Catholicb6é as 1it-s cont
biblical papists as much satisfaction as the Catholic RV of Westcott and Hort.

As Wilkinson states in the full version of his work, citing Dr Edgar.
Rome Rejoices at Revision

ARl t | §arenearkdble cinnumstance that so many of the Catholic readings in the

New Testament, which in Reformation and early-Reformation times were denounced

by Protestants as corruptions of the pure
guarter of tle nineteenth century*, be adopted by the Revisers of owhiamered Eqg-

| i sh Bibles. 00

*And the twentieth.

Wilkinson provides abundant testimony to show that Catholic priests were pleased with
the RV readings. For example.

AA Cat hol i ¢ perRevsadtVersoa gosfirnts readings oftthe Catholie Ve
sion:

AFrom the Very Revelation Thomas S. Presto
OonThe brief examination which | have been
New Testament has coneed me that the Committee have labored with great sincerity

and diligence, and that they have produced a translation much more correct than that
generally received among Protestants.

ARt i's to us a gratificati onavdanloptedtmed t ha
reading of the Catholic Version, and have thus by their scholarship confirmed rthe co
rectness of our Bible. 0o

AOur [ RCheingBonebthaeJames White repeatedly endorses, as will be $hown
see als®ppendix Table AL. Wilkinson contimes.

AA Cat hol[Mullen, Eansrhad fhe Old Testamertpnsiders that the Revised
Version is like the Douay Bible:

AARAnNnd there is no reason to doubt that, h a
the Douay Version, the convocation of Canterbwould have been saved the trouble of
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inaugurating a movement for the purpose of expurgating the English Protestant Bible of
the errors and corruptions by which its pai

And James White would not have needed to write his book.
Wilkinson agan.

AFrench and German Catholic authorities ap
which underlies the Revised Version:

Aln the Bulletin Critique of Paris for Jar
the review of Westcott and Hort with tekes wo r d s : 6Voi ci un i vre
dans la critique du Nouvealie st ament . 0 (Here i s a book di
in New Testament criticism.) To this Catholic testimony from France may be added
German Catholic approval, since Dr. HWl haus e n, of Mainz, -in the
wei ser, 0 1882, No. 19, <col. 590, decl ares:
AoUNt er all en bisher auf dem Gebiete der

Werken gebuhrt dem Westeblbrt-s chen unstreitig die Pal me.
works which have appeared in the field of New Testament textual criticism, theggalm b
longs unquestionably to the Westddtb r t Text . ) O

And what of the consequences of substituting the AV1611 for its Catholic counterparts?
Revisionds Romanizing Aftermath

Unlike White, who attempts without substantiation to charge bible believers witldsprea
ing®®fAdi sruption amdktoebandiesao fichesd utsh ® no fan
doubtat accomp alng? P halowimerejectibrbdf the AV1611 Text

by the undoubtedly influentidd Romani zi ng portion dhatnt he Ch
cluded Drs Westcott and Hort, the main architects of the RV. WestmbtHart were
themselvesigr eat admir®BrY% of Newmanbo

ABecause of the changes which came about i
type of Protestantism and a new version of the Protestant Bithlis. new kind of Prote

tantism was hostile to the fundamental doctrines of the Reformation. Previous to this
there had been only two types of Bibles in the world, the Protestant and the Catholic.

Now Protestants were asked to choose between the taiesknt Bible and one which
reproduced readings rejected by the Reform

AThis new Protestantism captured mostt of t
estant denominations in Great Britain, and flooded the theological seminaries of Ame

ica. One ollege professor, alarmed at the atmosphere of paganism which had come into
American universities and denominational colleges, investigated them and reported that
Ani nety percent or more teach a false reld].
lospp hy . 0

AFal se science teaches the origin of the
and calls it evolution. German philosophy early taught the development of humanity
through the selevolution of the absolute spirit*. The outstanding advocatésis latter

phil osophy, Schelling and Hegel, were admi:

*Or as the unregenerate, hell bound and late Roman Catholierbjbtger, Frank Sinatra
declared®, in a piece of diabolical duplicity that became a chapping sensation:

i A n dw, thecend is near, and so | face, the final curtain.
AMy friend, [ say it clear,
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Al "l state my case, of which I '"m certain.
Al "ve | ived, a |life thatdés full, Il " ve travi
AAnd mor e, much more than this, I did 1t m
Wikinson was a visionary. The scriptureos

emanating from German philosophy and rejection of the true Bible is clear:

fAll we like sheep have gone astray; we have turned every one to his own way; and the
LORD hathlaidonhi m t he i ni lgah3%3¥%. of wus all o

Concerning evolution, stemming from false science and rejection of the true Bible, Scott
M. Hus€é®? **states:

AThe fruit of evol utGhrstan dysdesms di leckefs and practice.or t s
lthasserved as an intellectual basis for Hitl
promoted apostasy, atheism, secular humanism, and libertinism* as well as establishing a
basis for ethical relativism, which has spread through our society like a cancex. Th

mind and general welfare of mankind has suffered greatly as a result of this naturalistic
philosophy. o

*Again, see Sinatra above.
And as Dr Gipp staté¥ on the fruits of false science and rejection of the true Bible:

ATodayods modervne ntorta nbseleant iaobnlse htao spar k a r e
let alone be expected to close a bar. In fact, since the arrival of our modern English
translations, beginning with the ASV of 1901, America has seen:

1. God and prayer kicked out of our public ech

2. Abortion on demand legalised.

3. Homosexuality accepted nationally as an 7
4. In home pornography via TV and VCR.

5. Child kidnapping and pornography running rampant.

6. Dope has become an epidemic.

7. Satanism is on the rise.

Alf this is considered a Arevival o then | e
James White is as dismissive of Dr Gippbs
those of Gail Ri plinger but he aboei ds taki |

Wilkinson continues:

AThe new [pantheistic] theology changed th
naturally it changed all the fundamental doctrines and consequently made the Bible se
ondary as the fountain of faith, while nominally givilegthe Bible its customary usages.
However, like the Gnostics of old, this new theology would not scruple to chasge pa
sages to support their theology. o

Note that this Gnostic épantheismbéb ms i n h
termediate spirita | beings, Romani st &6saintsdédrand Ne
lier.

White persistently neglects to mention the Romanising nature of the departures of the
modern versions, RV, NIV, NRSV, NKJY¥botnote(s) f.n. from the AV1611. The\p-

pendix shows thatthe older Catholic bibles like the Dou&heims retained various
AV1611 readings but i n s pwellconiirm that thé Catkadioo r ma n 6
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manuscripts, Codices Aleph and B, Sinaiticus and Vaticaames repeatedly the main
sources of the progressive modern alterations and omissions, away from the God
honoured Text of the 1611.

Wilkinson states, with respect to these corrupt sources.

AWhy was it that at so | at e HBanwaipteweras 187
brought forth and exalted to a place of supreme dictatorship in the work of revising the

King James Bible? Especially when shocking corruptions of these documents betray a
Asystematic depravationo? Onof théntexts exbie an B u
ited by Codices B and Aleph is not a matter of opinion, but a matter of fact. These are

two of the least trustworthy documents in existence... Codices B and Aleph are; demo
strably, nothing else but specimens of the depraved classthus r act eri zed. O

ADr . Sal mon decl ares that Burgon Adhad prob
MSS, than either Westcott or Hort oNewnd fAwa:
theless, there has been a widespread effort to belittle Dean Bundgus unanswerable

indictment of the work of Revision. All assailants of the Received Text or thea-symp

thizers feel so keenly the powerful exposures made by Dean Burgon that generally they

| abor to minimize his arguments. 0

00Our <critic, vean taveaadgmiyecasfsdo experience ¢
Greek, was in this categdR*®® and like others of hisilki di smi ssed Bur gon

rilfarodly a 6scholarlyd approach! Wi | ki nso
i C oamning the depravations of Codex Aleph, we have the further testimony of Dr.

Scrivener. I n 1864 he published AAn-Ful | C
troductions he makes it clear that this do.
di fferent periods. 0 He tells of Athe occu

apparently due to penmen removed from each other by centuries, which deform by their
corrections every page of this venerablo o ki ng document .o¢ered Code x
with such alterations, brought in by at least ten different revisers, some of them-syste
atically spread over every page. 00

Prompting from Wilkinson a searching question.

AWhy should ten different scri begectionshr ougt
systematically over every page of éSu-naitic
ment would have permitted such disfigurements unless he considered the original Greek
was not genuine and needed correcting. o

Wil kinsonbés obsmodat nopr aieyroautrdsseol ff oé dooi b | e s,

White confesses when he descrife certain NIV readingsa8t oo i nterpreti v
t astBRwt. 0t wo pages earlier, hLeke 8:4dagpirstthe s t h e
AV1611. Elsewhere® °*° he urges the exercise®fi ndi vi dual tos@sponsit
Af or our bel i eéndinsststhal@u rmaactiisonrsetssponsi bl e

Wordasbhes he can, and t o Whidalsomentontfiatheh &®i bé aon
this context but once again does not speuifyich Bible it is. Nor does he care to
enlighten the reader with a definition 6fGo d 6 s thAtdirad oman i s r espon
| ear bé&ass he canéo

Then he makes the outrageous stateéfitthati S ¢ r i [@ Selactiom of modern ve
sions in this instance, includingthe NI¥]Jecor ds Jesus6 call to ta
placesandthis s suf ficient. 0O
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White here dictates to the Lord Himself what should or should not be included ix-the e
pressiom a | | scripture i s g&2Timeothy 31g. Itiisddfipuittoat i on
imagine greater arrogance than this, unless it is PopedBoné V1 | | 6%fA Wreatl ar a't
t herefore can you make of me but God?o

Yet Boniface VIIIO6s declaration is only m
White, who has clearly taken it updimselfo constructi t [D&Y] B i b hsehe above
examples reveal

(White has actually confused the expresdioh a k e u p Matthew 16:24pMagk 0
8:34, Luke 9:23 witiit a k e u p Mark ¥0:2%; whick thedNIV omits, along with
the JR, DR, JB, NWT. Se&ppendix Table A1 Moormari? ® shows that evidence in
favour of the AV1611 reading is overwhelming and comment§,her e has al way
an attempt to take t)he c¢cross out of discipl

A Serious Warning

Wilkinson has a serious warning for White and other-setie bible manufacturef’s
31011

AWhen Doctors Westcott and Hort call ed dv
which, by the providence of God, was accounted an authority for 1800 years, they opened
wide he door for individual and religious sects to bring forth new Bibles, solely upon
their own authorityeée

AW | | not God hold us responsible for |igh
we escape His condemnation, if we choose to exalt any version aogaioved corrp-

tions? Shall we not rat her, avoid ijputtinc
ble?..

AUni formity in expressing the sacred | angt
would be confusion, not order, if we did not maintain uniity of Bible language in our
church services, i n our colleges and in th
not the author of confusion, but of peace,

14:33. It is not those who truly love the WarfdGod, who wish to multiply variousrve
sions, which they design shall be authorized for congregational use or exalted as autho
ity for doctrineé | et us have a uniform st

An eminently sensible request. One pathetic result of ignoringhieisnpossibility now,
in many churches, of the venerable and edifying practice of responsive reading, in full
accord with Paul és exhortation.

ALet the word of Christ dwel!/l i n you richl
one another in psalms and Imyns and spiritual songs, singing with grace in your
hearts t &oloasdiees3Ml6or d o

White is unable to produce afiyu ni f or m st atntfdatr dwo/elr s x-foumnlof i |
hortation but on page v, continuing to chip away at the efficacy of the Authdrered

sion, White insists thati men and women | ed fine Christ.i
years before the KJV came on the scene. o0

Wilkinson answers this distortion as follows, in the conclusion to his work, emphasising
again how the 1611 Authorised Hddjble was indeed the work of God, not that of man.

AEating the bread of poverty and dressed i
wilderness followed on to serve the Lord. She possessed the untampered manuscripts of
holy revelation which discoumanced the claims of the Papacy. Among this little flock,
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stood out prominently the Waldenses. Generation after generation of skilled copyists
handed down, unadulterated, the pure Word. Repeatedly their glorious truth spread far
among the nations. Iretror, the Papacy thundered at the monarchs of Europe to stamp

out this heresy by the sword of steel. In vain the popish battalions drenched the plains of
Europe with martyr bl ood. The word | ived,

In other words, the pr#611 men and womenf &od laboured, suffered and not ivr
guently died martyrso deaths to |lay the fo
resounding fact of history that White has neither the grace nor the discernment to a
knowledge. Wilkinson continues.

AThe pgauédetien of Pilate, AWhat is Truth, o
those who say that only by balancing one version against another, or by examining the
various manuscript reading®, those of apostates as well as those of the faitéfudan

we arrive at approximate trutf s e e  Wh'irecoenthendation for the purchase of

Amul tiple trandd ations of the Bibleo

AThe Authorized Version was translated in
Endand, so that they carried it with them across stormy seas to lay the foundation of one
of the greatest governments the world has
Holy Word had much to do with the laying of the foundation of our great country.

AWhen the Bible was translated in 1611, Go
lish language; and, therefore, in our Authorized Bible, gave the best translation that has

ever been made, not only in the English language, but as many scholars sayaéeen

any language.

Aé] But] when apostasy had cast its dark sh
God raised up the men of 1611. They were true Protestants. Many of their friends and
associates had already fallen before the sword of despotisia witnessing for the Holy

Word. And in a marvellous way God worked to give us through them an English version
from the genuine manuscripts. It grew and soon exercised a mighty influence upon the
whole world. But this was an offence to theold systefns t he past . 0

And, it seems, to James White, who is keen
of the balancing act Wilkinson refers to above but also to justify the kind of subversion
that Wilkinson describes as follows.

AThen ar os e c thdolegy @f &ariadnye the titualistic Oxford Movement of
England, and the Romanizing Mercersburg theology of America. Through the leaders, or
associates of the leaders, in these movements, revised versions were brought forth which
raised again to influece manuscripts and versions long discarded by the more simple,
more democratic bodies of Christianity, because of the bewildering confusion which their
uncertain message produced. Again the people of God are called upon to face this subtile
and insidioupr ogr am. 0

The 1611 Authorised Holy Bible Undefeated
As now but the AV1611 continues on undefeated. Wilkinson continues.

ANeverthel ess, in a remarkabl e way, God ha
Bible of the 160,000,000 Englispeaking pedp [in the 1930s] whose tongue is spoken

by more of the human race than any other. German and Russian are each the languages

of 100,000,000; while French is spoken by 70,000,000. The King James Version has
been translated into many other languages. @ner claims 886.
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Al't i s the Book of the human race.
Al't i s the author of vastly more missionar
Al't i s Godds missionary Book. 0

Whitebs Main Postul ates Refuted

|l nspection of Wil ki ns o nddiss paonsde sr eolfa tfeodu rr eosfe
postulates that are evident in his boo&ven if not listed explicitly. The research has
shown that:

1 Rome was fully behind a conspiracy to subvert the 1611 Authorised Holy Bible.
It continues to this day.

1 The Greek maracripts underlying the modern versions, RV, NIV, NRSV, NKJV
margns or footnote(s) f.n(and even its text in translation with respect to Acts
3:13, 26, 4:27, 280¥% gee aldo Ruakad’f ddZD-Dei t vy
rinthians 2:17, 1 Timothy 6:10, 2 Timothy 2:15 as mistranslated by the NKJV)
have been deliberately and repeatedly c
assertionsP #* 46 153 1houtfie x p a n s i o nand carklespdomyingyodthe
Received Text manuscripts, even the amiser Dr Hort was forced to acknbw
edge the relative uniformity of the manuscripts underlying the AV1611, in spite of
their widely differing sources.

1 Modern scholaship, deriving from unregenerate German higher critics, Catholic
priests and apostate Anglican clergya trustworthy.

1 TheAV161llisiGodoés mi ssbooaaght bab&ud by Godods
human history and as such it is the pure word of*Gddithout admixture or e
r or It i® not a mere manmade attempt at bible translation from uncertain and
contradictory sources such as those that underlie the modern versions.

At this point, it is well to review some of the sweeping insinuations that Whikesria
his Introduction

AThe KJV Only controversy feeds wupon the i
origin, transmission and translation of thenspecified]B i b3P°'e o

Whiteds asserctiiaolnl yi si nas olfiag, aessphee Whick | ude
Bible?i n his bibliography, containing Br Wil
tory of the true scriptures, culminating in the AV1611 and the counterfeit versions of
Rome. Moreover, Dr Ruckart ? **°recommends a page of sources to sfidye g ar di n g
the origin, transmi s s i oimcluding comnmentaarss deverali on o
Greek editions and lexicons, textual critics and the 1611 Biie itself, versus a var

ety of modern versions.

S
k

AThis book is written because of a desire |
that comes from single mi*®Hed devotion to
Observe that Whitebs boofikr iwgahst enooiitp overd st gtoe n
Adevotion to the words of Gb¥Y, Aditwadeosus Ch
written to dedaduwtrmdrniet yaniyn o6rha tntadr s ofift hfeai t h

t hi ngs ? &White @esthot say. His book is a smokescreen.

AThis book is not written t o[ungpecBidd]Biblene par
over another. There is no desire to geergone to read the NASB, or the NIV, or the
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NKJV, or the RSV, or any other fAmoderno tr
not against the®%King James Versionbod

But it is, in nearly all of the 241 paages of scripture where White compares the AV1611

with other versions. His comments on these passages indicatayhae r si onr- i s Opt
able, 6 provided it conflicts with the AV16
27:35, Mark 6:11, 10:21, Gussians 1:1#° ¢ |n all these passages, the AV1611lis a

leged to be at fault for adding to the words of God,paaallel influence- for which

White can produce no evidence whatsoeand thereforets readings should be rejected

in favour of any of the modern alternatives.

l nspect i on o f°sheesohatWhite & yingwgain.k

AThe author of this work i s aroftBibletransh-al <con
tions that | would ®bt personally recommen
See remarks in théntroduction o n WhiibebBkical cand saderDrat i vi !

Ruckmands observation t hartoneWarsion éhat Heoowdd n ot
not recommend. ThAppendixshows whyi it would be to easy to compare their texts

with those of the modern versions that White uses to overthrow the AV1611; NIV,
NASV, NKJV, NRSV etc.

Al encourage the ywyhwnkdogéthat esamanksdth
the highest standard of truth. Christians should not engage in circular reasoning and
unfair ar d°fmentationbod

So why didndt Whit e dagtathat Wilkinsan put forthfto shawe de't
that the AV1611 is 6% Heoinsstow that dnraddaich to n®r Ruc
defininghisi hi ghest st awhided’?>d*’therfaltetsit tfithhi,gohest st and
t h e r plwal, then shifts his ground again, frame x act s a mdbywhichtodar ds,
judge the KJV),tdi Our stwmidahlh dtbur ns out not to be a

It turns out to be annanswered questiom What di d the original au
at this point?o

But as Dr Ruckman rightly say8?*?*’fiNo questi on canDrlRuk- a fAst
manP#?*actually |ists no fewer than term 6star
der to overthrow the words of the A&1611 a

fining or substantiating them.

And he explains why it is White who erggs inthe kind ofici r cul ar off eason
which he repeatedly accuses bible believers. See remarkslamdduction .

The O6circledé operates I|ike thisAthdahm&ccChri
t ur eBsit.the onlyii s ¢ r i patethe pnsexistenti or i gi nal amduhess gr aphs
fore no Obible, 86 cert aiitrhley sncaThest daerosishelot 1 1 ,
reconstructed by comparison of the variants in the manuscripts by enlightened individuals

like James White, who will alwes unerringly choose the variant that best revéals h e
original i nt eThese selected Jarantsawillttheronmake aup the texts of the

MEV s , more Oenlightenedd versions, whet her
used to overthrow the AM611 by means oit h e S c that phé ordinarg lbeliever

does not have but which James White and co. will happily concoct for the purpose of
enabling the Christian to test his beliefstboy he Scri ptures. 0

Thus compl eting t hehe&JVrhaslerors in it,Ibecausetthe eritics wo r d
say so and the critics are always right inthisrespbce cause t he KJV has ¢
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As Job saitl” ® fiNo doubt but ye are the people, and wisdom shallwie t h Jgbo u 0
12:2.

AFor those who come t o t kstalingdconsndnoeststo then wi t
Aut hori zed Versionéplease consider well t hi
ter how cherished they may abrmustcanstantly tets b a s i

are found to be cont?4fy to Godds reveal ed

Dr Ruckman P 3*'2 rightly observes of this statement, that according tofihise e p e s t
Chri sti an Whitehasnoditsica n ,pécaused@®has iover bal ly i nsp
original dalefiedto defimdethdioGo d 6 s orfi GUWtohsd reveal ed
and was unable to specify any portionfoEcr i pt uHedoonly ever refe
t i ofmosfd [uhspeeified]Bi bl @r. ORuckman is quite right i
bookasi271 pages of revived AHantthiosmmé prasentt
sin. o

The verse comparisons listed in thependixhave partly refuted Whit
postulates, namely that the modern versions often give superior readings to the AV1611
and do not attack the Deity of the Lord Jesussthr

Furt her refutation wil/l foll ow as the succ:i
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ChapterIi A Ki ng James Onl yo

Whiteds aim in this c¢hGnpltyedr aidsh etroe na ast & gnd roi
whichit h e mo s tome uadtitrbeatilgofi The KJV as New Revel

White® P 4 states that bible believers in this group believe thath e Gr eek and H
texts should be changed to fit the reading:

He gives no furtér elaboration and overlooks the fact that some manusduopghibit

evidence of changes. See comments uRiene Rejoices at Revisipfrom Dr Scrv-

ener, who noted as many as ten different scribes inserting changes into Sinaititus. Wi
kinson noted hownany early corrupters of Greek manuscripts claimedt® beor r ect i ng
t hem. o

In this respect, David Clo§§®" ' statesfiln the first century, even as the New Testament
Scripture was being given, the Apostlesre already hounded by false teachers who were
corrupting the Word of God (2 Cor. 2:17). This attack increased tremendously during the

next two centuriesThe Lord Jesus and the Apostles warned repeatedly that falde teac

ers would attempt to corrupt theuth (i.e., Matt. 7:15; 24:%,11,24; 2 Cor. 11:115;

Gal. 1:69; Col. 2:8; 1 Tim. 4:314; 2 Tim. 3:13; 2 Pet. 2:P2; 1 John 2:186; 4:1; Jude
4).Church history bears out these warnings. oo

See also comments undEarly Conspirators and Corrupters Sirce Wilkinson has
demonstrated that the AV1611 Text has been the true standard of scripture for many ce
turies, it would not be unreasonable for the texts of corrupted manuscripts to be altered so
that theydid match the AV1611.

Dr Thomas Hollant8ihas this comment.

AThis i s another example of Mr. White not
the Greek texts of modern versions as fithe
as corrupt, he often nkas light of them by stating the KJV should be used to correct
them. He is not claiming the KJV should be used to correct the authors of the Old and
New Testaments, but that the KJV should be used to correct the writings of maeern te

tural critics. As tothe superiority of the KJV to the true originals, Ruckman only points

out that the originals would serve little purpose to the common English reader since he
could not read them but could read his English KJV. Even modern scholars recognize
this. LutherA. Wei gl e quotes Sir Frederic Kenyon,
truth that, as literature, the English Authorized Version is superior to the original
Greek. o [ AiThe New Oxford Annotated rBible
S i o n)ordoUniv@rsify Press 1977, p. 1553]. Neither Kenyon, Weigle, nor time co

mittee for the Oxford study Bible could be called followers of Dr. Ruckman or part of the

KJV only group, although they did recognize how the KJV was superior to the original
Greek. Per haps White will target these men 1in

Dr Ruckman®?%*?c omment s t hat not oimhdyhissimilar&hi t e 6s

marks in his noté$ ® on the chapter bereft of examples, but it is also the way that R
man Catholic historians write, i.e. a statement is made to shock the reader into acceptance
of the statement without any proof.

He then lists over forty passages to illasérhow the AV1611 readings and their ungerl
ing Greek texts are superior to the Westttitt text. They include many that are cited
in the Appendix Matthew 1:25, 6:13, 8:29, 16:20, 19:17, 25:13, Mark 1:2, 6:11, 10:21,
24, Luke 2:14, 9:35, 11:2, 4, Johril8, 3:13, 6:47, 9:5, 6, 35, 22:16, Acts 16:7, Romans
1:16, 13:9, 14:6, 15:29, 1 Corinthians 5:4, 9:1, 10:28, 2 Corinthians 4:10, 11:3%; Colo
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sians 1:14, 2:18, 1 Thessalonians 3:11, 2 Thessalonians 1:8, 12, 1 Timothy 1:17, 3:16, 2
Timothy 2:15, Hebrews:3, James 5:16, 1 Peter 3:14, 2 John 3, Jude 4.

White attempts to justify the modern renderings of the above passages where they depart
from the AV1611 and their attendant Greek later in his book and these attempts will be
discussed. However, the agreemehmany of the modern renderings as found in the

NI V, NRSV with Catholic texts, J R, DR, JB
they are the kind of Romish corruptions, in both Greek and English, about whicimWilki

son warned repeatedly and which the dRefers and King James translators righty r

jected.

These corruptionshouldbe changed back to conform to the AV1611.
In 1979, nearly 500 of themere i n N &edittidfé%8®s 2 6
White is either ignrant of the facts, or deliberately trying to obfuscate.

Under the heading dfhe Role of Christian Freedorivhite’?°saysfi The use of a
ticular English translation of the Bible is surely a personal chaic 0

Agai n, he makes no ment i on-baidf, onyfiasad he OB
fails to substantiate the statement with any scripture or qualify it as a matter for prayer.

The Holy Bibleds comment i s apposite.

AThe wicked, t hisooungehance,wdl nopseek dfier God: Gaoa is not
i n all h iPsaimtl®io u g ht s o

Clearly not where WhiteosP*®election of scr |

White also states on this page] f p e o p |edhe WV sthey shauld feed free to do
soé[ but] it cannot be expected that t his
joined the KJV Only movement. O

Dr Holland' comments as follows.

AHer e, Whi t eonhctaos forache Adthorezes &ersion with confinement to the

Authorized Version. Of course the KJV advocate will sound more dogmatic. Hekis spea
ing from the conviction that he has a perfect Bible. However, this conviction does not
confine others angbeople are free to use whatever translation they wish to use. The

transl ators of the NIV wrote in the prefac
they are by i mperfect man, this oneoundoub
cate agreeshat the NIV and all other modern versions are imperfect and fall short. Still,

anyone is free to read and believe them. o

White concludes this chapter with the statemért, KJV Onl yi sts] very of
of anything but the KJV an impediment to celationship. That sharing in the gospel of
Christ can be disrupted by such an issue s
more than passing concern. o

ASharing i n t hignotghe sque [The ds$ue i€whaticandtitbites word

of God, which | i vetlhPetex h:2B aral wleck & tay bd readdy & v e r 0
cessed between two c oV seeaarliei had resoMéd thit issues o n 6 s
satisfactorily for any honest individual. When any individual such as Jamés thén

decides that he is at liberty to alter that wdrd *°accordingtoi per sonaand choi c ¢

A my t ahe dughs nototo be surprised to encounter with bible belidiansmped
ment to our relationsh pichowever the latter term is defined
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Nor should he be surprised to encounter from bible believers the same rebuke that
Jeremiah issued to the bikiejecters of his day.

AiFor ye have perverted the words of the I
Jeremiah 23:36b.

In his concluding note for this chapter, White stafe$e st rongly encour ac
to purchase and use multiple translations of the Blibtspecifiedg C r orsference b-

tween such fine translations as the New King James VersoiNegtv American Standard

Bible, and the New International Version will allow the student of the Rilnkgpecified]

to get a firm grasp upon the meaning of an:

So is the New American Standard fBithlie dB e
bl ed? White does not say. i &l hobugbahestpr
James Vberdses mohrecammenditaBd r a n sfor&Christiangiot o pur c has ¢
and Wwhgnot®

Moreover, how could anyonegéta f i r mnfigngs parti cwhekr passag

T It may be found in the text of one of the three versions that White recommends,
the NKJV

7 But denied in thdootnotesof that same version

1 And omitted from the texts of the other two versions, NIV, NASV, thoughiposs
bly suggestd in thefootnotes of these.

The result is unbiblical confusioiF o r God is not t h&Coantht hor of
ans 14:33

Cloud has this observatid"® His remarks also apply to the NASV but aditated,

both versions differ from the text of the NKJV. White fails to resolve the confusion and
neither does he address the corruptions that Wilkinson and others identified that in turn
have resulted in the departures frént h e s cr i p Danel €0:2d, the AV1611, h O

as found in all three of Whiteds recommend:
See also thdppendix, Tables Al, A5
AThere are 17 verses omitted ouMtrl7.glht i n

18:11; 23:14; MKk. 7:16; 9:44; 9:46; 11:26; 15:28; Lk.7136; 23:17; Jn. 5:4; Ac. 8:37;

15:34; 24:7; 28:29; Ro. 16:24; and 1 Jn. 5:7. Further, the NIV separates Mk-2%:9

from the rest of the chapter with au note -
scripts donothave Mk. 1680, 60 t h us dutharity ofahis vital passade e the

minds of the readers and effectively removing another 12 verses. Ja87t%3s also
separated from the rest of the text wi t h
manuscripts do not have Jn. 7:58811.0 Hence another 12 verse
moved from the Bible. The NIV questions four other verses with footnidtes 2:47;

21:44; Lk. 22:43; 22:44. This makes a total of 45 entire verses which are remmoved e

tirely or seriously questioned. In aitidn there are 147 other verses with significant-po

tions missing. This is a huge portion of Scripture which is affected by textual changes,

and yet White claims there is no serious p
beaten into submissiorylmen who seem to be infinitely patient with the corruption of the
biblical text. | am not i mpressed with th

As the Lord Jesus Christ said, of which White should take careful note.
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ABroad i1s the watyr,uctthiaotn,| eaandde tnha ntyo tdheesr e b ¢
Matthew 7:13b.

A further point that White overlooks is that his recommendafitenpurchase and use
mul tipl e tr anslfaldto consgler Ghristigndhie theBdevieldpmg world,
their families ad their churches.

How are they supposed to affdidnu | t i pl e transl ati ons of the
James White fails to address this question.

He i s not wvery missionary minded.ConcB-ee Dr
sions from the Studyn A u t h o rradgctioh. n t
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Chapter2inl f It Aindét Brokeéo

White uses this chapter to accuse AV1611 b
who have their counterpart in church history amongst individuals who opposed Erasmus
Afor daring to fkbatwghehis Gleek Newo Testamsmt 3 u

AV1611 bible believers are therefofiea rbtiib | iacca@ading to White, who continues

to leave the term 6bibled undefined explicli

White bases his accusation the following statemett *°.
AKJVY Only individuals are not generally in

No doubt sensing that this outrageous lie will inevitably attract criticism, White gsalifie

it byaddingi Surely there are some who take an in
ple suffer from the same apathy about our Christian heritage as most other Protestants in
America. o

Where is the evidence that supporters of modern versions adiff@ngnt in this respect?
White furnishes none. He has a double standard in this respect, a term that lee uses r
peatedly to denigrate AV1611 bible believérd” 162 170,173,232, 236, 244

Cloud noe€™'wi t h respect to Whiteds assertion a

AThis is one of the strangdeddtondttatkenmemn twsh ait
White has in mind, and | dondngonkbutomnanyefhat p .
the King James Bible defenders with whom | fellowship are keenly interested in church
history. Many of them, including me, have built extensive libraries in this are&-of r

search. | have rare books on the history of the Waldensiames,Baptists, the Roman

Catholic Church, etc., which | have obtained at great expense, having paid as much as
$1000 for one set of books and several hundred dollars each for other books and sets.

have diligently searched out volumes on the subject ofettteand transmission of the

Bible, and on visits to serious theological libraries, including the British Library, | have

added to my collection via copies of rare books on microfiche and photocopies of rare
books which | have not been able to purchaseight. My personal library on the bt

tory of the English Bible and the transmission of the Scripture text is a very serieus co
lection. White might replyiYou are an exception, Brother Cloadyut in my experience

and knowledge of KJV defenders, | cay that he is wrong. | personally know hundreds

of King James Bible defenders who love church history and have studied it diliyently.

I n addition to Wilkinsonds extensive resea
that virtually all the authorthat White vilifies?"*®>* asfif Ki ng J a mavswriOn | y o
ten most informative church histories, as they relate to the preservation of the scriptures.
White even cites the bodkinal Authority by Dr Bill Grady in hisIintroduction but re-

fuses to acknowledge this detailed work for the wealth of historical informatiom-it pr

vides with respect to the scriptures. LikewiSke History of the New Testament Chuyrch
Volumesland2,anih e Chr i st ikafBiblisal St¢lolardhijipyg Or Ruckman,

In Awe of Thy Wordby Dr Mrs Riplinger,*Famine in the Landy Norman WardGod

Only Wrote One Bibley Jasper James Ray afid Understandable History of the Bible

by Dr Sam Gipp. White mentions the works by GiRay and Ward but largely ignores

their extensive contents. Instead, he attempts to disparage the authors by referencing,
without proof, pages within these book where the comments are supposedly nofstruly hi
toricalbuth meant to evokéhemotbabhahal ratbkheponses

Again, White is lying.
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One of his references is that of Wa8*® who states, inparfil n 312 A. D. t he
emperor Constantine made one of thenworl do
ityéFol |l owi ng ohstastineasked\a deflosyinaomed Eusébius to make him

fifty copies of the Bible. Unfortunately, Eusebius was the wrong man to ask. He was an
Arian (one who denies the deity of Christ) and a great admirer of Origen. Consequently,

the fifty Bibles he prodied for Constantine were based on the corrupt work of Origen.

ABy t he d&"Century,fLatin Hac disglaced Greek as the universal language of

the Western Empire. The New Testament had been translated into Latin around 150 A.D.

This Old Latin trankation, however, was a translation based on the Majority tradition

and therefore totally unsuitable for use in the paganized Roman church. A new-transl

tion based on the Alexandrian tradition was obviously the answer. This translation was
made by Jeromend became known as Jeromeds Latin \

The reader may check Whiteds other page r ¢
expressed with the vehemence of a genuine believértilh e s cr i ptDamee of t
10:21, they reveal similarly objecavhistorical details, which closely match the entirely

Ar at iteatise lofdr Wilkinson.

Moreover, WhitéP °’"|ater accuses Gail Riplinger fif o ‘oftcontext citations and edited
g u ot ainiher A0®page workNew Age Versionsvhile he himself supplies no ait
tions or quotations at all in this part of his book in his efforts to discredit those authors.

White is again resorting to a double standard and is fully deserving of the rebukes he has
received fom Dr Ruckman, Dr Mrs Riplinger, Dr Gipp and other bibtdieving authors.

*This 1200page study appeared 10 years after White published his book but Drrs Ri

| i n gNew Age Versionsontains much of the historical material in outline and White
has et even to acknowledge her exhaustive researches on his wépssith is his on
going and ungodly Calvinistic contempt for this gracious and courageous sister in Christ.

Whitney has this observation of Whitebds d
would question his assertions.

Al corresponded with Mr. White about his b
his book and his beliefs that were essentially designed to set him up. When | got to some

of the before mentioned points in this article, heafitommunication saying that | was

|l i ke Dr . Ruckman and wasnodét worth the ti me
The man, when confronted with evidence that contradicts what he wrote, threw out a
flurry of statementqauoltiekeDrily oRw ckamra'nt htarsu s tr
then cut me off. The impression | got from him is that he thinks that his positiom4s abs

lutely correct and any other position is inferior, the same attitude he accuses ks opp

nents of having. He also admitteml he that his Reformed beliefs have influenced his

views on the bible. If this is the case, then should we not question his motives?

ACan we t rQalsirist vath the)Bible issue?

AMr . Whi t«ahinist. e istaynpneber of a reformed Baipthurch. Go to his

web site and see (Alpha and Omega Ministries). We need to take this into consideration
when reading his book. Since he admitted to me that his beliefs have influenced his views

on the bible, we need to take what he writes with oauds we should with any othey-h
per-Calvinist. | personally believe that he thinks his view of biblical transmission is the
predestinated way that God did it and no o

Whiteds brusqueness when r espodnoduirngc rtiot iTco, nd
features in P°HA® Bi biieitao &as a bypebakvinist.
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Whitney has further comments on Whiteds dc
dogmatic assertionbywhih he accuses bible believers of

AWhite accuses his opponents of using double standards (107). Does he use double sta
dards in his book? White attacks Erasmus for being a catholic who believed in some h
retical catholic doatine, but then uses Jerome and Augustine as authorities (12, 13). He
doesn't tell the reader that Jerome and Augustine were Catholics who believed the same
heretical doctrine that Erasmus did. He also doesn't tell the reader that one ofnthe co
mitteemelmer s f or a United Bible Soc-Alendied)sd t e X
is a catholic (Carlo M. Martini). He implies that we should not trust a catholic scholar
(especially Erasmus pp. &b), but does not tell the reader that catholic schotrsept

Ne st | e d"editiord astthe §tahdard for their bibles (Jerusalem and New American)
and that the Catholic Church uses translations based on this text. Based on hia-implic
tion stated above, if the catholic church accepts it, why should we?

A*The Greek New Testament, Edited by Kurt
Bruce M. Metzger, and Allen Wikgren, Third Edition, United Bible Societies, copyright
1966, 1968, 19750

White also repeatedly fails to inform the reader about the agreemewtdn thei f | n e
t r an s | sadh iasotmeNB/, NASV that he recommehtisand Catholic bibles, such
as the JR, DR, JB and Watcht ower s NWT. M

fiHe says that his opponts use tradition (40) to support their views, but does not tell

the reader that t he c o mfedtionemveote thé folloving,0 d u ¢ e ¢
AThe criteria used for determining the tex"
criticismo ( 49) . Il s their tradition superior?
mine if their tradition is better than ours? Since they do not tell the reader what these
criteria are, how can we know that they ar
appropriate sense of balance?0 i f we don''t

No wonder White cut Whitney off, if he asked questions like these!

White began this chaptét® with the statement thét We  a roebe so attachéd to our

traditionséthat we are unwilling to i mprov
i st h éle dorelydesithe chaptér’by sayingfi Tr adi ti ons must be t
incides traditions that touch on the use of

To which it may be answered that this work has shown how thoroughly Wilkieson r
searchedit radi ti ons that touch on the use of peé

The results of i r esearch demonstr abal & itewmpdsddhi t e b6 s
| abel bi ble believers as mere O0tradmtional
mitment to the AV1611 as the pure word of Godvi t ho ut admiaxetasr e or
Belshazzar iDaniel 5:27.

ATEKEL; Thou art weighed in Dhe balances,
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Chapter3iAi St arting at the Beginningo

White uses this chapter to describes methods of translation, manuscript sources, and
variations in readings in these sources in ordgretsuade the reader that God actually
preserved His words in the mutilated Alexandrian manuscripts more accurately than in
the major.i t3y of manuscripts stemming from
unsubstantiated opinidA*® ¢ 1°3 "guyffered fronfie x pansi ons of piety. ¢

As the reason for including this chapter, White stft€%i We cannot avoi d de
[ Amanuscr itpytpe,sq ofddendt afrti eaxnttus 0 ] i f we are g
replying to those who present the AV as the only true English translation [oingped

fied] Bi b | He makes reference in this contexfita ny Chr i sti an nwho c al
der st and batbnee afa, fails ® Gtate wheré t h e  Ban bel obtainedeh

tween two covers.

It should be remembered that.

1 The scriptures draw a distinct differef8&°" between Antioch, wherg the dis-
ciples were called Christa ns f i r s tActsilh:26 And tvhicb lead e first
bible teachers, Acts 13:1, and Alexandria, in Egyipt, he i r o Deufeur nac e
onomy 4:20, whose greatest bible teacher, Apollos, did not have a complete bible
for those times mddhadhotse Ibe bder meer sd ol
tioch, via Ephesus, Acts 18:19, 22 -28.

1 9599% of the manuscript evidence favours the readings of the AV1611 against
the modern versions that White favours. See remarks by Burgon, in the comments
onWh i tl&rodsction, by Wilkinson in the comments undBarly Conspima-
tors and Corruptersand by Waite, undefrhe Revision Conspiracy

1 The manuscripts of Antioch enjoyed a much greater circulation than thode of A
exandria, which the Lord ignored. Se€atholic Corrupters and Centuries of
Warfare.

1 That the mutilated Alexandrian manuscripts found their way to Rome, to become
the basis for Jeromeb6s corrupt VUlgat e,
erencetdia s hi p of whikh @nweyaddPaul ta Romeaprisoner

See also thi s®®Toffhnoar nbuss csruiApnyapreyd , Gt emid @[t e xt
a n tfar a further discussion of Antiochan versus Alexandrian manuscript sources.

White counts himself® ?° as amongit hose of us who know [ Gr
Clearly he intends that the reader should trust his scholarship with respect to these la
guages. But how O0scholarlydéd is James Whit

Cloud 72" *writes fiMany friends have asked me to review the popular book The King
James Only Controversy: Can You Trust the Modern Translations? by James White
(1963 ) (Minneapolis: Bethany House Publishers, 1995, 286 Yhite was educated at

Southern Baptist Grand Canyon University and at Fuller Theological Seminary, both
hotbeds of New Evangelical (and worse) compromisdoes not surprise me to see him

parroting the tired theories of the undependable textual critithat does surprise me is

how widely Whiteds book has been accepted |

Some years ago, Texe Marmpwer of Prophegywww.texemarrs.comnoted thal
AWhiteds book has &inte its releaseé dnd hasfibppédfinehre €ric e

tian marketplace. Notable, the book was published by Bethany House, a press that, until
the advent of Mr Whitebs o6scholarl ybd t ome,
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lishing a series of romanegpe, e mi ni ne, western novelettese]
book attacking the King James Bible is endorsed by a Mr Norm Géislex name is

right on the cover. Now, Geisler also just happens to be a strong promoter of the ungodly
Catholics and Evangelical®gether, the unity document put together by Chuck Colson

and apostate Catholic pri esapprorred tcehtigerwtlichNe u h a
warns Protestants not to evangelise Catholics, among other atrocities. It is telling that

White usesthepr@at hol i ¢, ecumeni cal Nor man Gei sl er

Also telling that many of the RV, NIV, NRSV departures from the AV1611 that White
supports also match the Catholic JR, DR, JB and Cathaed NWT with respect to
these departures. Sappendix

Thissite®has further comment on Whiteods O6schol a

Al't seems that right after her book came o
the KJV only Controversy with James White through her website and the radie inte
views she had.

i Wite responded: He went back and did somediéing of his book for future editions,

[Did you catch that pointHe ReEdited his own book !!!l and then put out a revised ed
tion, which then gave the impression that Gail had misquoted him. Compare Riphat
linger wrote with 2) the FIRST Edition of the kDnly Controversy by James White

Aibut -edited sersioredichotr espond t o Gail 6s points. W
is that Even If only 50% of what Gail said* was in fact, accurate, this wilstill be
(and 1 s) a major indication of a major pr o

*The sitebdbs owners regard Gai l Riplingerds
are using a hypothetical O&éworst case scenal

i No oems to bawe noticed that James White @asultant to the NASB revision

and therefore has a financial relationship with the Lockman Foundation. Some évangel

cals were sucked into doing a revision...in the 1940s and 1950s that became the NASB,
and eversince they made that decision (which was one to fundamentally support the
Westcott/Hort text), this put them at odds wiite historic manuscripts of the Bibl®. A.
Carson pleaded for Areali smo i n -Alamektexof hi s
very much), but no one noticed that he is a translator for the New Living Translation.

ADi d anyone r eal.AYardormar Jakes Whita woulé contradectrdido D
ern Versionghat they playeda partinr ans | ati ng ?0

A good question. No wond&vh i t e 6 s b o-ocohkspiracyi seeaemarks tunder

Whi t eds |.nHerseethsito be parhof one himself, to exalt the NASV and its

close companion the NI\&gainstthe Godhonoured AV1611, as part of the-going

warfare that Wilkinson describedVh i t eds moti ves for so doi ng
but it is probably a lucrative project.

As the Apostle Paul observéF or t he | ove of monkTymothys t he
6:10.

White then repeat$ ** the familiar refrain, beloved of bibleritics,i Gr e e k é f ar e x c €
English in its ability to convey intricate

So why didnot God preserve it as a contem
Greek a dead langudge'® today? Again, if White was not so contemptuous of Gail
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Riplinger, he could learn much from her researches about the power of the bibgeal En
lish of the AV1611.

For example, shéP *%" states thafi Tere are at least 7 reasons why we must preserve
the churchodés treasure, the King James Bi bl
comet hoé

1. The endings reveal the underlying Greek and Hebrew verb tenses, making reading
comprehension easier.

2. The enthgs make vital theological distinctiongShe illustrates with the wording
of Matthew 23:37 and Luke 13:34, where #1AV1611 word endings fofl kl4 |
e s andfi s t o indicate that the Lord is rebuking the scribes and Pharisees of
Jerusalem, not thetgiitself, otherwise He would have used thethird person
singular endings foii k i | &ndft shtoo n @ompare&zra 4:1%it he ci ty of
time HATH made insurrectiomd The NKJV and NASV are doctrinally in error
in these passages because theyfiukei shadfi s t o forethe onodern third pe
son singular, erroneously with reference to the city. (The NIV happens to get the
readings correct, using the expressiogp o u wh o ki butfédilatoohd st oneo
cate that thé y o i8 an insert in Matthew 23:3Which is therefore italicised in
the AV1611 and insert8 y o afterin J e r u sialule m334 without infam-
ing the reader that this is therefore a paraphrase and thus inferior to the AV1611
renderings.)

3. The endings help both young and old learn to reatl@mprehend the Bible.
4. Children prefer the sound pattern these endings create, linguists have discovered.

5. The endings contribute to cognitive function (thinking and understanding); they
contribute to the fAseparate focabutarysi nner

6. The endings <contribute to the rhythmic
15: 4) . The alternative sound, zzzzzzzz.
scriptureso (lovezzz, comezzz).-BiblelUnnece
readers) pop pills like prozzzzzawhite* P " accuses bible believers of distrac
ing pastors and elders via KIdhlyism fromiit i me t hat shosil d be
try to famil i es,hSowhileas e bverlogkedtsdmethingearbt i ng .
sic as the bu#in comfort ministry of the AV1611 word endingsin addition to
supporting bibles such as the NIV, NASV, NRSV that omit the phiiaseo h e a |
t he br ok emluke &8 &ahgwith the JB, NWT %2 Whité P °73
evens refers to the incident in which Gail Ripling8#°%* first realised this onsi
sion, when she as endeavouring to comfort a distraught young femalerunde
graduatebut White omits this part of the incident and in turn fails to mention that
the phrase is found in ALL Greek manuscripts EXCEPT Aleph artdeBs more
t han & i nicwhichschasge & rnepediedly levels at bible believers, see r
marks undefkWh i t e 6 s | hhe is a ging hiypociiten)

7. Missionaries need these endings to bridge the language gap between English and
many of the worl ddéds | anguages which hav

Mrs Riplinger follows up the above points with detailed documented evidence. in add

tion to her concern for comfortingt he br okemhear tfad, @ut strips:s
judge by his book, she demonstratesda hear
ingof the scriptures and with the chall enges
address either of these concerns to any appreciable extent.
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White’?**?t hen tries to | ust hdering of lhule 9:¥4, assedingp ar a p
that the AV161l reading Let t hese sayi ngs dsiinfekor l@-o wn 1 n
caussiwe do not speak this way any | onger. 0

Whiteds | imited resear dbkeeabovépxplares tis lackof Ga i |
undersanding in this respect. Dr Thomas HollAmaits matters in proper perspective,
outlining the danger of paraphrasingfot h o-forgthhtought tasfaundihthed i on o
NIV.

He statesi Wh i t e i n s insversonstatedétter ieralserthey are more nde
standable. To illustrate he uses two foreign phrases, in reality idioms, to make his case
(p. 23) . AThe French have a saying that g
woul d be, fiola chha, voe bau tc otchker under st ood meani n
have the blues. 0 He al so uses the exampl
Gold im Munddé, 06 which means, AMorning hour
English exprgsdiond, caTkcdbesathe worm. o The
why dynamic equivalent translationsasuch a
tion such as the KJV. The scriptural reference he gives comes from Luke 9:44 which
reads, ALet ntkhaeloevns a yitrmg sy ouir ear so &€ KJV) ,
fully to what | am about to tell youo (NI V.

AThe dynamic equivalent translation discar
words and promotes thougfar-thought translation instead. Oneuwdd argue the aae-

racy of such a translation and the fear of whose thoughts are being related in the process.

The point is two fold. One, there are few idiomatic expressions in scripture to justify the

use of thought translations. Two, the very exarifgte uses proves the point. For the
English reader, i's the phrase, ALet these
comprehend as the connotation of the Frenc
White could have provided us with a betex a mp | e . 0

In his note on this discussion, WHitt** nat urally insists that
A wo r ith $he passage is superior to the AV1611 readirgga y i g sindérlying

Greek term is the familiar ihe familiar wordlogos Where it appears in the plural, e.g.
Matthew 7:24, 26, 28, 19:1, 26:1, Luke 1:65, 2:51, 6:47, 7:1, 9:44, John 10:19, 14:24,
Acts 14:18, 19:28 (in Italics), Romans 3:4, Revelation 19:9, 22:6, 7, 9, 10, the AV1611
hasii s a y idendirsgy@n arrangement of words.

The NASV hasi wo r dMatthedv 7:24, 26, 28, 19:1, 26:1, Luke 6:47, 9:44, John 10:19,
14:24, Romans 3:4, Revelation 19:9, 22:6, 7, 9filtha t t Leke 4:65¢1 t h i hules , O
2:5171 detracting from what the Lord hazhid, Luke 2:47-50,iA d i s ¢ oLuke ¥:&,, O
Asayi(mauked9:28, John 10:19, 14:24,say i ng t hAets BL:1&dhtihni gsso, 0
(l'talics) Acts 19: 28fis a)yicreydnior behaeise Bametfus 1 6 s
makes five major points in the speech to hiofelcraftsmen, Acts 19:237.

The NASV is clearlynotaB p e r f e ¢ t &sywhife avauleh halvedhis readers believe.
He is lying again.

Wherelogosis in the singular form, the AV1611 héass a y in Matthew 15:12, 19:11,

22, Mark 7:29, 8:32, 9:10, 10:2Ruke 1:29, John 4:37, 39, 6:60, 7:36, 40, 8:51, 52, 55,
12:38, 15:20, 18:9, 32, 19:8, 13, 21:23, Acts 6:5, 7:29, 16:36, Romans 13:9, 1 Corinthians
15:54, 1 Timothy 1:15, 3:1, 4:9, 2 Timothy 2:11, Titus 3:8.

The NASV hadi st at eMatthaw 15:62, 19:1122, Mark 9:10, Luke 1:29, John 6:60,
7:36, 19:8, Acts 6:5, 1 Timothy 1:15, 3:1, 4:9, 2 Timothy 2:11, Titus 8:&, n s wer , 0O
Mark 7:29,7A ma t tMark 8:32,71 wo r dMark 0:22, John 7:40, 19:13, Acts 16:36,
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i s ay iJohg4:33, 21:23, Romans 13:9, 1 Coriatis 15:54/i w o r Jbhn@:39, John
8:51, 52, 55, 12:38, 15:20, 18:9, 32y e maActk 7:28.

Again, the NASV is clearly not a& p e r f e c t hsyWhife avould &ndve his readers
believe and again, he is lying.

White then attempts to prove that the AV1G&hding in Amos 44fiyour ti t hes
t hr e e isyirdedar ® the NASV, NKJVreadng your tithes bevery t
cause the NKJV readingist he | i teral rendering of the H

However, as Dr Ruckman points 8} %°> The Av1611 is core because the verse-r
fers to the Jew keeping the letter of the law:

AAt the end of three years thou shalt bring forth all the tithe of thine increase the same
year, and shalt | aDeutaronomyP28vi t hin thy gates:

AWhen t hou h a s ttthingalbtlee tithes of thinedincrease the third year,
which is the year of tithing) Deut er onomy 26: 12a.

Dr Ruckman also indicates that the reading our t it hes whiclethey t hir
NASV, NKJV effectively copy, is from the Septuagint, as indaeid*t. However, the

literal translation is incorrect because it conflicts with the procedure for tithing found in
Deuteronomy.

White then makes the extraordinary statefeftfit he NI V pr ov imgless nu me
of dynamic translations for which it- has b
tles as fAsinful natureo [is] a bit too int.

Seeremarksund®&e vi si onds Romamidz itrhge Afotmemema tsh o n
chapter. Wh i £"%Bfishi ghest st ais hisaowml opinidn, as BruRucknan
emphasiséd 2*%’.

Returning to the subject of Bible history, White states with r&sfea widespread lack

of knowledge on the history of bible transmissiGnT hi s | ack of study n
the breeding ground of the KJV Only contro
cultic groups often enter into the thinking of theunsuspt i ng bel i ever . 0

See remarks earlier on bible transmission undédri t e 6 s | ,ANthri a dewcst i Mani n

Postulates Refutetand on Whiteds Chapt ér®whi ti@ds Ruc k
consi sitteanhecpndloned removal of the woftds t ufrdny DTimothy 2:18P 14°

but now expects his readers to engage in dibket u dyRudkman adds that White

does not identify anyi c u | t i ¢ nogdoes he speécify whathéi unsuspectingeh

| i e \seuppbsed to believe in.

One wonders how White will answer the following question at the Judgement Seat of
Christ, Romans 14:10.

AHow hast thou plentifulob2363decl|l ared the thi

His failure todosoremor ces t he comment above that Wh
matters of faith and practice other than his own opinion. See also remarkdNimdet e 6 s
Main Postulates Refuted

White would do well to reflect on the wisdom of Solomon.

fiHe that trusteth inhis own heart is a fool: but whoso walketh wisely, he shall be\deli
e r eRdoverbs 28:26.
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White® P 33" then describes Codex Sinaiticus or Alephfiag i | i f i ed more t ha
manuscript by the KJV Only advaa t besadséi at be st adansark made e d 0

for Aleph and Vaticanus Bbuitt hi s i s har dl y toai arcecaissen aroldes r
textual critics of Aworshipingo Aleph and |

The charge is entirely reasonabineodern See B
6Schol ar | yi@nd®Bntrustwerthinessa 8 d Wi | k iThe KevisinCo-i n
spiracy.

~

AHort s partiality for the Vatican Manuscr |

AWe can al most hear him say, The Vawl canus
hated. 0

p 350

Burgon said furthér about Westcott and Hortdés fixat.

AThe Nemesis of Superstition and I dol atry
henceforth usurp the place sfibstantial forms. Interminable douiames Whit&P %>
AThose who offer absolute certaint]y- do st
wretched misbelief, childish credulityjudicial blindness; are the inevitable sequel and

penalty. The mind that has long allowed itself in a systematic trifling with Evidence, is
observed to fall the easiest prey to Imposture. It has doubted what is demonstrably true:

has rejected what is indubitably Divine. Hefarth, it is observed to mistake its own<{a

tastic creations for historical fact§: Wh i*f8 8 ™ "fexpansi ormsd of pi
i har mo n ] te eelieve thmgs which rest on insufficient ewicks or on no evidence

at all [White* P *terms Vaticanus Bian ot her g rSeerémarksouddetarly o
Conspirators and Corruptefls 0

Westcott and Hortlid idolise, or worship, Aleph and B. Later modesrsion editors are
not greatly different. Note again that the NIV translators refer to Aleph andfiBTak e
mo st rel i abl e with respgct tonthenallegedly disputes passages, Mark
16:9-20 and John 7:58:11°P %% ™

Where the modern editors wish to alter the AV1611 Text, they repeatedly follow Aleph

and B1 although they will use another source if Aleph anaddeewith the AV1611,

e.g. Luke 24:12, where D is used to overthrow the AVi8#*" See also Moo
extensive documentation’.

White thenaddshi Codex Sinaiticus i sembéesnwaul g s8saay
not infallible, nor is it demonic. n- It I s
dously valuable asset to our knowledge of the New Testament text. Those who say it is
Acorrupto normally mean firatitiomaktextdhatfuhderiee nt i n
the KJV. Others accuse it of being so full of errors as to be almost useless. There are
i ndeed many <corrections in the text of Al

1,500 years is going to collect afewcorrentis al ong t he way! o

White gives no standard of infallibility, other than his unspecified i g h e s t stande
t r u tSeelntroduction. A few months before his dethCharles Haddon Spurgeon
said this.

Alf this Book be not infalibiy? | Wethave givenmip ¢he e s h ¢
Pope, for he has blundered often and terrible, but we shall set up instead of him a horde
of little popelings, fresh from college.

ARAre these correctors of Scriptureightnf al | i
but that the critics must be so? But wher
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I's not in med yet those who have no depth
or el se by perpetual change they hope to hji
Enter Jmes Whitei and the NIV translators, whose woiki S never whol |y

See Preface to the NIV and remarks urtekenly Conspirators and Corrupters

White also gives no indication of how Sinaiticus wasl s esdcb that it required so

many corrections.Moreover, he cannot provide any equivalent example from theiman

scripts underlying the Received Text and fails to appreciate that even Dr Hort remarked

on the neaidentical nature of the majority of cursive manuscripts. See remarks under
Modern o6 86hdlidsdné Unrestsvarthiness See alsom-Wil kin
ments on the two streams of bibles,undéri t e6s I.ntroducti on

White naturally tries to explain away this uniformity by means of sheer spectifatfon

on allegedit h ar mo n iokthese neanudcripts in spite of their wideranging and
geographically independent locations, see remarks hded 0 s T B®16K Autho-

ised Holy Biblei but fails to explain why scribes of the cursives or TradaloText
manuscripts were O6harmonisersd while those
Why wouldndot both groups mani fest tde same
knowledges, the AV1611, deriving from the majority of riggmntical cursies iS? ' fi a

great, yet imperfect translation of tfjanspecified]B i b larel Ginaiticus isia gr ea't
treasure. o

Yet again, therefore, White is being inconsistent, especially insofar as he fails to discuss

the contents of Aleph and®B****. See remarks und&arly Conspirators and Corrup

ers He also fails to address Burgondés obje
of Dr Scrivener. See remarks wnd’ he Revision ConspiracgjRe vi si on6s Roman
AftermathandG o d 6 s T tReo161K Authorised Holy Bible

(In his notes on this chapter, WHifé® makes the strange statementfhiadt he vest maj
ity pAanfiByed manuscripts were copied by Ro

prior to thaend®Redoaoumsdd omiobl e believers of
Whiteds assertion is patent Whita&ldbsel.nt®odu
AAREpi phani us, in his polemic treatiwee the
retical parties. O The Roman Catholics won
taking pure manuscripts with heréiRire firs

ceived Text in Hebrew and Greek, began with the apostolic churches. [It] was pr
tectedéby the Syrian Church of Antioch wh
Il talic Church in Northern Italyéthe Gallic
Church in Great Britain; by the pr&Valdensian, the Waldensian and the churches of the

Re f or maThes® churanes were not Catholic Churches and the copyists were not
Catholic monks. Recall that Wilkinson describes in detail how Rome sought to ove

throw the Received Text derived from the Byzantine manuscripts with her corrupted
manuscripts of Alexandria. See his remarks ui@hholic Corrupters and Centuries of
Warfaree. i The Latin Vulgat e, the Sinaitieus, th
bius, andOrigen, are terms for ideas that are inseparable in the minds of those who

know. The type of Bible selected by Constantine has held the dominating influence at all
times in the history of the Catholic Church. This Bible was different from the Biltle of t
Waldenses, and, a result of this difference, the Waldenses were the object of hatred and
cruel persecution. o

Note also Dr Mrs °RrF.IfiWeg earrdes soobmseetri vimetsi ogni v e
pressionthat during the Middle Ages, the only Bibles were those produced by a few
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monkséOn the contrary, F. Somer Merryweat h
i mportant c¢class during the Middle AgesoOo an
very scfaTkeéprice for copying a Bible was
Those seeking their skills fAwere particul al

The conclusions of genuine scholars such as Burgon, who actually studied the old codices
are as fO”OWg?" p11, 16, 314317, 319320, 325, 337, 343, 344, 376, 397

AB, Al eph, C, D, but especially B and Al ep
a tyrannical ascendancy over the imagination of the Critrdsich can only be fitly sp

ken of as a blind superstition. It matters nothing that all four are discovered on careful
scrutiny to differ essentially, not only from ningipe out of a hundred ahe whole body

of extant MSS.dsides, but even from oaeother. This last circumstance, obviougly f

tal to their corporate pretensions, is unaccountably overlooked. And yet it admits of only
one satisfactory explanation: viz. that in different degrees they al[ifigliding A] ex-

hibit a fabricated text. &ween [B and Aleph] there subsists an amount of sinister r
semblance, which proves they must have been derived at no very remote period from the
same corrupt original [ Yet] élt is in fact
these two MSS.ifter the one from the other, than two consecutive verses in which they
entirely agreeée

AWe venture to assure [the reader], wi t hou
three of the most scandalously corrupt copies extaexhibit the most shamefuligui-

| ated texts which are anywhere to be met w
fabricated readings, ancient blunders, and intentional perversions of the Frutiich

are discoverable in any known copies of the Word of God.

AThe 1 mpha Text$ gxhibidetl bytCodices B and Aleph is not a matter of opinion

but a matter of fact. These are two of the least trustworthy documents in existence. So
far from all owing Dr. Hort s position that
authority would be incomparably nearer the truth than a Text similarly taken from any

ot her Greek or single documentd we venture
far the foulest Text that had ever seen the light: worse, that is to say, even tharttoe T

Drs. Westcott and Hort. And that is saying a great deal. In the brave and faithful words

of Prebendary Scrivenef,words which deserve to become fameushich is why they

are repeated heieseeWh i t eds I]Jntroducti on

ARl t i s n octthad pasadokicaluresoundy that the worst corruptions to which
the New Testament has ever been subjected, originated within a hundred years after it
was composed; that Irenaeus (AD 150) and the African Fathers, and the whole Western,
with a portion of he Syrian Church, used far inferior manuscripts to those employed by
Stucia, or Erasmus, or Stephen thirteen centuries later, when moulding the Texfus Rece
tus. o

ACodices B and Al eph ar e, demonstrably, n
class thusharacterized

AWe suspect that these two mss. arerindebt
tained evil character; which has occasioned that one eventually found its way, faw cent

ries ago, to a forgotten shelf in the Vatican library: wtie other, after exercising the

ingenuity of several generations of critical Correctors, eventually (viz. in AD 1844) got
deposited inthewasigeaper basket of the Convent at th
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White*P3* *%tries to insist that Sinaiticusfsa g r e a t betause a raomk peesented
Tischendorf with ith wr a p p e d i fbut]dhe Manldhactnb olda lof the treasure he
held in his hands. 0 A Hvhitechddy. t he way one t |

43p 151ff

Daniels comments on Whitebs specul ations abo

ATi schendor f does not say that the codex
John Burgon does. And he was THERE: He actually saw the manuscripts and pored over

them (both the Sinaitctend Vati canus) éThe most i kel vy
right: The Sinaiticus was originally in the piles of paper to be burned. But just like my
children, who only want one of their toys
St . Cat h atrldast thé stewdqrd) thought twice afterward about whether they
would burn the ancient codex or keep it, much less ever give it away. So the huge codex
was rescued, now realising its value, and
clothsosett apart from the kindling. 0

Burgon continues.

AHad B and Al eph been copies of average plL
inevitable fate of books which are freely used and highly prized; namely, they would have
fallen into decadence and disapped from sight. But in the meantime, behold, their
very Antiquity has come to be reckoned to their advantage; and (strange to relate) is even
considered to constitute a sufficient reason why they should enjoy not merely extraord
nary consideration, butie actual surrender of the critical judgement. Since 1831f, Ed

tors have vied with one another in the fulsomeness of the homage they have paid to these
o0t wo f al sieforsuch BhamdsAdephsarefas the concurrent testimony of Copies,
Fathers and ¥rsions abundantly proves. Even superstitious reverence has been claimed
for these two codices: and Drs. Westcott and Hort are so far in advance of thes pred
cessors in the servility of their blind adulation, that they must be allowed to have easily
wont he race. O

*See Maurobdés description of nineteeath cen
ceded Westcott and H8Pt"

AThe craven homage which [ B] habitually r¢
Hort, | can only describe as a weak superstition. It is something more than unreasonable.
It becomes even ridiculous. o

But according to White®**" it hi s i s har dl y taf arcecaussoen anbol dee r
tex t ual critics of f wAgainshe is peingigconsigidnteapdhincoa nd B .
rect. Dr Ruckmah® %% *#2cites modern author Jay Green as follows, emphases are Dr
Ruckmanos.

ARl n 1989 itteds htohuatd HBouver gnoon 6s r emar ksa- ar e s
tions, the UBJUnited Bible Societies|Greek text, and the Nestle Greek text are still

based mainly on the Westcott and Hort Greek text, and since they also hew closely to the
mistaken adherena® those corrupt manuscripts, Aleph and B, the NEB, NASV, NIV, and

other modern translations based on those Greek texts also err grievously, misleading the
unl earned and unsuspicious public. o

AATI schendor f wor shi pped Al ephstcatt@andHdrte poi r
had the same unreasonabl e WORSHI P of Codex

Burgon continues.
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urn which way we woul d, we were encounte
he best i dmrciunmeernyt snidnfursradrte pa $ § fArinitivie ek e s, 0

de ncied,adbn c i e nt i ane s tbithnama we dound that thereby cod. A or &).

C or D1 were invariably and exclusively meant. It was not until we had laborioukly co

lated these documents (including Aleph) for ourselves, that we became awee wile

character. Long before coming to the end of our task (and it occupied us, of and on, for
eight years) we had become convinced that
authoritiesd are in reality cagetrlycldinheeé wor s
for B. Aleph C, D is nothing else but a we:;

The above is a schol ar I*}*tenCadexsdephiitoan orfe adh i
t r e as ur angefadtremeraldusly valuable asset to our knowledge of the Neav Test
me nt ahdeCodexdBianot her great Codex. 0

AT
ot

Burgon states further, making a salient point that White signally overlooked.

ADr . Hort contends that [t hgperduonaforgoteh Scr i
shelf in the Vatican Library; Dr. Tischendorf, that it had been deposited in a waste

paper basket in the convent of S. Catherine at the foot of Mount Sfnain which he

rescued it on the™February 1859:- neither, we ventre to think, a very likely cirau-

stance. We incline to believe that the Author of Scripture hath not by any means shown
Himself so unmindful of the safety of the Deposit, as those distinguished gentlegren ima

ine.

ARAre we asked f or oh?hWe ppintavithout hesitdtion douthe 998 p i n i
Copies which remain: to the many ancient Versions; to the many venerable Fatrers,

one of whom we hold to be a more trustworthy authority for the Text of Scripture, where

he speaks out plainly, than eitheodex B or Codex Aleph,aye, or than both of them

put together. Behold, (we say,) the abundant provision which theigdlOne hath made

for the safety of the DepositéWe hope to
warmth,) that we altogether wder at the perversity, the infatuation, the blindness,

which is prepared to make light of all these precious helps, in order to magnify two of the
most corrupt codices in existence. o0

So James Whitedbds &aasgs s meisbundlyasstmdsehpldrtoa s
beiperversityéinfatuationéblindness. 0

Burgon pointedly addressed his evaluation of Vaticanus and Sinaiticus to Bishop Ellicott,
Chairman of the Revision Committ@837¢ 397

Al f | matimes espolemw of certain famous manuscripts (Aleph, B, C, D namely,) as
exhibiting fabricated Texts, have | not been at the pains to establish the reasonableness of
my assertion by showing that they yield divergetitat is contradictory, testimony?

ATeh task of | aboriously collating the five
me for fiveand-a-half years, and taxed me severely. But | was rewarded. | rose from the
investigation profoundly convinced that, however important they may betasrieats of
Criticism, codices Aleph, B, C, D are among the most corrupt documents extant. It was a
conviction derived from exact Knowledge and based on solid grounds of Reason. You,
my Lord Bishop, who have never gone deeply into the subject, repgdg simPrej-

dice. Never having at any time collated codices Aleph, B, C, D for yourself, yoo-are u
able to gainsay a single statement of mine by a cowautpeal to facts. Your textual
learning proves to have been all obtained at seduwenud, - taken ontrust. And so,n-

stead of marshalling against me a corresponding array of Ancient Authorityes) in-
variably attempt to put me down by an appeal to Mo@pmion 0
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This is precisely what James White dt®®. He state§i Dr . A. T. Robert so
that areas of real concern regarding textu
of the entiBWatkekxeéebéDcouBd state that fAthe
ment éhas been wirtamsmotted me®xtusto no vari a:
put iit, Alt is noteworthy that for most sc
NT text are resolved, because in most instances the variant that best explains the origin of

theothersi@m| so supported by the earliest and be

So why, according to the NIV Prefacefist he wor k of trans-|l ati on
i sh®ado

So why was it necessary for Westcott and Hort to alter the New Testament in 5,337
placesi s e e Wi | ki nssuoder€aholic Allresaand the Oxford Movemenbr

almost one change in every verse, given that, according to \WAehey left the text

A98. 33 pe? tfeeneareigths ofehe changes they intreeéd were, as White
indicates,i t r i v i whly make thesn,adall, when in the words of Bishop EIlli¢dtt

¥ fWe may be satisfied with the attempt to
ourdutyt o St opo

Since whenhava t r i vibacomel plegdion and?cl ear errorso

So why doesndt Whiitthee eaxrpelaasi nodmwl lamestity Mehicbeo n c e r
areft he earl i est 2and best witnesseso

And why doesnét White clbatweenmi gv e he9Odnggenobaesen:
Anext to rmomiav arhioautsiacnrdd h p @ White birhseltaludestent i r e
up to 252 verses which he thinks merit attention for the differences between the AV1611

and the modern versions. S&ppendix, TableAl, A5 That is 3% of the New Tesst

ment, considerably more thdina t h o u s a Mdréober, Paomahcités 356 do-

trinal passages where serious differences exist between the AV1611 and the NIV. That is
over 4% of the New Testament. 't was publ i
White ignored it?

This author has remar ked 8P0% % #H% andl peleves e nt ¢
that concaned layman, J. Coad provides an incisive evaluation.

Als it true that there is only a 3% differ
the differencel It is Athe jam in the san
verses belongtothtdew Test ament, as in the Received

as in the NIV. It means, again, the 147 part verses missing from the NIV shouldgbe mis

ing - or they should not be missing. It means that a certain 169 names of Our Lord God,
retained n the AV are correct, or that they should be omitted, as in the NIV! It means
thatthewordsi The Son of Man i s ¢ omewasathesspokesmm t hat
by the Saviour Himself, as recorded in the AV (Matt. 18:11) or otherwise were not spoken

by Him, as is missing in the NIV!

AYet wait...consider these NIV 3% short me
secular book out of Egypt. They are part of the sacred measures ®fSHe e k e | of t
S a n c t lu.aerdgniand full measure aftért h ek eSlheof t hleAT®BBACt uar y (
vation is no salwvation, and a 97% Biubl e is
aryl!o

Cloud has this commett3

AWhite alleges that eifeetextand tfieenodern crigcal texdis we e n
not very serious.
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AWhite downplays the differences and gives
point (p. 39). The fact is that Dr. Donald Waite has personally and painstakingly co

pared the Westcetort text and the United Bible Societies text with the Received Text

word for word, and he has published his findings. He does not base his conclusions on
someone el sebs statistics. He charges Wes
ponents, suclas the editor of the New International Version, with misstating the facts.
Waite writes, AHortos 1/1000th of thhe Gree

stanti al variationd would be 140.5 Greek w
over ore half a page in the Greek New Testament. This is extremely wide of the mark of
trut h! € The truth of the matter i s that 1

pages. This is a most -fokelBuperiorisy ofehe Kimgrdaes ( Wa i t
Bi ble). o

Dr Ruckman statég 6 2%

AParroting Hort agai n, -eighthioft tee variants lhave anys t h a
Awei ght . o AThis would | eave the teert (he
whet her one used the Textus Receptus or tl
and Hort proceeded to make 5,337 changes in the Greek text. There are only 7,959
verses in the New Testament. That is better than one change per two verses: [67%)],
5,337 is 1.67% of 7,959 according to Westcott and Hort. (Tell your public accountant or
your tax auditor that and see if heocan sp
duced by Hort from his corrupt Roman Catholic Vaticanus, omitted eighteen wonas fro

one verse (Rom. 11:6); fifteen more from Romans 14.6; twelve more from Romans 16:24;

and then thirtyfive from John 5:4; plus seven from John 5:3; and sixteen from John 9:56.

Of twenty words omitted from the book of Colossians, five were warningena &bt the
ministry (Col. 4:17). Every omission was |

AOf the 181,253 English words in the King
ommended by James White, altered 50% of floenitting a total of 5,245 see below]

Every change is said to be either an improvement or a legitimate substitution, oman uni
tentional error[i.e. not conspiratoria]] accor di ng to James Whiteée

Aln Lukeds Gospel éHort and his clandestine
[a total of] 1,150 verses...He altered more than 50% of the verses in the Gospel .of Luke

AThis was the same depraved, godl ess scoun
oneei ghth of the variants (Textus Receptus \
trivi al iti esoéso Hort made a 51% change in L
terms for service (A6to introduce axn-few al
sistent with faithfulnessd06) and naioner win
Aone thousandth part of the text?o0 Whit e

of Johnds Gospel t hat it was HAno, or next
Scholarship Only fanatics for his sources: TARobertson and Benjamin Weeld. Lying
again, eh Jimmy?0o

50% alterations in the New Testament, including 5,245 words omitted, is hardly the same
asfi 9 8. 3 3 %espeuiallewhén many of the alterations affect major doctrine. See
| ater for Dr Ruckmanés more detailed anal y:

White provides no answer to these observations. He has failed completely to address the
impurity of the allegedi e ar | i e st a n dhatbBergon researchad easdsorcs 0
again displays both his inconsistency and rank duplicity.

Burgon issued the followpg challenge to Ellicott.
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AFor my part, I make no secret of the fact
which you are so enthusiastic, as an excursion into eland: a dream and nothing

more. My contention is,NOT that the Theory of Drs Westt and Hort rests on arl\F

SECURE foundation, but, that it rests on NO FOUNDATION AT ALL. Moreover, | am
greatly mistaken if this has not been demonstrated in the foregoing pages. On one point,

at all event s, t her e ¢ anmustteithes goms forwaad app ar t i
once, and bring it to a successful isjue . e . prove Westcoodlse, and
you must submit to be told that you have suffered defeat, inasmuch as you are inextricably

il nvol ved in Westcot ¥Youare simpi withdutoreamedytousnayo mf i t u
Afind nothing[ilnethBhRgdnaskraégse to requir
but readers of intelligence will tell you that your finding, since it does not proceed from
stupidity, can only result frorpour consciousness that you have made a serious blunder:

and that now, the | ess you say aboutt- iAWest
ter. o
ElI'licott never answered Burgonds chall enge

his critics either,not in the ten years since Dr Ruckman published his refutation of
Wh i t e 0 s The $cbolarsha@3nly Controversy

As for Sinaiticus notbeing d e moawhct 6 needs to revigw Burg

sis. See remarks und&vh i t e 6 s | .nAgairg Wixec wouldraceive enlighte

ment from Gail WPH I iinfgehred sdirdensdetarhcohld bot h

tempt.

She states.

ASinaiticus (Al eph) adds t wo bsaneekandwstf t er R
i ng as the remainderéThese two books, The

Barnabas spell out in detail the entire New Age scenario, including commands to do the
things God specifically forbids, such as:

Take Othe nameé6é of the beast.

Gve 6up to the beastd.

Form a one world government.

Kill those not receiving his O0name?¢.
Worship female virgins.

Receive Oanother spiritéo.

Seek power.

© N o g bk~ w0 D

Believe that God is immanent in his creation, as a pantheistic, monistic Hindu
god.

9. Avoid marriage; permitornication.

10. Abstain from fasting.

11. Subscribe to the New Age Root Race Theory.

12.Be saved by being baptized and keeping

Al f, after reading the following pages, th
able 6 6accurate, 6 preferred,@motmeat mestcehi gt
new version editors assert, then | 6ve got
too. O
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What follows are some of extracts frofine Shepherd of Hermasd The Ejstle of
Barnabasgiven inNew Age Versions t oget her in turn with Dr
comments. With his admiration for Sinaiticus, White should exerci€8%ii& i ndi vi dual
responsbhyddd Inigt wthhese apocryphal 7T pndapplyforns t o
membershipofit he Ghostly Guild. o

AiWhoever shall not receive His name shalll

ARev. 13:16, 17 s ayisll both smahand greathrich ag poorwi | | C
free and bond, to receive a mark in their right hand, or in their foreheads: And that no

man might buy or sell, save he that had the mark, or the name of the beast, or time nu

ber of his name. 0

~

ARThe seal then i s the watetdead, andsticey dornesup g o
alive. o

ABapti sm, as an initiation rite [bdwAgehe New
Versions] Apostate Christianity, along with O6at
imparts spiritual life.

AAThe svee ttwalbes which inhabit the whole wor
AThe New Age scenario calls for a one worl
(See Vera Al derdés When Humanity Comes of A

christwilidi vi deadt her|l gain. 0o

ARl took courage and gave myself wup to the
AGi ving up to the beast is in ofplpaodigotoinen
the victory over the beastéhaving the harp:
AABut some repented a nethselbes toithese ¢hdt haal mrle s u b mi
standingébut i f not, ye shal/l be delivered
ARev. 2 0l saw thoreey, and they sat upon them, and judgment was given unto

them: and | saw the souls of them that were beheaded for the g Jesus, and for

the word of God, and which had not worshipped the beast, neither his image, neither

had received his mar k upon tlésesisaid tliecAnte h e a d s
christi s hal | cause t heMaktl®il2be put to deat h, o

AfButotthlee whi chéhave not received the seal
must be cut off them. The Lord dwelleth in men that love peace, for to him peace is dear,
but from the contentiouséthis thy deed pun

ARev. 1 3 : Al sdyhe causedd, dothssmall and great, rich and poor, free and
bond, to receive a mark in their right hand, or in their foreheads: And that no man

mi g ht buy or sell, s Baniel 8 And 1ltshyaHe hala It |h ee mt
peaceabl yéhe samahlg sbemt e heéspoi l aed rich
stroy manyéBut he shalll have power over thi

The following is from theepistle ofBarnabas wi t h Dr Mr s Riplinger 6

AThe Bl ack One i s sa& OfieorksestdnceatimtheBlack Oneméy a ¢
ot effect an entrance. 0

50 N

New Age Root Race theory teaches that Chr
he oO0Black Lodge. 6 Il n reference to this
seal wherdoevwi l dwel |l s. 00

o 1 B i 1]
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AASatanéis Lordo (Ch. 68)0

A2 Corinthians Hgdumbgesf Stahiasil Godethieindh8ed
saysin[ T] here be gods mdmyyothy B:85 sdys Jesus Christiny . 0
ALor d o(bmallléortikdalsed | or ds o) . Satan can never |

And James White would have his readers believe that Sinaiticusfisch@ mo!'ni c 0

And while criticising the AV1611 for alleged additions, White says nothing aboutthe a

ditions to Sinaiticus of entire bookkat are clearly blasphemous and demonic asd d

clares Alephto béia gr eat Moreever,she shevis &"that he has readew

Age Versiond u t does not di sput e Mr $he Sapeidiofh ger 0 s
HermasandThe Epistle of Barnabas

Once again, he reveals his own inconsistency and double standards, of which tie repea

edly accuses bible believers. See remarks uGtepter 21 6 | f 't Ai andt Br ol
Whiteds I.ntroduction
Attention isagain drawn to Whiteos i nsistence t

AV1611 and in turn the AV1611 itself include®™® 4340153 17F e x pansi on(s) of
andii h ar mo n ii sea @above.n 0

White raiseghe question in this contet®* A The f act that all moder
fand the Lord Jesus Christo at Ephegians 1
one who would ask us to believe that thisraome evil conspiracy at work behind the
nornrinclusion of the same phrase at Colossians 1:2. If someone is tampering with the

texts, why not take out the phrase at Ephe:
White forgotthatia | i tt 1l e | eaven | keCounthiases6handthae wh ol
Athe 1Tittl e f o%enge& Sqgomonl2:15, that is, the littke shanges, the

little omissions, likei f r eire Gegpesis 3:2.

His question is very like the attitude of the academic critic this author dealt with some
years agd® %1%

AYou overl ook the fact that the critics. ..
contradiction to their alleged purposes. 0

Both he and White promot ed 4aphmse 6cBuosm@awher e
where in scripture, e.g. Ephesians 1:2, it can be safely omitted from another passage
where it occurs in the AV1611. (No scripture is ever advanced to substantiate ithis arb

trary approach.)

The same answers are forthcoming.

Dr Ruckma®®?:A#90% of Sinaiticus and Vaticanus.
Family I N ORDER TO PASS OFF AS BI BLESO

Dr Mrs Gail Riplinget*?** f a | ar d evenmewversions must contain the itrad
tional bi ble readings.in order to be sold
Charles Haddon Spurgebnfil t i s sadly common amorbg mini :

tract a word from the pasge, or in some way debase the language of sacred writ...Our
reverence for the Great Author of Scriptur

AThus saith the LORD; Stand in the court o
cities of Judah, whichcom t o worship in the LORDG6S hot
command thee to speak unteemtah2zZn; di mi ni sh |
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In addition, Dr Ruckman state3® i Thi séi s what Hort cnall ed
ceso in a fAiconflated textoéThe warped | ogi
it is not possible that any New Testament writer could record the identical wordsthat a

other New Testament writer wrote. Everybody had to have borrowed from somisigody e

if they said the same thing. The background for this humanistic explanation goes back to
the Ddowoament Theoryo and the fARedact-or o th
ists (Lessing, Eichorn, Semler, Paulus, Ernesti, Graf, Wellhausen, Herder, Bauer,
Strauss, et al.)

AThis i s how Jimmy attempted to alter Col o:
got rid of the BLOOD REDEMPTION in Colossians 1:14. Following the Alexandrian
tradition of his hogtied slaves to traditionalism (Hort, etc.), Jimmlelved in omitting as

many words (or verses) in his Fairy Tale for Bible Believers. Dean Burgon said the man
who pushed Bthis] i dea (Hort) was jDidging
UAL IDIOSYNCRACY P ¥7, Hortoés (and Whitebds) approa
1881 (and AGodds trutho) was accomplani ed &L
TIVE FACULTY®P3 ¢ ¢

To downplay the corruptions of Aleph and Eproduced in modern versions like the

NIV, NRSV, White then maintain§**°thatit en peoploauldicopyr o bmo f i
five chapters o ffront whieh, i spiepoévariarad) y aJwo dw d v |
comparing all ten copies you could rather easily reproduce the text of the origeal, b

cause when one person makes a mistake, the other nine are not likely to do so at the very
same spot. o

Dr Ruckman states in respoh8¢’®**fi The copies of Johnéare m
were not done at the same time; they were not done in the same room, and (after compa

ing all of their variants) no scholar, or Bible committee, has yet produced ONE perfect

copy of Johrisince 1611] They revised each other 200 times in 100 years and are still
revising each other.

AThat i snot al | ét[AMeph and B]pniitied more thanh360 wortiso m
from the Gospel of John and when HBBILY James
reproduce the original o he used thope two
i eséThat is exactly what the NIV and NASYV
fect revelations of God that White could set out to jugtify

AHow do yoa thproeut of the HAoriginal 0éwhe
omi ssion is not a fAvariant. 0 At this poin
Aonly ™p/ax@0®f the entire texto***éWarfield
thatthe 1,000 mport ant variants that need tio be cl
ants at all 0éTry Warfield the next time Yy
bal ancing your bank account: fA%$1, 000 equal"

l n s um, Wayiist mesi@adingaandathe whanges significantly weaken major do
trine. See Dr Ruckmanés analysis after Dr

*The NIV omits a total of 64,098 words of scripture, including 495 words omitted from
the Gospel of Jolify

**Remember thaf i J a me s  Wlorisultant to tise NASB revisicend therefore has
a financi al rel ati onshi feewommédnts framesite ingedekl ma n
near the beginning of this chapter.
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**An AV1611 New Testament contains 180,392 wofds 181,253°. The NIV omits

5,245 words and will therefore affect 3% of the Text, by deletion. Even if less than the

7% variation between the text of Westcott and Hort and theetiBible Societies text
versus the Received Text, i seeoClongds oc dvm
above- this isfar in exces®f 1/1000'p ar t . See also Coadds comn

But White goes on to try to justify the kind of omission found & tiodern renderings of
Colossians 1:2 and based on Aleph and B as foflB#&’.

APhi | i gAm&ican Stanbard Version editdf *°’ the ASV being the Améan
equivalent of the RV st i mated thaténot one [textual
faith or a precept of duty which is not abundantly sustained by other and undoubted pa

sages, or by the whole tenor of n®ontofpt ur e
variation between the two most extremely different manuscripts of the New Testament
would not fundamentally alter the méessage

ther the Old or New Testaments in any way, shape, or form materially dsrdpstroy
any essential doctrine of the Christian faith. That is a fact that anyisgpairtial review
will substantiate. 0

Several questions immediately spring to mind, none of which White even addresses, let
alone answers.

1. By what authority did Philip &aff, who was tried for heresy by the Pennsylvania
Synod*? **®°, determine which scriptures should be reckoneilasn d o Wbt e d o

2. Isit he whole tenor WHIi tSeboisgpteste staadhi dc
and who does the teachiiigan Episcopalian ally of Westcott and Hort who was
tried for heresy, rejected what he termied he moonshi ne theory
apost ol i ¢ aliedthimself with & Unjtadian member of his ASVoo
mittee, by which he nserminded 30,000 departures from the AV1611 Text and
in 1893, convened the first ever, miflith Parliament of World Religions, the
forerunner of the New Age Movement?

3. Whatareit he two most extremely different n
andhowdo t hey di ffer? Again, White shoul o

4. | st hie message oWhitthiebkGisgbebspt st awmhibeer d of
livers it and what is the unequivocal sourceiof h e s ¢ uporpwhah thats o
message is authoritatively based?

5. Whatis this allegedi me s s and why does White insist that only thHismse
s a gieessential, when the Lord Jesus Christ exhorted His followers taikeep
w o r dlshn 4:23, not merelyfame s s?a g e 0

6. The AV161lr eadi ng for Colossians 1:2 amply
Truth? P 439 13110 4+ has wideranging supprt, including the Old Latin and is
even found®*®fgr gvat t &lépk asQoder Sinaiticus. Like all
AV1611 readings, God has honoured it for 400 years and it is found in the Bibles
of Wycliffe, Tyndale and the Geneva. What actual evidence, instead of sheer co
jecture, can White produce to refute the conclusion that the reading is genuine?

7.The AV1611 reading for Col &ssTgan'dalle@&@s
Mat t Heamddthe Geneva NeWestamentS. What evidence can White gr
duce to show that these faithful withesses were deceived, while Watchtower
(NWT) and latterday popes (JB) were correct in omitting the clause?
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8. Ifino textual variantsé mater i atlinepof di sru
t he Chr i swhy didRonie-amndtlater, Vdatchtowerdevelop such heret
cal doctrines as the papatyand salvation by worRS (sacraments in Cathiel
cism), given that mosit e x t u a | or gepartures framstile AV1611 come
from Catholic manuscripts?

9. And why did Rome wage such fierce wars of extermination against true bkible b
l i ever s l i ke the Waldenses? See Wil ki
Catholic Corrupters and Centuries of Waafe.

10.And why, since the rejection of the AV1611 in favour of the RV and subsequent
modern versions, has the Church of England so departedifoh e good and
ri ght 1 8amyeb12:23, that the then Archbishop of Canterbury, the late
Robert Runcie, wettmed the papal antichrist to Britain in 198and the national
church has continued to engage with Rome in the Ecumenical Movéraadt
even appointed* its first openly sodomite bistop

*This appointment has caused considerable division in the churcledhtihues to the
present, exacerbated by similar appointments in the Episcopal Church, which has also a
pointed a female bishop, contrary to scripttré Timothy 3:17.

Unt i | James White can provide satisbactory
tions of i har moniirs the AVAGLD and his assertions thdtn o t e x-t u a l %
antsématerially disrupt or destromustheay ess

dismissed as yet more dissimulation, after the style of his spiritual mentor.
AYeah Gad Geaesisl3?10

Further, although White professes to believe in the preservation of sctibt(ree fails

to explain why God, Whose words afiep ur i f i ed Rsalm 22r6 sd thainiis 0

word isii v e r y PsalmrlEd 40, did not purge supposedly manmade additions to the
manuscripts in the formdie x pansi onaadiidfar mo e thgt énsteadlan 0

lowed them to proliferate over such a wide geographical area, while keeping supposedly
Agr eamas urdei(kse) 0OAl eph and B hidden forncentur
derEarly Conspirators and Corruptera nd Bur g o nfbtsh ea bTorviet onof Sc
See also remarks undBto der n 6 Sc h o | & ant YnbrustRarthintessirande s s

note thateven AV1611 readings such as found in Matthew 4:18 and Acts 15:11 that are

not part of the Majority Text* have wide geographical attestation.

*Thesoccal |l ed Majority Text is actually®von So
P 1415 out of 88 papyri, 274 uncials and 2,700 cursives, not including 2,143 lectionaries or
Athe vast field of P a t Yon Soden therefonedcollatesl ordyi o n a |
about 8% of available Greek sources and accordifgdorman'?*wasfist r olngl y A
e X a n d soitt@ainhe deliberately selected manuscripts that exhibited Alexandrian co
ruptions. A full collation of the evidence, therefore, could well transforro sol | ied & m
norityé readings in the AV1611 to dédmajorit)
be consider ed a i theughrnetfroma dibieebevirg perspextivadno

cause God has consistently honoured ALL AV1611 readings, regardless of majority or

m nority manuscript support. (Later sour c¢
for the Greek manuscript totafs’)

Dr Holland* has this penetrating conemmt about $WRihat endissionroftiei o n
phraseiand t he L or it Cdlosssanssl:2 6ftthe madérmversions isfin@ n
example of an attempt to downgrade the | or
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A Whei tal so advocates his idea of fAexpression
Greek text of the KJV 1is fullerodo because
Christ. White notestwentyhr ee exampl es of where ddled be
becomes fiThe Lord Jesuso, or where AJesus
This fAexpansion of piety, o0 White concl udes
used of the Lord, possibly even w({pt4dfout t h
What evidence does White offer for mhis fie
ple of a caller who phoned in while he was on the radio and complained that he should
use the phrase AThe Lord Jesus CHolarshpt 0 i n s
now consist of proof by radio?

=]

AThis Aexpansion of pietyo is not | imited
Society differs from the TR 212 times on this issue of the names of God. The NIV omits
the name 173 times whilethe ASdd so 210 ti mes. Since the
in all things He might have the pemi nenceodo ( Col . 1:18), It meé

with the fAexpansion of pietyodo than to have

Dr Hollanc?® P *° adds with respct to the ternfi e x pansi o thatfoDr pld &amg®d R.
Whi teésuggests that when these terms are
added them over time as a sign of raeverenc
thers allows us to understand thhese extended titles were in common use shortly after

the completion of the New Testament and before the establishment of the Alexandrian
textt ype that generally shortens these titl es

In other words, the truth is the reverse of what White suggests.

In response to an enquirer stating thiet, t 6 s true that my Bi bl e i
Lordbébs prayer in Luke. But this faat does
tion. In fact, Matthew6:4 3 contains a more coyneprléelt eanver
concerned that you seem to discredit other translations of the Bible solely on the fact that
certain clauses are not f oDaniels write$"$Peci fi c
AThere 1 ®.a IPépabernotice the words fl acki
AMy words s hal [(Mark B3131) pndfistsh oauwasyhoa | t (Goe®ar ve
words)f r om t hi s g e n ésalmnt12:9).n Sirfceo God romeseddo preserve

His words, it should arowsour curiosity when we find that words, phrases, even whole
verses are missing from the Bibleéas you Kk
doctrines (the godhead, trinity, salvation, Jesus Christ as God, hell, fasting, praykr, adu

tery, sodomy, etgyou will have a problem. God repeats Himself to emphasise vital do

trines. Modern Bibles take away many places where God says the same thing again.
Thus modern Bibles make it | ook I|Iike those

Such as is implied ith respect to grace and peace from the Lord Jesus Christ by omission
ofiand the Lor flomTelossiags1hr i st 0

It should be noted that the modern ¥Versior
Edition unite in omittingiiFor thine is the Kingdan, and the power, and the glory, for

ever . fromMathew 6:13 and much of Luke 11:2, 4, undermining both versions

of the L &% ¥%¥ inthe face efroverwhelming evidence in support of the

AV1611 readings. See algppendix Table Al

Dr Ruckman has a penetrating study on the bald assertions of White and Schaff, together
with Westcott, Hort, Robertson and Feeee earlieii as follows®. Note many of the

following verses are compared ftre AV1611 versus the other versions in Apgoendix
and elsewhePep 57ff, 258ff, 294ff, 331, 339R
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AMatthew 5:22. AwOn de uy gea implgmaisesgs €hrist was a
s

i nner é
AMatthew 6:13. When you remove the ending¢
bringing in a |Iiteral, physical ki ngdom on
Matthew 19:161 7 . The fAnewero translations total/l
Christ AWhy <call est Thisis the fiseFurglamerdaPaod the Faith, aator
ing to all AFundamentalists. o
AMar k 1: 2. fApBgp @dldcks and Ieagah) to Isaiali who did not author
the quotation (vs. 2) the Deity of Christ was obsu r e d , for the quote

Mal ac hi said the AMeo of Mark 1:2 is Jehov
Deity of Jesus Christ is accomplished by purposely lying about the source of a quotation.

AJohn 3:13. The oTnhdsyt amdnrtr ecnrc eCh rni stthées Noermn
words are missing from all new translations, and none of them can show you this basic,
Fundament al Bi ble Doctrinal truth in any o

A2 Timothy 2:15. O n beyin ittteflirg yda itorstydy thewoed ©f h a s

God. No ot her Bi bl e wNoteals thgt@ Goriritheans:l7uisdy t h
the only verse of scripture explicitly to warn against the many whoor r upt t he wo
G o daad 1 Timothy 6:20 is the onlserse explicith*? “to warnagainsti s ci ence f al s
so callilkeed ,eovol ution or alleged o6global warn

AMatt hew 22 &f0. GondMiisaing fronsthe text? The angels that are not
Aof Geb@en. 6f 2 Pet. 2) and will fall again (Rev. 12:7). Do you mean to tell me
these bl ockheads thought the Devil didndét |
AMatthew 26: 28. What i1 s fAnewo doing, bein

me Chr i sdidha inddituteo aoNbw Testament? Do you think this affects afund
mental New Testament truth?

AMar k 4: 24. It is a Bible truth that if vy
7:17, 3:21). What is the reason for eliminatingg n d u n t deaysball mdrehba t

gi v&mo

In Mark 4:24, the AV161ll1haS8and unto you that haceod- shall
ing to Berryds 1897 Edition of Stephanus?o:
which contains the clause, Griesbach omits it entirely. taetn, Tischendorf, Tregelles

and Alford omitiit hat alse alroees NEdian.! €hé SR, RR, RV, NRSV,
NWTreadiand mor e s hal lorsimiar, g@so onattindgi t & a y.coihee @ r

NIV, JBreadi a nd e v eamittingoyet enor® of the clese. The NKJV retains the

clause but neglects to i nfhotrhnato hheeareader t |
AMar k 10: 24. Why do the new versions want
enter the Kingdom, j ust as | ot he koue do
moneyhtat destroys sinners (1 Tim. 6:10) not
ALuke 2: 33. Why are you |l ed to belyeve th

ing the Virgin Birth? Why take a Bible that states the Virgin Birth (Matt. 1:20) agxl th
denies it (Luke 2:33 and Acts 4:27), when you can get a Bible that confirms it in all three
passages (Matt. 1:20; Acts 4:27; and Luke 2:33)?

ALuke 4: 4. Who i s i ti etvheartyoftGooE?sdasy,tthe diryy,l | e v e
Godforsaken, destruive critics who altered 30,000 to 65,000 words in the Scriptures.
But Ano fundament al of the faitho is destr
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AJohn 1:18. Two gods? One begotten and t
ism from A.D. 325. No o iaestatement fdi b&0@yearsd Go d
was fANOne God, mani f est i inond begoteee ang ther athern s, 0
unbegotten! This does not concern a Afund

ACol ossians 1fAtlAroudHh yyoosu thodnamctld Oh e medDy ;i sAr
not Aremissionod (see Exod. 34:7; Heb. 9:15

In addition to these 14 examples, Dr Ruckman alludes to 10 more; Ephesians 1:&; Revel
tion 20:12, 1 John 4:19, 2 Peter 2:17, 1 Timothy 3:3, 6:5, 19, 1 Thessalonians &:1, Gal
tians 4:7, 1 Conthians 11:29. Alteration or omission of words found in the AV164-1 d
tract from, delete or obscure major doctrine on:

T The Christiands standing in Christ
The unsaved dead standing before God

Loving God

Eternal damnation for false prophets

Eternal life

Grea and love of money

= =4 =4 =4 A -

Eternal inheritance
T Taking the Lordds Supper unworthily

Dr Ruckman cites Dr Edward F. Hills as folloWfs'> ™A A1t i s NOT true t&h
no various readings which involve cardin@hristian doctrines. On the contrary, in the

handful of dissenting manuscripts there are a HOST of corrupt readings which ALL bring

into question such doctrines as the essential GODHEAD of CHRIST.

ARl nst ead of -likeehe statementthat npakes modifference for doctrine
which of the New Testament manuscripts one chooses to follow, those who LOVE EVERY
WORD THAT GOD HAS SPOKEN should take the v

Emphases are Dr Ruckmanoés.
White vigorously attacke 1°°" Dr Ruckman but in doing so starkly betrays his own s

perficiality compared with Dr Ruckmands co
White then focusé® “** onfi TeTxytpes and HE atamadil Tihees . Al exandr i
[ manuscript family] is the more fAconcise, 0
Afull o textéMost scholars today (in opposi:

Alexandrian textype as representing an earlieand hence more accurate, form of text

than the Byzantine texype. Most believe the Byzantine represents a later period in

which readings from other tekty pes wer e put together (ficon
the Byzantine text. This is not to sagttthe Byzantine does not contain some distinctive
readings that are quite ancient, but that the readings that are unique to tha&ypgexare

generally secondary or later readings. Since the Byzantine comes from a later period

(the earliest are almostlal Al exandrian in natur e, not B
sense that it not only contains conflations of othertgxés, but it gives evidence of what
mi ght be called the fAexpansion of piety. o

thatflon f rom a desire to protect and reverence
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Note that White does not attempt to substantiate any of the above statements. They are
mere assertions. He does not, indeed cannot, show why the Alexandrianitaxtasr e
a ¢ c u rardtisaigable tprove eventhat it i e a r thanghe Byzantine.

Even his notion ofi t & xytp @snot be validated.

It was the unregenerate German higher criticl. Griesbach? **%, who invented the so
call edy ®f amd/ p&etbe xtl assi fications. These cl
in history, as indicated by these?®étracts

Dr Ru c k ma[fhe theowy]tpepsundéd in 1881 bpeanBur gonémat ches .
THE FACTS OF HISTORY, ALL THE EVIDENCE OF THE PAPYRUS, ALL THE EV

DENCE FOUND IN THE UNCIALS, AND ALL THE EVIDENCES OF SOUL WINNING

AND REVIVAL, AND ALL THE EVIDENCES OF COMMON SENSE AND REASON,

THAT THE SYRIAN BXT WAS FIRST, AND THE ALEXANDRIAN SCRIBE®-SU
TRACTED FROM IT (ASV, RSV) AND THE ROMAN SCRIBES ADDED TO IO0- (VU

GATE, DOUAYRHEIMS). This theory, supported by Scrivener, Miller, and Hills, tallies
perfectly with EVERYTHI NG. 0

Wilbur Pickering stateé i H delt that the genealogical method enabled him to reduce

the mass of manuscript testimony to four voicesNeut r al , 6 A Al exandri a
and ASyriano. Though such <c¢classification
Hort 6s day, t mdeyondirated ¢ be\alid.e The Rapye have obliged r

cent scholarship to reconsider themnand ha
strance. M.M Parvis complains:

AWe have r e etypesarndirfamides and sdbndligstand in doing so have
reated things that never before existed o

O I

AAl 1l en Wi kgren shows t hat -gpesiegeneralgandyteen er al
AByzantinedo text and | ectionaries i partd.i
firms:

ARThe¢ omami stake i s made -tiynp etshoi naksi nfgr oozfe nt hbe
after admitting that no one manuscript is a perfect witness to anyyfxt IF no one ms.

is a perfect witness to any type, then al/l

JohnBurgon statesii The combined testi mony of the Ur
the Cursive Copies (shows) They are (a) dotted over at least 1000 years; (b) thel eviden
ly belong to so many divers countriessreece, Constantinople, Asia Minor, Palestine,
Syria, Alexandria, and other parts of Africa, not to say Sicily, Southern Italy, Gagi, En
land and Ireland: (c) they exhibit so many strange characteristics and peculiaasymp
thies: (d) they so clearly represent countless families of mss., being ingh® isistance
absolutely identical in their text, and certainly not being copies of any other Codex in e
istence...The advocates of the Traditional Text urge that the Consent without Concert of
so many hundreds of copies, executed by different personsjesdedtimes, in widely
sundered regions of the church, is a proof presumptive of their trustworthiness, which
nothing can invalidate. .. O

Il n ot her wordstypéadsednanhdomaonfisdtept o6famil
that the Byzantine manuscpt s wer e Odescendedil if e cénmd rhe
Cc u r aAlexandrian textype and expandelit o pr ot ect and rigverenc
rightly summed up by Dean Burgti“***asi MOONSHI NE. o

Dr Ruckmarr’? ?! cites Klijn as statingthat | t i s still customary t
into the four well known familiefas White doegt hi s ¢l assi cal di vi
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LONGER BE MAIINTARWEKmMands emphasi s. As Dr
earlier, the Christias of Antioch, Syri&"*  Awhere the disciples wer
f i r Acts 11026, preserved the words of scripture, now found in the majority af-man

scripts, which were spread throughout the tkeovn worldi s ee Wi | ki nsonds ¢
under Early Conspirators and Corrupters and the scribes of Alexandria and later

Rome, no doubt by means bfa s hi p o f Act 2&14 arrseveral, aarrupted

them.

Simple, really.
Kl'i jnds st at ed8. nfhereashasWhieaeker all these ylears?

Whit eds f al sfiec oansfsluantpitoidioynp ieothie Byrastine ot Majority

Text has been discussed earlier. See comments Moet er n 6 Schol ar |l yod E
and Untrustworthiness Thiswas Hods t heory t hat B uir bgeesn d e mc¢
| e samdorefutation of which has been summarised elsef/héte'?®™ Extracts are as

follows.

AHI | | si Wetsagatceos t and Hort f o watthe Trpditional fTextf or t |
was a fAwork of attempted criticism perforim
scribeso in eight passages in the Gospels

the reading found in the Traditional Text and the Alekam text in the other half.
These passages are Mark 6:33, 8:26, 9:38, 9:49, Luke 9:10, 11:54, 12:18, 24:53...Dean
Burgon immediately registered one telling criticism of this hypothesis of conflation in the

Traditional Text . . .roetl hem to makeham appsal tchScriptura t | a
and to produce some actual specimens of their meaning. After ransacking the Gospels

for 30 years, they have at | ast fastened u|]
AHIi I 1's reinfiidrfceaset We amla itn to:n"acérturff Antiotharwa s c r

editors...surely more examples of such conflation ought to be discoverable in the Gospels
than just Hortds EI GHT. o

ABurgonds analysis continues: ADrs. uWestco
thors of the (imaginary) Syrian Revie® of A.D. 250 and A.D. 350, interpolated the
genuine text of the Gospels with between 2877 (B) and 3455 (Aleph) spurious werds; m
tilated the genuine text in respect of between 536 (B) and 839 (Aleph) words, substituted
for as many genuine words, betwedb (B) and 1114 (Aleph) uninspired words, fice
tiously transposed between 2098 (B) and 2299 (Aleph); and in respect to number, case,
mood, tense, person, etc., altered without authority between 1132 (B) and 1265 (Aleph)
words. .. AThe inVittswstd beliewe that thp mistaken sextumlrjudgment
pronounced at Antioch in A.D. 350 had an immediate effect on the text of Scripture
throughout the world. We are requested to suppose that it resulted in the instantaneous
extinction of codices likB Aleph, wherever found; and caused codices of the A type to
spring up like mushrooms in their place, and that, in every library of ancient Ghriste
dom. .. We read and marvel! 00

Whiteds adgiddrntsi ors tntpdt t o say t hasometdhe By z:
tinctive readings that are quite ancient, but that the readings that are unique to that text
type are generally sieanswareday Bickedf§'*’linhtsesr r e ad
sessment sofr ekmeanrykosn 6about t he Received Text

Ai[Kenyonfi According to Hort, the traditional t e
elements were incorporated; and Mr. Miller merely points to some of those old elements,
andarguesher ef rom t hat the whole is ol d.e- It i

ory is untouched. 0



78

fi[Pickeringln I t 1 s hard to believe that Keinryon we
ously read Millerdéds work with cuntoepa- Why
tanceo in Matt. 9:13 and Mark 2:17, or fAvi
Matt . 28: 2, or fAthe prophetso in Mark 1: 2,
prayer for His murderers in Luke, 203r: 3Mt,h eoyrc
i n John 17:24. . .these instances are also a
Astrictly Syriano readings, i f there real/l
The cases Kenyon cites f el | cause thdyiane Tréidhe s c o
tional readings, whatever other attestation they may also have, and because the English
Revisers of 1881 rejected them. Kechnyon a:
cepted as representing i n eaasyotshavwgustwhye tr ue
Al't i s commonplace among the many who are
to dodge the iIissue, as Kenyon did above.

be true and the evidence is interpreted on the basisesktpresuppositions. Apart from

the imaginary nature of the AAl exandriano
tities, their priority to the AByzantinebo

assumed. 0O
Although White does.

See alsotsi aut hor 8™ gfuhe madenge of the3century papyri, from
which these extracts are taken.

APi ckering says: n(Col well) had said of ¢ttt
readings existecni t he second century. o000

This summary includes Colwell ds explanatio
of Whiten if ul | er . 00

AGail Ri pMP* g efrT hwerO Caeielle padt president of tHeniversity of

Chicago and THE premier North American New Testament Greek scholar, authored
scores of books, such &udies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the NewaFest

ment. He confessesshi 6 change of hearté condndhenewng t h
versions (circa 1950)0

AfhSchol ars now believe that mo st errors Wwe
variant readings in the New Testament were created for theological or dogmatic reasons.

Most of the manuals and handbooks now intgincluding mine!) will tell you that these

variations were the fruit of careless treatment which was possible because the books of
the New Testament had not yet attained a s
case. It was because they wéhe religious treasure of the church that they were
hangedéoo

O

APi ckering again cites Col well

AAlt may be well to repeat Col well 6s stat el
AARARThe Bodmer John (P66) is also a &itness
ings found in te Alphatext ype (Hortdéds ASyriano). Stran

ideas, the contemporary corrections in that papyrus frequently change in-#ipha
readingtoaBetd ype reading (Hortds ANeutrad 0) .

riod readingsof both kinds were known, and the Bgtpe were supplanting the Alpha

type-at | east as far as this witness is conce
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APi ckeri ng.M Bredanthal whaegi vHes t he f ol l owing re
collation of B, Aleph, and the Textus R&tcs against P66 in the 615 verses where it is
extant. AThe tot al number of wvariamts froc
gression ar e, B with 589, Textus Receptus
to the Textus Receptus than to threrage of B and Aleph. Collating P66, Aleph, A, B, D

with the Textus Receptus against P45 ( Keny
extant, Breidenthal found the order based on number of variants in increasing grogre

sion to be the T.R., B, Aldm A, P66, D. In this small area P45 is closer to the T.R. than

to B, Al eph, et c. Al l of this places qui't
i s |l ateéoo

ARI pl™¥fgestates Pekchkeromgbsomot he evidence
has more early attestation than B and twice as much as Alepidently the TR reflects

an earlier text than either B or Aleph. 00

Allofwhichputshqui t e @n sWhiati @t hei AWwe st-ypedisrp-an t e x
resenting an earlier, and hence more accurate, form of text than the Byzantiheytgxte . 0

An unbearable strain, actual I°%®"*sgosviag al s o

that the papyrsupport the Received Text against the Alexandrian in 39 passages versus

182 for the 356 doctrinal passages that he reviews, or 18%, which is certainly appreciable

and cannot be dismissed as mére | d e | irasmeich tastbe 1881 revisers would

have rejetedtheins ee Pi ckeringdés assessment of Keny
findings for the Old Latin and Syriac versions are 2:1 and 3:1 respectively forethe R

ceived Text against the Alexandrian, or AV1611 versus the NIV, underlining again that
Whitedsion of the Received Text versus t he
Burgon demonstratéif**” fion no foundation at all .o

Dr Ruckman answet82®*Whit e 6 s a s s diretxipoamss i aobassfallovs. pi et y o
AAccording to the documented wevidence Tr1ec

Pickering, Dean Burgon, a nJdmessWhitajliedethme r , 01 ¢
times. Thesc al | ed fAepxipatnyyd ons od hackneyed clich
which stated that #Adoctrinal passages are

emphasised the DEITY of Christ were probabl

AYou see the Byzanti ne et éAX te x la o |t oaut reeddo i JHa smu.
White wrote his book to prove that the Al e:

See Dr Hol |l andds comments earlier.

White® P ** attempts to dismiss the overwhelming number of Bgimatrtype manuscripts

by referencetéi Lat i n [ superseding] Greek as the nl
sothatit he production of manuscripts in [ Grec¢
speaki ng t hhetaddsthali g b a g 8Mu édn iofrRalastmey, theniNorthf-A

rica, and finally all the way into Spain and southern France [adversely affected] @rodu

tion of manuscripts in those areaséGiven t
known as Byzantium] continued to write and useeGke é whi | e Gr eek had j
normal use throughout the rest of Europe and North Africa, the dominance of the text
type that is found in that area is easily |

No it isndt. Whitebds r emanascribts refer only t|

They donat explain the overwhelming predominance of the Byzartype Received
Text which flourished both in the eastern portions of the Roman Empire and in the wes
ern, especially amongst the Waldenses of northern Italy and the Albigenses of southern
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France, whaendured centuries of persecution under he 1 ron heebBbeeof t he
Wi | ki nson6s Catteln&arrupsers ana Centuries of Warfare

In addition, long before the Muslim invasion, Christians throughout the Empire suffered
persecution by prpapal emperors such as Diocletian, during the third and fourth-cent

ries AD, one of whom was George of Lydla Engl andés Patraén Sain
comedia, now Izmit, located about 60 miles east of Istanbul, on A{ti823 AD.

Ward P % also notes how long drawn out the persecution of Christians was in the east of
the Empire, yet propagation of the Byzantine Received Text of Antioch, Syria reverth
less still far outstripped that of Alexandria, Egypt.

(4P 534,39 p 681

Dr Mrs Riplinge statesi Emper or Diocl etian had cl e

speak, of real bi bl eséFor t GreekNew €estanemt , no
are extant today. Remaining only are the corrupted Egyptian papyri and their fdesce
dants] Aleph and B (protected, l i ke the Eg
against the seed of Abraham.) God has nor
the word by which the gospel25)jstaphegiac hed
|

tected Moses from Pharaoh and Chri st from

White also forgets that despite the prevalence of Greek in the eastern portion of-the E

pire, both the Old Latin and theghitta (Peschito) Syrian translations were produced du

ing the 2% Century P 1278:9P 28.33.13p9 \yq|| peforeAleph and B were compiled andree

turies before Greek ceased tofddi| anguage o fand thhese versiens pré e 0 0
staunch witnesses to the Received Text, not the Alexandrian allefiegllg r | i er , ar
hence more accu%ae¢ eMo d o mgsmalwge. ft iexd i 0O

White* P *“* then makes the bald assertionthiak JV Only advocateséexpl
ancient examples of the Byzantinetext pe by t heorizing that th
out o from exaestshieveyeuasres,o whil e the AAl exar
as corrupt and hence just buried in the sand. Such a theory, of course, defies proof by its
very nature. o

Note first that White has confusddt & xytpwetle i ma n u s ¢ Althpughsextant
Byzantine dmanuscriptsd are mor-eypedept edat
the Alexandrian. See citations above. As WilkinsonshéowBh e se manuscr i pt s
agreement with them, by far the Sesdhse- maj or
marks undeEarly Conspirators and Corrupters.

60ur criticd resorted to the same sdébterfui
3% fAThe usual ingenious b uistha thavepempldarseoftye unpr
Byzantine text were worn out from constant

Dr Hillsdéds explanation still applies.

AHIi | 1l s gives a more detailed explanation:

AARBurgon regarded the good state of ppreser
tional ageas a proof not of their goodness but of their badness. If they had been good
manuscripts, they would have been read to
manuscripts are indebted for their preservation, SOLELY TO THEIR ASCERTAINED
EVIL CHARACTERwhich has occasioned that the one eventually found its way, four
centuries ago, to a forgotten shelf in the Vatican Library; while the other, after exercising

the ingenuity of several generations of critical Correctors, eventually (viz. in A.D. 1844)

got deposited in the wastepaper basket of the Convent at the foot of Mount Sinai. Had B
and Aleph been copies of average purity, they must long since have shared the inevitable
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fate of books which are freely used and highly prized; namely, they would Hewarftd
decadence and di sappeared from sight. o

AARThus the fact that B and Al eph are so o
their favour. It shows that the Church rejected them and did not read them. Otherwise
they would have worn out and digggared through much reading. Burgon has been a

cused of sophistry in arguing this way, but certainly his suggestion cannot be rejected by
naturalistic critics as impossible. For o
t he 1 dea t huaublly desireyedstieir exdmplars when they had copiedathe s
cred books. 0

Anlf Lake could believe this, why may not
Byzantine manuscripts have been worn out with much copying and reading? rAnd co
versely, why @y we not believe that B, Aleph and the other ancientBy@antine mam-

scripts have survived unto the present day simply because they were rejected by the
Church and not wused?00

See Burgon6és comments earlier amnt note agai

Al am utterly unable to believe, in short,
the end of 1800 years much of the text of the Gospel had in point of fact to be picked up
by a German critic ot of a wastgaper basket in the convent of St. Catherine; and that

the entire text had to be remodelled after the pattern set by a couple of copies which had
remained in neglect during fifteen centuries, and had probably owed their survival to that
neglect; whilst hundreds of others had been thumbed to pieces, and had bequeathed

their witness to copies made fromthen®lf hi s aut hor 6s emphasi s.

White* P **® then tries to dispose of the corruptions in the Ateléan text as follows.

AAnot her common claim made by those who de
have been corrupted by dAdheretics. o They g
believed things that most modern fundamentalists would fimd than slightly unusual,

and on this basis make the very long leap to the assertion that the manuscripts that come

from the same area must be Acorrupt. o The
examples of orthodox Christians in the same areagsistou can find some rather heret
cal folks in the Byzantine area, too. o0

White has noté$ °®! on the above to the effect thdt] t mi ght be di ffi cul
anyone in the ancient church, even arduAntioch and Byzantium, who would look a

whole lot like a modern fundamentalist Baptist. Even the most conservative of the ancient
Fathers, like John Chrysostom, would provide KJV Only advocates with numeesus re

sons to object to his theology, belieiad practices. Alexandria gave us Athanasius, the

great defender of the deity of Christ, while the area around Antioch and Byzantium was
infested with Arians, those who denied it. Is this sufficient basis for rejecting the-Byza

tine texttype a priori7rOf cour se not . O

White gives no indication about how the Arians allegedly infesting Antioch influenced
the Textof scripture. His comments are therefore irrelevant. Sdngtural distinctions
between Antioch and Alexandria have been addressed elsé@tféte

See also remarks about Origen and the Alexandrian school Widért e 6s | nt r odu
and Early Conspirators and Corrupters And note that both Paul and John warned and
strove against bibleorrupting leretics.

AFor we are not as many, which corrupt the word of God: but as of sincerity, but as of
God, in the sight o2fCor@Gthiahs x1lg.eak we i n Chri si
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Note again Wil ki nson &arlyConspieatork ad @brupters J o hn,

A Wh i | €elived, benery could make no serious headway. He had hardly passed away,
however, bef ore perverse teachers infested
which saw the New Testament books corrupte:

Dr Ruckman® 2°¢2!! answers White as follows.

Al White] | ied again: the disease is incura
are corrupt and it has been proved fAbeyond
prejudiced, treacheroulkar. They have been proved to be corrupt on the basis af inte

nal evidence, apart from the | ocatiden of a
lating them (in the Gospels) said they were depraved*. White calls five years of detailed
examinatonbya Atrue scholaro (his term for Dean
liar. He was born that way and he will never get over it.

Al't was the same area that Origen worked i
got there and after he left. Godsaiath i f any Jew tried to tral
(Jer. 44: 26) HE WOULDNOGT EVEN HONOUR HI S C
CORDED 1 Téo

*Dr Waite cites Burgon as follow
**See White'P 9.

ACodexes B/ Aleph/ C/ D are the several depc
text: é[and] are probably indebted for thei
were anciently recognized as untrustworthy documents. Do meadirfide it impossible

to realize the notion that there must have existed such things as refuse copies in the
fourth, fifth, sixth, and seventh centuries as well as in the eighth, ninth, tenth, and ele

enth? And that the Codexes which we call B/Aleph/CAy possibly, if not as | hold
probably, have been of that <c¢class?o0

Dr Ruckman then cites thirteen separate pieces of evidence documenting Origen as a
heretic, e.g.

AEusebi us, in his Ecclesiastical Hi e-t or vy,
tween A 175250. That is where Origen was working on manuscripts in Alexandria and
Caesareacé

Al't i s Clement of Alexandriafivhe wop&trmer
tions to which the New Testament has ever been subjected originated withimdredhu
years after it was composed. 0 This is the
See comments undé&vh i t e 6 s | .nDr Ruckdhancaniinoes.

AA source of corrupt i onLatifi Bandcipts and?especially i s f
in Africa. (Alexadr i a 1is in Africa.) élt turns out 1
manuscripts in ALEXANDRIA and corrupting Syrian manuscripts in Caesarea. Six pages

of documented evidence by the Dean follow this matgrted Traditional Textp 144-5].

White never meioned it.

A[Citing Burgon, The Traditional Textp 22ffi Anot her source of corr
ALEXANDRI A. 0

AASYr i a TaHEgwt A yapdtAfrica seem to meet in Palestine (Caesarea) under
ORI GEN. 0

AAGri esbachéconcei ved ORiIrGEN et oA LbEeX ATNTER | sA Na |



83

AOri gembesliysds hmeed d be omitted from Luke 4:
Jesus i s dBugandhk Traditional Jextp 1689]. Note! The omissions in

Aleph and B are connected with an Alexandrian who believedaking omissions in the

earliest texts on the basis of his own theological idiosyncrasies, instead of manuscript
evidence.

AfiThe sceptical character of the Vatican a
of the alliance between them and the Omigéc school. Origenistic doctrines came from

the Dblending of phil osophy (Col . 2:8) wi t
[Burgon, The Traditional Textp 171].

AAnd Bible believers Al eap to the atwesertio
AFACTS, 06 do we Ji mmy, when dealing with Al
cus, and the NASV? Hey stupid! Dondt sl e
|l eft in your skull is |iable to run out yo!

*The statemenfiand saili m,ntGet t he eisdnétddibytde 1582 , Sat
JR, DR, RV, NIV, NRSV, NWT, JB° °® even though it has overwhelming manuscript
support P 8”8 which inthis instance cannot be dismissed by Whitéidsar moni zat i o
because although it is found in Matthew 16:23 and Mark 8:33, the expression only occurs
once in the scriptures, in Luke 4:8, where the Lord is addressing Satan directly. See also
Appendix Table A5

Dr Mrs Riplinget*P > states.

AScholars identify Clement and Origen of
wol veso of Paul 6s warning (Acts 20: X9, 30)
follows the tracks of the wolf pack down t
by whichéPl atoni sméwas incorporated into C
Westcott, are in sympathy with Clement and

AThe chart a hapterhreveats €ldment ind Origénsnot@s high points, but

as low points reaching down into the New Age pit for their doctrine. The Historyrof He

esy calls Origen a oOChristian Gnosticd who
gener al synods. O

*Dr Mrs Riplinger concludes this chapter NEw Age Versionwith a compilation of

statements from Origen and other false teachers; Plato, Philo, Clement, compared with
equivalent statements from new versions and New Age doctrine, including Monigm (Un
tarianign), the Lord Jesus Christ as a created being, New Age spiritual hieratela-

ing the Lord Jesus Christto iea s o n o forfitah eg NBdQNIBS\O JB, NWTi

and the progressive elevation of fallen man to God by means of anfirthéerv i n-e pr i n
ple, @ontrary to scripture, because Paulsaidn my f | es h, dwBRd-| et h r
mans 7:18. Dr Mrs Riplinger continues.

AThe philosophical school , based in Alexan
Gnostic, followed by Clement, who was sedssl by Origen. Like Philo, these scholars
attempted to cross the young Christian cub
of paganism. Philip Lee, author of Against the Protestant Gnostics and graduate of
Princeton and Harvard Divinity Schooldbos er v e s : AThe Al exandri an
one of the historical moments in the churc
Cl ement and Origenégnosis [hidden wisdom],
basic tent of their systeméo
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AThe ea&edyMah dMyth and Magic lists Ammonius Saccas of Alexandria as the
founder of Madame Bl avatskyodos Luciferian T

phil osophy. Westcott seems to share Bl ava
success shewedat he had some neglected formdrath [ sour ce 6 stonmkep hasi s
known; and Origen became one of his hearer

deeply influenced by the new philosophy. o

ABl avat sky summonses Or i ge ndtodpander osherof t i me
cult doctrines. Her Theosophical Gl ossary
of neaPlatonism at the Alexandria School of Ammonius Saccas. She sees Clement and
Origen as apologists f or hnedon pucely histdricalwo r | d
grounds that Origenéand even Clement had t
before adding to the NeBlatonism of the Alexandrian school that of the Gnostics, under

a Christian veil .o

AShe calls it esasCltrail dteidan tv &iwlod;ves 6 cl ot h
among New Agers in seeingr@lvermdretr sdredNe @r iAg
like The Hidden Wisdom in the Holy Bible, quote Origen at length with such blasphemies

as, ARThe Lawsnoofe mamceappepe@adr and reasao-nabl e
dol f Steinerdéds The Esoteric basis of Chris
to Lucifer, says: AThe divinity of man, of
genandClement. Rlao i s saturated with 1it.o0

AThe McClintock and Strong Encycl opaedia r
are of little use to those who understand
vaults Origenbs all egori cang:meftiosdciopfl ebsi bol
and the nedPlatonists of Alexandria and their successors [Clement and Origen] down to

this present day have all regarded world scripture as being largely, but not entirely all
gorical . o0o0

Dr Mrs Riplinger tchadn bleil 9ted sOraingle sGusmmag ri ete
on how Origends beliefs influenced the <cor
and B.

AThe church decl ared Origen a heretic beca

1. The Logosfthe Lord Jesus Christs subordinate to the Father and has some
characteristics similar to the Logos of the Gnostics.

no

The soul is preexistent: Jesus took on some-prastent human soul.

3. There was no physical resurrection of Christ nor will there be a second coming.
Man will nothave a physical resurrection.

4. Hell is nonexistent; purgatory, of which Paul and Peter must partake, does exist.
5. All, including the devil, will be reconciled to God.
6. The sun, moon and stars are living creatures.
7. Emasculation, of which [Origen] partook, ¢alled for males.
AThe beliefs of the Alexandrian schaol, p a

est to us because scores of scholars, tracing the history of the transmission of the text of
the bible, see the hand of the Alexandrian scribekarcorruption of certain ancient pe
ies of the texté
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ADr Phillip Comfort, author of Early Manus
Testament states: ARnThe early manuscripts e
wording of the New Testamemext differences pertaining to the titles of the Lord Jesus

Christ, Christian doctrine and church practice as well as significant wordavari
tionséTextual corruption happened ats- such
tament critic.o

ADr Daveird, Fulilnceton schol ar finds: A Many
modern versions may be traced to the infl u

ADr Edward F. Hi l |l s, Harvard and Yale sch
abide by the text which he reeed but freely engaged in the boldest sort of conjectural
emendati ons. And there were other critics
the original New Testament and thus produced the abbreviated text found in the papyri

and in the manuscripts deh and Béo

AWorl d [renowned] scholar Her man Hos-kier f
gends manuscripts when we are inclimed to
gen himsel f . o0

AJohn Burgon, author of s c assiemsndaodirupoodio!| ar |
the original Gr e @akisesnoa Trexiusl cCoriugiigp<O® Eha Redision
Revised p 336] il am of the opinion that such de
Aleph and B] were in the first instance intentional. Origeay be regarded as the prime
of fender. . .the author of al | t he mis-chiefeé

covered to have experienced adulteration largely from the same pestilential source which

must have corrupted the copies with which clemand his pupil Origen after him) were

most familiari Andél Dbehold in these | ast days a r €
palm off upon an unlearned generation the old exploded errors, under the pretence that

they are the inspired Verity itself providentially recovered from a neglected shelf in the
Vatican,-r escued from destruction by a chance

%
Burgondés comments were aimed at Wesuwb-cott a
rate assessment of JAs Bueget’PWhsdtatee succinctymtther e t h
WestcottHort approach in the Preface The Revision Revisedt dispenses with proof.

It furnishes no evidence. It asserts when it ought to argue. It reisewdten it is called

on to explain...iAl am sir Oracle. 00

Again, a wholly accurate summing up of Whii
Cloud’ P 3states.
AWHI TE DOWNPLAYS THE THEOLOGI CAL APOSTASY

AWhite s aycommoridaimortade by those who defend the KJV is that-the A
exandrian texts have been corrupted by Ohe
185254) who did things and believed things that most modern fundamentalists would

find more than slighyl unusual, and on this basis make the very long leap to the assertion
that the manuscripts that come from the sal

ANote that the word fAhereticso is in quota
hisreaderb el i eve that it is only the fAKing Jame
his followers as heretics, that this is another example of the alleged ignorance ai-the fu
damental Baptists who make up a large percentage of King James Bible defenders today.

In a footnote connected with the previous statement, White goes even further ® cast a
persion upon those who would identify Origen as a heretic:



86

Al ndeed, It might be difficult for them t
Antioch and Byzaimum, who would look a whole lot like a modern fundamentaligt- Ba

tist. Even the most conservative of the ancient Fathers, like John Chrysostom, would
provide KJV Only advocates with numerous reasons to object to his theology, beliefs, and
pract i ce gp050,51Wbotndte 24).

AFundament al Baptists do not |l ook to men s
have fifathers, o0 for the Lord Jesus Chri st
dondt need some second as@mselfunflugncedbytheegaoh f at
tasy of his day and about whom we have only a very incomplete record. We have the
Lord Jesus Christ and the Apostles. We have the infallible Scriptures which have been
preserved unto us. We have the faith once delivieréte saints. In the second and third

centuries the apostasy was already taking form which would lead in the fourth and fifth
centuries to the formation of the Roman Catholic Church. The leaven of heresyrwas pe
meating through many of the churches, asmd ny of t hose who are c:¢
Protestants and Catholics were heretics.

At he ancient church. o What <church does Wh
ries there were churches which were aptestand which were rejecting the apostolic

faith, and there were churches which were not and which were standing fast in #he apo

tolic faith. What church does he mean? The man needs to read some good Bagtist hist

ries like that of John Christian and ThomArmitage to get his ecclesiology and church

hi story straightened out. The fact is tha
were persecuting the Bibleelieving churches of that day. Augustine is an example of

this.

AFurther, tah @rigea himselewas & heretisc of the highest order ig-ove
whelming, and it does not come from the pens of fundamental Baptists. Origen paved the
way for Arianism by teaching that the Logos was subordinate and inferior to the Father,

that there was a di¢érence of essence between the Father and the Son. He believed in the
Adei tyo of Christ, but not as 1t is define
was raising its ugly Unitarian head and influencing Biblical scholarship and texasal r

searchin the last half of the #0century. What a coincidence!

AAROrigen is described by Mosheim (in his C
compound of contraries, wise and unwise, acute and stupid, judicious and injudicious;

the enemy of superstitipand its patron; a strenuous defender of Christianity, and its
corrupter; energetic and irresolute; one to whom the Bible owes much, and from whom it

has suffered much. 6 Whil e he gained, ami d
gave character tdeastern Christianity, a splendid reputation for sanctity, as well as
learning, his character was evidently dishonest and tricky, and his judgment most erratic.

e As a controversialist, he was wholly wu
Dabney, I, p383).

AOrigen taught bapti smal regeneration and
Pauline doctrine of justification by faith
65). This is an important fact, because it means that the gospel Qaiggint was a false
gospel, and he therefore was under @odbdés c
tory and claimed that all men would eventually be reclaimed through the purgation of sin
after deat h. Thi s 1 s asatremdntad washfaway dll sin s u f f

of the believer. He taught that even the demons and Satan would eventually be restored
(Berkhof, p. 75). Origen taught the pegistence of man. He believed the Holy Spirit
was the first creature made by the Fathertlydu t he Son. Origen nddi



87

inspiration and infallibility of the Scriptures, holding that the inspired men apprehended
and stated many things obscurelyo (DOiscuss
genods fAopi ni on sdhbetween Babelliahism and Arignism. ¢éle ex@gressly
denied the consubstantial unity of the Persons and the proper incarnation of the Go

heado (Dabney, |, p. 384).
AOrigen championed the method of Bible int
the litera | meaning of Scripture iIis rejeched for

terpreter. Such a method makes the mind of the teacher authoritative over the plain
meaning of Scripture; because if the plain sense of Scripture is not the true meaning, it is
impossible to determine exactly what it does mean, and every man is therefore left to his

own devices. Origends voluminous camment a
tions, abounding Ain references tcoiapacreyp
(Frederick Nol an, l nquiry into the Integri

reputation as the great introducer of mysticism, allegory, and-Ratonism into the
Christian church, is too well known to need recita. THOSE WHO ARE B¥ST
QUAINTED WITH THE HISTORY OF CHRISTIAN OPINION KNOW BEST, THAT
ORIGEN WAS THE GREAT CORRUPTER, AND THE SOURCE, OR AT LEASTF EARL
EST CHANNEL, OF NEARLY ALL THE SPECULATIVE ERRORS WHICH PLAGUED

THE CHURCH I N AFTER AGESO0O (Dabney, 1, p. 3.
Al donwa Jemmease White should have put t he
when referring to Origen! Earlier we not e

Bible editors and translators who came after himFor White to imply that Origen was
not an apostatand that his influence was not as harmful as King James Bible defenders
argue, i's indefensible. o

*See Cloudo6s r ebarly Conspirams and Coerupterand the extensive
discussion ofi t lertual corruptions introduced by Origen and Eusesbof Gesarea
and other heretical editors during th&23%and 4" ¢ e n t uirr Fare Isobhis review

Yet, White has this further intended endorseriéfitof Codex Alephi where he effe-
tively shoots hirself in the foot, as the saying goes.

Al't i s important to emphasise that the dif
texttypes do not result in two different New Testaments. A person who would read Codex
Sinaiticus and who would apply sound getcal methods to its text would come to the

very same conclusions as anyone reading a Byzantine manuscript a thousand years

| ater . o

As Dean Burgon did? '°. See his conclusions earlier about the old cagisemmarised
as follows.

AWe venture to assure [the reader], wi t hou
three of thanost scandalously corrupt copies extantexhibitthe most shamefully m-

tilated textsshi ch ar e any wh e r demditasies bfahe largest amourit h é t h e
of fabricated readings, ancient blunders, and intentional perversions of the Truth

which are discoverable in anhyhilknaawn dtoa pdise ¢
sis.

And as Dr Mrs Riplinger did, abouthe Shepherd foHermasand The Epistle of
Barnabas See comments earlier and note that Dr #ill§*!*° listed 10 heretical rea
ings in Codex Aleph, where he concluded as follows.
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AHere we have (t endenyrhe dettyioh@hgst owih som&éwagd t h e
tract from it. All (ten) of them are found in Aleph. All (ten) of them are supported by

other ancient New Testament documents. (Six) of them occur in Papyrus 75...The longer

we ponder the evidence of these om@nt passages, the more obvious it becomes that the

texts of Papyrus 75 and of Aleph were the work of heretics who for some reasoe-were r
luctant toacknowledge Jesus to be the Son of God. And the same seems to be true of B
and the other manuscripts tife Alexandrian type. Long ago Burgon and Miller pointed

out this heretical trait in Aleph and B, a

Certainly not by James White.

It is a pity that he did not appffe x e get i ¢ as sounccas thase cLi&on, Dr

Hills and Dr Mrs Riplinger. But does White now put forwdrcs ound exbl-geti ca
odsagint he hi ghest mdteadof arindddidoh tdittrhuet hnbe s sage o
Scri pandirtelts&® whol e t enor et SSuarodiugtioniandghet e ac hi
set of 10 questions posed earlier. If so, he does not say.

White*P #>® then lists 23 passages of scripture where the modern Greek texts such as Ne
tleds and t he moder themwvaenowe orosimogen hamesmasditides e d  f
pertaining to the Lord Jesus Christ found in the Received Text and the AV1611; Matthew

4:18, 12:25, Mark 2:15, 10:52, Luke 24:36, Acts 15:11, 16:31, 19:4, 10, 1 Corinthians

5:4, 9:1, 16:22, 2 Corinthians 4:10, 5:118,:31, 1 Thessalonians 3:11, 2 Thessalonians

1:8, 12, Hebrews 3:1, 1 John 1:7, 2 John 3, Revelation 1:9, 12:17.

Heinsiststhath KJV Only advocates take [this |ist]
the Alexandrian text to denigrate the person ofi€l. Yet, this is logically untenable.
The full title of the fiLord Jesus Christo

the New Testament of the NASB, and 61 times in the NIV. If the modern translations were
trying to Ahindoetdo exncyltunden gt,hemshey ot her readin

The simple answer to that question is that the Devil is not as stupid as James White. Note
that of the 241 passages of scripture where White mostly compared the AV1611 unf
vourably with modern versions, the DR, JR agnaih the AV1611 in 54% of the ga

sages but the NIV in only 4% of the passages, while the NIV joins with the JB, NWT in
departing from the AV1611 in 70% of the passages and with the DR, JR, JB or NWT in
89% of the passages. The drift away from AV1611 iregdis by no means abrupt but
gradual, though nevertheless steady, according to the motto of Bishop Autun SJ,
ASurtout, p aabove al mg toaneuchzel 2, o

How many references to the L%r Jceosnutsaih rai
will any of them refer to Him as the Second Person of the Godhead? See Dr Mms Ripli
ger 6s r e mar Khe Shepherd af kermasdbhe Hpistle oBarnabas

Then, compare Psalm 91:1@ with Luke 4:10al1l.

AFor he shal/l give his angels charge over

bear thee up in their hands, |l est thou das|
fiHe shall give his angels charge over thee, to keep thee: And in their hamelg shall

bear thee up, | est at any time thou dash t|
Allowing for the omission ofi F o in lbuke 4:10, the extrd A n dnd the addition ofi a t

any tiimmdeake 4: 11, the Devil cites nog o6fewer

or 84%, well in excess of the apparent74Po retention of the titlddi The Lor d Jes
C h r itoswthich White refers for the NIV and NASV.
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Given that the Devil is prepared to cite over 80% of a passage pertaining to theeLord J
sus Christ, it is realistito conclude that a 70+% citation, such as found in the NASV,
NIV,isa Devil 6s Obible. 0

But of the passages that White lists, agreement with or departure from the AV1611 is as
follows. SeeAppendix, Table Al

Agreement:
Matthew 4:18, 12:25, Mark 10:52, ke 24:36, NIV, Mark 2:15, 1 Thessalonians 3:11, JB
Departure

Mark 2:15, 1 Thessalonians 3:11, NIV, NWT, Mark 10:52, Luke 24:36, JB, NWT, Acts
15:11, 16:31, 19:4, 10, 1 Corinthians 5:4, 9:1, 16:22, 2 Corinthians 4:10, 5:18, 11:31, 2
Thessalonians 1:8, 1Rebrews 3:1, 1 John 1:7, 2 John 3, Revelation 1:9, 12:17, NIV, JB,
NWT.

The NIV agrees with the AV1611 in 4 of the 23 verses, or 17%. It departs from the
AV1611 with the JB, NWT in 17 of the verses, or 74% and with the NWT in 19 verses or
83%.

Once againjn the guise ofi s i r  oWhitet Pl *%eresarts to the farcical explanation
ilex pansi otaresolve the diserepanties and in so doing infers that God gave His
words to Rome and Watchtower but nofaithful bible believers such as the Waldefises
P Awho kept Thy t untlthdt Trstiofoupdits wtimaief expoessiorn as
the words of the 1611 Authorised Holy Bible. Some of the verses\thi¢ lists will be
addressed when they are encountered later in his’ b8k

See also the comment s afbhoavremowiitteley df e e c t
AV1611 readings for Ephesians 1:2 and Colmssil:2, by Dr Ruckman, Dr Mrs Ripi

ger, Charles Hadden Spurgeon, Dr Holland and David Daniels, where Daniels concludes,
appropriately for all these writer8, Moder n Bi bl es take away ma
says the same thing again. Thus modern Bibleemakt | ook | i ke t hose
so important to God. o

Cloud state¥ 2" 3further.

AnwWwHI TE MAKES AN | SSUE THAT DOCTRI NES ARE
FROM THE MODERN VERSIONS

ATo my knowl ey éat doctonesare entirelysrenswed from the modern
versions. The typical argument is that key doctrines are weakened and diluted; not e
tirely removed, yet James White repeatedly makes an issue of the fact that the various
doctrines are not removed-or example, of the doctrine of the virgin birth he says:

AAMatthew 1:25 is often cited by critics o
virgin birth of Christ. Yet if a modern translation wished to do this, why not remove the
parallel occurence of the term at Luke 2:7 where all the modern translations contain the

di sputed term?o¢6 (White, p . 159) .

AModern version defenders | ike James White
and power of repetition and of details, yet this is obviotlsyreason why the Bible is

filled with the same. When the Lord wanted to impress Pharaoh with coming events, he
repeated the dream two times (Gen. 41:32). When the Lord wanted to impress Peter that

the Gospel was for the Gentiles as well as for thes,Jae/ repeated the vision three times

(Acts 10:16). The Lord Jesus Christ often emphasized His statements with the double
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phrase, fAVerily, verily.o I n the book of
Lordo i s repeat e dsltérélpfilled withn this type of TepeditiorB Dde$ e |
that mean the repetitious details are not important? Hardly! Yet that is precisely what

the modern version defenders tell us. For example, in Mark 9, the Received Text and the
King James Biblerepéga iwher e t heir worm dieth not, an
times (verses 44, 46, 48). In the United Bible Societies Greek text and in the maglern En

lish versions, this statement is omitted from two of those places. It is in verse 48 but
verses 44nd 46 are removed. Is this of no consequence? | believe a sermon in which

the unspeakably horrible eternal nature of hell is mentioned three times is more potent

than one in which it is mentioned only once. Another example of this is in Matt. 4:4 and
Luke 4: 4. I n the KJV both verses contain
word that proceedeth out of the mouth of
statements. The critical Greek text, though, and the modern versions which follow tha

text, omit this statement from Luke 4:4. Not important, says White. It is in Matthew 4:4,

and that is enough. Nonsense, says the King James Bible defender, it should be in both

pl aces because repetition and dedthanmosti n Go
important statements in the entire Bible, and it makes sense that the Holy Spirit would
repeat it.

AKing James Bible defenders have magdge this
nored it. Why would the devil (assuming the textual rdifiees were demonic copu

tions) remove a verse in one place and leave a similar one in another? Why would he not
go ahead and remove an entire doctrine? James White asks this question at various
points in his book and seems to think that it is unanderdut | find that the answer is
rather obvious. It would be almost impossible to entirely remove a doctrine from the
Scriptures, but it was not so difficult to weaken certain key doctrines by a whittling down
process through textual corruptions intrashd by demonicallgontrolled men (such as
Origen) and to dilute the potency of the Scripture overall through this same process. In
warfare, a repeating rifle is much more effective than a single shot one! To takeuthe tho
sands of omissions in the modéents and translations as lightly as James White does is

strange in |ight of the biblical warnings
command you, neither shall ye diminish ought from it, that ye may keep the abmman

ments of the LORDyour@o whi ch | command youo (Deut. 4
AWe conclude this section with an excell en
the Bible:

ARGetting back to the omissions again, s on

text might be missing from one péain Scripture, it is sometimes found somewhere else

in Scripture. In other words, in some cases, essential writings were not removed from all
passages. 6So, 6 they exclaim, owhat is al
to be one of the nsbreckless attitudes toward Scripture in the Church, and can enly b
long to those so dulled by compromise and backslidden in heart that they have lost all
sense of reality. The Bible is not simply another publication out there on the open market
of religious books. It is the very word of God, which God deliberately placed above His
own name (Ps. 138:2), and of which even He Himself, will not alter one word (Ps.
89:34). How then can a God fearing Christian justify even the slightest omission from its
page? Are they not as much as saying that men have as much right to discard Scriptures
as God did to write them down?

AARTo Jjustify an omission because it can be
guestion of why it was removed in the first placetelad, such a slight of hand expén
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tion openly insults the declared infallibi
corrupters, and instructs the saints that
plainly lowers the Bible in statustogf 6 anot her bookd that we ¢

AAlHowever, whil e the Churchoés t®dddkdsance ot
If He forbids, under the severest penalty, the adding or taking away of a single word of
Scripture in Rev. 22:18,19ill He be lenient with those who support translations that

have clearly tampered with the Scriptures? Or, will they stand as guilty on the day of
judgment for their rationalizing, as the ones who did the tampering in the first place?

AR Sat an havete do muah from without when such indifference lies within. It is

this very spiritofnomr esi st ance that the spoilers of G
will encourage them to do even further damage to Scripture. With the unchangeable
Word of Ga now subject to the changeable views of men, what will the next generation

of Bibles be like? If we today are willing to give up our most for less, will saints of t
morrow be willing to give up this |l ess for
(Chick Salliby, If the Foundations Be Destroyed, Fiskdale, MA: Word and Prayes-Mini
tries, 1994, pp. 88, 89). 0

Concerning the omissions of the Lordoés nan
Fowle”P *“*" notes 173 references where the NIV omitsnes of our Lord God. Chick

Salliby notes many of these omissions and wiitB&®’ with respect to these alterations

(aut hordos emphasis).

AThere are at | east 378 additional referen
found i n tverethedalowiadsbowlé also be mentioned:

1. Of these 378 additional tittles, NOT ONE OF THEM can be found in the-Trad
tional Text from which the KJV was translated. A text, incidentally, that agrees
with about ninety percent of the ancient manuscripts tlaae been passed down
to the present time.

2. Only a few of these additional titles (roughly one out of every twenty) can even be
found in the corrupted texts from which the NIV was translated. Even the oldest
of the modern English versions, the Revisesige of 1881, that can generally
be found in agreement with the NIV, only recorded 19 of these 378 additional t
tles. So, we can see that the vast majority of them were plainly invented by the
NI'Vbs translating committee.

3. Although it is proper to italide any additional words not found in the original
text, none of these 378 extra titles were italicised, or flagged in any other manner,
to show that they did not appear in the source documents.

4. Lastly, the vast majority of these extra titles serve no m&rpd-or the most part,
each one replaced a pronoun that just as clearly referred to Jesus, or was plugged
into text that did not need the support of the additional title to inform the reader
that it was dealing with Jesus.

AAL I of t he a heote qessoh why,lindvieve dd this a/erron of nonesse

tial unauthorized titles, were so many authorized titles of Jesus removed from the NIV,
where it was necessary for the reader to have them. God knew where He wanted the
name of Jesus in the Bible, dg did every other word, jot, or title. Therefore, whether

His choices agree with our current ideas or not, or can be defended on grounds for which

we find any sufficient reasoning at all, i
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provide for ther eader GODO6s WORD. Or el se they sh
ot her name. 0

White® P **® concludes this chapter with some speculative comments on the preservation
of the scriptures.

AKJYV Only adguchte asdert that those who do not join them in making the

KJV the final authority in all things do n
Almost all KJV Only books will contain a section on how God has promised to preserve

His words, ad t hey will|, of cour se, assume t ha
KJvefighting for a belief that al/l Christi

has revealed himself, and has done so in such a way that we can continue to know that
revelation pefectly today.

AThe problem with the position takem- by th
strated that his way is the only way to un
have to preserve His Word in the way KJV Only advocates beli®rahight God have

done this in another wayéa much | ess fl ash:

~

ABy having the text of the New Temmlihgugment i
in the farflung corners of the Roman Empire in a relatively short period of time, God
protected thatext from the one thing that we could never detect: the wholesale change of
doctrine or theology by one particular man or group who had full control over that text at
any one point in its historyéthere was neyv
men could gather up all the manuscripts and make extensive changes in the text itself,

such as cutting out the deity of Christ, or inserting some foreign doctrine or concept. No
one could gather up the texts andamonzy to m
i ngo them, eitherélndeed, by the time anyo
name of Christianity, texts like P66 or P75 were already long buried in the sands of
Egypt, out of reach of anyone who would try to alter them. The facthtbmttext is
nearly i1identical to even the most AByzant i
mony to the overall purity of the New Test

*An explosion of the New Testament text seems distinGtly | a ® lhis @author but
James White is master of obfuscation.

White has again confusdidt e xwithsfioma n u s c¢ Mhe papygri.ace in fact man
scripts that are notoriously corrupt and are not identicél By z a nmanuscepts. If
they were identical té B y z a nanuscepts, God would kia had no reason to bury
them in the sands of Egypt because fihB y z a not Reneeved Text was quite dbv
ously well preserved without them. The papyri are useful insofar aslthegnstitute an
early witness to the Received T&kt?*" as much as 480% and overall a stronger twi
ness to it than to the Alexandrian text but3 agreement with the Received Text is
far frominear | y tothe vastimajaity ofi By z a nmamuscepls and these
fragments were discarded precisely because they peoemanuscript§'? °8+2,

Remember too that Moormah'®*’ has found that the papyri as a whole support e R

ceived Text, AV1611, against the Alexandrian text, NIV, in 39 passages versus 182 of his

356 doctrinal passages, where the papyri are extant. Again, this isfardéya r li-y 1 den
c al Sedremarksund& o d 6 s T tAe161K Authorised Holy Bible

However, White insists, without evidence, th@atThe si de ef fect v-of t hi
i ng the New Testament is the relatively sm
has pointed out what he calls the tenacity of the New Testament text. This refers to the

fact that once a variant reading appears |
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gets copied and ends up in other manuscr.i
original readings of the New Testament wor
pear o6 without a trace, we would have to fa
Afallen through the crackso as well . But

forcing us to deal with textual variants, also provides us with the assutatceur work
is not in vain. One of those variant readings is the original. We are called to invest our
energies in discovering which one it is. o0

Called by whom, and according to which commands in scripture? White, as usual, leaves
the reader guessing

Wil kinsonbs overview of church and &extual
tions, toget heWhiwti d ds All anthmtddhis comnBostréom Wi
kinson.

[Citing historian Stanleyif And so wel | di d Go dayes agreeane p e 0O |
what was Scripture and what was not, that that no general council of the church, until

that of Trent (1545) dominated by the Jesuits, dared to say anything as to what books
should comprise the Bible or what texts wel

Il n the light of Wil kinsonds thorofigdgbualg
v ar i ane bbswd. He is also wrong in asserting that no changes were made to the
Traditional, or Received Tet such as cutting outingshmee dei ty
foreign doctrine or concept. o

The reader should recall Dr Ruckmanodés r ema
2:33, John 1:18, 3:1BtheonlyNew Test ament referencie on C
above, with respect to weakening, iggadually cutting out the Deity of Christ and Dr
Ruckmanods ci t'd8%¥t%n of Dr Hills

AAlt i s NOT true that there are no warious
trines. On the contrary, in the handifof dissenting manuscripts there are a HOST of
corrupt readings which ALL bring into question such doctrines as the essentdd GO
HEAD of CHRI ST. 00

Asforif or ei gn nodrec eéeptosm oODr Ruckmands analysi s
is made into a sinndsy omission offi wi t h o ut froan Matthews5e2d, how the
bringing in of Godés I|iteral, physical Kir
ending from Matthew 6: 13, how the false no
A e v Pshlm 78:49,si conveyed by omission éfo f  @andMatthew 22:30, how the

omission ofif or t hem t h a fromtMank $40t24 allows tha sinhee te 6till

trust in riches and enter the kingdom of God and how redemption is equated to remission

by omission ofi trto u g h  h ifrem Golbssians 1014.

Moormari shows that Codices B and the other old codices are the sources forlthese a
tera i ons, especially Aleph (except faea- that
tion above, these important readimidi i di sappear 0 fwommanasaripts a t r a
such a B and Aleph that Whit**regardsag gr e at . o

Moreover, what about theé f o r e i g n inttodutex dypthe goeryphal New Test
ment books such a&he Shepherd of Hermasd The Epistle of Barnabafound in ®-
dex Al eph? See Dr Mrs Riplingerods finding:

See alsdzarly Conspirators and Corrupter$or the heretical beliefs of the Romanizing
portion of the Chrch of England that Wilkinson described with respeclitp hi | osophy
and vai mColubganx2i8i s ®i ence f allsTanbthy 6:80h pa alf laendk, 0
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and vain 2Tanothy 211618 and, as Dr Mrs Riplinger warns, the noti@a e

poused by JH. Newman, thatit he wunseen wuniverse wais 1 nhat
ate beings who were spirit uddivehfipm deteton bet we
ofionl| y bfeomdohrt 1el4, &8, 3:16, 18, 1 John 4:9.

As Wilkinson warned, citing Harnack.

iThe greatest enemies of the infant S£hrist.i
ing flood of heresy which, under the name of Christianity, engulfed the truth for many
year s. This is what brought on the Dark

abundance copies of the Scriptures with bewildering changes in verses and passages
within one hundred years after the death o

Salliby?* P **" also notes how the NIV alters or omits portiasf the following additional
passages, directly or indirectly to weaken the doctrine of the Deity of Christ; Matthew
8:2, 9:18, 24:36, Mark 1:31, 3:15, 6:33, 51, Luke 1:28, 2:43, 49, 8:43, 9:7, John 1:27, 5:4,
6:11, 69, 9:4, 35, Acts 2:30, 3:13, 26, 7:3b;18, Romans 14:10, Ephesians 3:9, 14,
5:30, Philippians 2:6, 1 Timothy 3:16, Hebrews 10:30, 1 Peter 3:15, 1 John 4:3, 5:7, 8,
Jude 25, Revelation 1:8, 9, 11, 13, 14:5, 20:12.

Berry®? shows that for most of the 41 verses that Salliby cites, the tecttaabes* that

the NIV follows to downgrade the Deity of the Lord Jesus Christ come from the critical
editions of Griesbach, Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles, Alford, Wordsworth, svho e
sentially followed the Alexandrian té&&***'2 (The NIV omissionofiwhi ch had spe
all her money noriukley S8i: &tida MEdtion) om Nest |l eds

*Matthew 8:2, 9:18, Luke 2:49, Acts 3:13, 26, Philippians 2:6 involve changes ofatransl|

tion that weaken the testmpn t o t he Lorddés Deiorghitoppedo a
k n eMatthew8:2,9:18fi my Fat her dosfimhusian & e dukes2:48,0us e, C
Sotod ser vActs B:13p26fit hought it not robbtery to
did not constihd eGo de gswaneitthyiPmliigpiahs®.6.be gr asped

The above comparisons show that White is lying again. Moreover, Grady, citing
Pickering?*®has di sproved Wbnteds warieamihahawdir

B 1 R 14

manuscript, it simply doesndébt go away. o0
AfhThe Aol dest is besto advocate wil!/l of t en
|l ine of reasoning assumes...that the cl ose

water MUST be...Pickerintprows in the proverbial monkey wrench:

AARThis i s normally true, no doubt, but wha
yards below the spring? Then the process is reversadthe polluted water is exposed

to the purifying action of the sumd ground, THE FARTHER IT RUNS THE PURER IT
BECOMES (unless it passes more pipes). That is what happened to the stream of the
New Testament transmission. Very near to the source, by 100 A.D. at least, THE PO
LUTI ON STARTED GUSHI NG I NTO THE PURE STREA]

TheAi't e xt ual i andadeletiond tha White eulogises didot proliferate like the
Received Text did. They were confined largely to the early copies that were corrupted by
heretics like Origen and located mostly in known centres of heresy,oiree RAlexan-

dria, Caesarea and a Catholic monastery near Egypt in the case of Aleph. See remarks
above by Dr Ruckman, Dr Mrs Riplinger and David Cloud on Origen and remarks earlier
on Early Conspirators and Corrupters

I:Ilp 16, 215217

Dr Ruckma answers White as follows.
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Al White] i s about to stateéthat maybe God
the Aoriginals. o The | ess spectacul ar wa
Greek manuscript secreted the Roman Catholic Vatican, and another corrupt Greek
manuscript hidden in a wastebasket; both remained hidden until Hort revived them
(1880) as the Reformation endedé

AHere is the Scholarshepkonlyp &dVvbcal eoimndo
belief that all Christians would naturally defend: the idea that God has revealed himself,

and has done so in such a way that we <can
There is the Alexandrian in the raw, again. How did God reveal Himself?i Hk@d 6t s avy .
What did he mean when he said fiin such a w

fcontinue to know that revel ation. o Wh a t |
NnThere 1is no reference in Whitedd®sstwotramen
the word of God, or Godbdés revelation of hi
ABOOK. 0O It does not mean dAoriginal autogr
it does not mean foriginal manuscfiBiphlse® a

was mentioned. What you read was the official, doctrinal, theological statement of neo
orthodoxy as given by Barth and Brunner. You see, Jimmy pretended that he had the

original Areadingso in his handses dHeedi d
i ngs, 0 quoted before A.D. 330 were not val
hisbooks el | i ng buddies have a perfect revelati
AThe nAperfect revel ationo (see elBady ef) i s
Christ (not an elite group of Nicolaitans)
Dr Ruckman then poi nt s -appoibted taskat devotio ofuur | f 1 |
energies in discovering whi cla CHristianrwoudn t re:
haveit o spend a mini mgmaafuafteumwoye&aros i n pos
Whiteods assertion here P Wiihdueevidence, thatr i t i c
Al Every] ver sion must b e sneabirjgenceffect that thé he or
AV1611 can be altered at will, according t
Whit e8P ficandd vi dual responsibility.?o

White and our critic appear to have beenbdgdhe same unholy spirit.

Dr Ruckman adds in a note to his above commédfé®> i Thi s i s t he ACME
risy. White is implying that if you have the education HE has you can determine which
words areint he ori gi nal and which ones areno6t.
mi nd o ¢.pHe at2ibut®s)sloppy preaching and shallow interpretation of the Bible

to ignorance of Greek and Hebrew. The sloppiest, craziest, most ineffectual, nuddle
mindeal, fouledup interpretation and boring preaching in this century is from the atyara

ters who correct the AV with Hebrew and GreekTARobertson, Kenneth Wuest, Robert

Dick Wilson, Philip Schaff, Rosenthal, Ryrie, Pickering, Zane Hodges, Farstad, Kutilek,
etc.)

APet er, James, John, Paul , Matt hew, Mar k,
Whitebds advice to any Christian on the fac:

*White stated3P ?**® thatfi E n g-bpeakity peple today have access to the bpsi-
specified]translations that have ever existed, and by diligent comparison of finese
specified]translations any Englisk peaki ng person can study a
[unspecified between two coverdNhite still hasn o fi béiTbhleerce] i s no i nco
between Christian piety and a wélhined mind. There should be a desire on the part of
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many believers to be as prepar dudspegifed]t hey
Word. Our local Bible colleges should leamany applicants seeking a place in a hegi
ning Greek or Hebrew classéGod is not hono

terpretation of thgunspecifiedBi b1 e . 0
Dr RuckmanP ?* continues.

Al n retfeertemate Aperfect revelation, 0 [ White]
have the EDUCATI ON he haséThe surest proof
neither he, nor anyone he knows, nor anyone he ever heard of (including any group or

indi vi dual ), i n 100 years of revisinB the K
FECT REVELATI ONO of God which we <cd&n fcon
temptshave been made in one hundred years; on

AARANnd WE <can oavo rtthiatuer etvellani on perfectly -
Fakir? The reference is not to any man, woman or child reading this sheet of paper.

Whitebds AWEO is a reference to | ess than O
0.0009 percent has NEVERYE PRODUCED A APERFECT REVELAT
THI NG. They Acontinuedd in nothing but sp:
Al White] |ied Aslap througho from start to
*See work by VancgP 1"

The words of the NIV Prefac6,t he wor k of trans| atentiely I S ne

vindicate Dr Ruckmandés conclusions.

Il n answer to Whietsed s pprestnaton Cladl® *states fu-
ther:

AKing James Bible defenders argue that it is impossible to beliebiblinal presera-

tion and to accept the tenets of modern textual criticism. The latter claims that the purest
text of Scripture was misplaced or unused for centuries and did not begin to be recovered
until the end of the 19th century. Textual critidsus that the Received Text, which was
without question the traditional text of the vast majority of Bi®éeving Christians

from 1500 to 1900, is an impure text that contains thousands of latter additions. They tell
us that the pure text of the Newstament is actually the shortened WestElitt type

text represented today in the United Bible Societies Greek New Testament. The problem
is that this text was rejected for hundreds of years until textual critics such as Tischendorf
exalted it in the lee 1800s, while the Received Text was greatly honored by God. If the
Received Text is indeed the impure text, the promise of God has failed. God preserves
His Word in its use among His people, not in its misuse and neglect.

AConsider a statement thdtustrates the way the Received F&xig James Bible &t

fender looks at Bible preservation. This statement was made in 1970 by Donald Brake in
a Master of Theology thesis entitl&@he Doctrine of the Preservation of Scriptures
presented to the facultyf the Department of Systematic Theology at Dallas Theological
Seminary:

AARThe i ssue ultimately i s: Has God preseryv
rupted text for the Church or has He merely preserved for one thousand years a co

rupted text andhen revealed His true text when a German critic at the convent of St.
Catherine picked out of a wastebasket one
from Counterfeit or Genuine? Grand Rapids: Grand Rapids International Publications,

1975, p. 179) 0 O
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A most perceptive question that White is unable to answer.

In the notes of this chapter, White makes the assumiptidthat John5:4ended up i 1
most Greek manuscripts, including the ones from which K& was tras-

| atedésomeone included a note in their man
sick and the pool. This manuscript was copied and the explanatory note inserted into the
text itself. o

The manuscript evidence for and against John 5:3tas4been summarised elsewfére

34 where it is noted that the AV1611 has early attestation in Old Latin Text, the Old
Syriac Peshitta, Tertullian 220 ADcend 200
tury, AD 175. Dr Mrs Riplinger notes th&t® "*’the passage is found in the Angdaxon

Bibles predating the year 700 AD. Why were the Ang@axon bible believers su

guided, if their scriptures wereime o r ? Whiteds knowleegdge of
rior to Gail Riplingerodos that he cannot ev

See also Moormdf '°2 who draws attention to the immediate contestiat White ove-
looked,i Ver ses u/ppporsees a miracul owseormammoonfimg of t
Tertullianbés and Tatiandés early citings.

So contrary to Whitebs asser tdate R66, PTShtke ver s
earliest witnesses thatnit the passage.

White forgets that where a note thah@t scripture is inserted into a manuscript, inct

perpetuated, as il lustrai sdabdvg. MBreowad, BO s cCc i t
gorf P °% 84 P 8¥2 has specifically discussed one such spurious insertion, namely-the so
calledi short cooncMaskd@so Gospel, found iha Code:

solitary MS of the Bor9"cent ury which exhibitswhicmd exc:¢
White also overlooked.

Burgon statesii [ Code x L] is described as the work
probably wrote with several MSS before him, but who is found to be wholly incompetent

to determine which reading to adopt and which to rej€dertain it is that, he interrupts

himself, at the end of [Mark 16] verse 8, to write as follows:

AlSomet hing to this effect is also met wit
ately rehearsed unto Peter and the rest. And after things, from Eastueto West, did

Jesus Himself send forth by their means the holy and incorruptible message of eternal
Salvation. o ABut this also is met with a
when he was risen early, the first day of

Al t ¢ amadlltthatd should delay the reader with any remarks on such a&ermin
tion of the Gospel as the foregoing. It was evidently the production of someone-who d

sired to remedy the conspicuous incompl et el
who had imbibed so little of the spirit of the evangelical narrative that he could not in the
| east i mitate the Evangelistds manner .
AAs for the scribe who executed Codex L, t

the grossest fabrication from the genuine x t . ©

An observation that is reminiscent of James White, who repeatedly fails to recognise
genuine portions of scripture with overwhelming attestation. Yet the Lord Jesus Christ
promisedthafit he Spirit of trut héldehnll@l3gui de you i

Which &éspiritodé is guiding James White?
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Dr Hills®*P***®* notesthai[ John 5: 3b, 4] éhas been defend
such as Hengstenberg (1861) but also be radicals such as A. Hilgenfeld (1875) and R.
Steck (1893). Hengstenberg contends thatth e wor ds ar e necessar.i
connection, 0 quoting with approval m-he rer
probable fAthat the narrator, who has state
porches, should be so sparing of his wordscsely with regard to that which it is neze

sary to know in order to understand the occurrence, and should leave the character of the

pool and its healing virtue to be guessed from the complaint of the sick man, wdich pr
supposes a k nogehfedddgdeSteak fightly tnsisbthat titeiatccount of the
descent of the angel into the pool in verse 4 is presupposed in the reply whichdhe imp

tent man makes to Jesus in verse 7E¢
AThe fact that Tatian (c. 175) ostrergtheamsd e d t h
the evidence for its genuineness by attest]

The Trinitarian Bible Sociefy statesthati The copy quoted by Tert.
written more than a hundred years earlier
fore either of the two papyrus fragments which omit the words. The evidence shows that

very early in the 8 century there were in existence some copies which included and some
which omitted these words. The evidence also makes it quite clear that in akaénfpll

centuries the majority of copies and versions over a wide area retained the disputed
words as an authentic part of the inspired

White does not, indeed cannot, explainwhy he maj ority of copies
wide area retained the dispue d  wamnd whyg the minority of copies that omitted them
remained lost and forgotten for centuries, especially throughout the period of Reformation
and Revival.

Job once askediWho knoweth not in all these that the hand of the LORD hath
wrought thisd Job 12:9.

James White, for one.

More examples will follow but examination of the passages of scripture addressed in this
chapter provides clear refutation of the f|

1 The modern translations dmtyield superior readirgto the AV1611.
1 Thedoattack the Deity of the Lord Jesus Christ.
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Chapter4dinPutting It Togethero

White® P >** makes a further attempt to undermine belief in 1611 Authorised Holy Bible

by reference to thapproach of Erasmus, first editor of the Received New Testament
Text,ton many of the same textual variants that
andtoit he printed editions of the KJV [that]
difficultiesfa t he most radi cal proponents of the

Note first that d*&%pthat ds babkiiitse 6nso ti nasg asit nesntc €
James Vbéahas shified rom calipntia gr eat , yet i tmper fec
merelyia human t Hensbabebngodinconsistent. 6

White first makes an allegation abdtf*>t o Er afispnauuscéist y o fandnanus c
apparently marvelthathn Er as mus éwas able to prodwece suc
s o u r cTais alleyation leads Whit@*°to a patently false conclusion under thechea

ing of The Text Of The Reformation?

A Ev er y on batthedGmeekt text utilized by Luther in his preaching, and Calvin in

his writing and teaching, was what would become known as the TR. But we must point

out that they used this text by default, not by choice. In other words, it was not a matter
oftheirr ej ecting other Atext typeso such as th
much as it was a matter of wusing what was

White is wrong about both Erasmusodés resour
the time of the ReformationCloud 72" 3states.

AWHITE MAKES AN ISSUE OF ERASMUS, OF HIS PERSONAL, THEOLOGICAL,
AND TEXTUAL WEAKNESSES, PRETENDING THAT THE WEAKNESSES (3 ERA
MUS DETRACT FROM THE RECEIVED TEXT.

AThis topic has been dikawith frequently by defenders of the Authorized Versiore- Fr

derick Nolan (17841864), in his 57gage An Inquiry into the Integrity of the Greeki-Vu

gate or Received Text of the New Testament (available in reprint from Bible for Today,

900 Park Ave., Ctihgswood, NJ 08108), defended the sixteeathitury text on the basis

of faith and theological purity, and he opposed the critics of his day who were djspara

i ng the work of Erasmus, Stephanus, and Be
version propoents. Nolan, in a careful and very technical manner, traced the history of

the doctrinal corruptions which were introduced into the text of various manuscripts du

ing the first four centuries after ChristNolan devastates the popular idea that Erasmus

and the Reformation editors were working with insufficient textual evidence and that
they did not know about the reafhingsaptiliedrd
emphasis. Cloud continues.

ANOLAN SHOWS THAT THE REFORMATILGOW THBI TORS
RECEIVED TEXT BECAUSE THEY LACKED SUFFICIENT TEXTUAL EVIDENCE,

BUT BECAUSE THEY CONSCIOUSLY CHOSE TO REJECT THE CRITICAD-REA

| NGS. (Contrast this with Whitebds stat e mg
Aused this textoiltye.dgf Lwints,i derot thhyey dI| | owi
book:

AARWI TH RESPECT TO MANUSCRIPTS, I T I'S | NDI S
WAS ACQUAINTED WITH EVERY VARIETY WHICH IS KNOWN TO US; HAVING
DISTRIBUTED THEM INTO TWO PRINCIPAL CLASSES, one of which comdsp

with the Complutensian editigne. Received Text]the other with the Vatican man

script. And he has specified the positive grounds on which he received the ore and r
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jected the other. The former was in the possession of the Greek church ethim lditat

of the Latin; judging from the internal evidence he had as good reason to conclude the
Eastern church had not corrupted their received text as he had grounds to suspect the
Rhodians from whom the Western church derived their manuscripts, hach@ocated

them to the Latin Vulgate. One short insinuation which he has thrown out, sufficiently
proves that HIS OBJECTIONS TO THESE MANUSCRIPTS LAY MORE DEEP; and they

do immortal credit to his sagacity. In the age in which the Vulgate was formed, the
church, he was aware, was infested with Origenists and Arjaars affinity between any

manuscript and that version, consequently conveyed some suspicion that its text was co
ruptedo (Nolan, An Inquiry intol&)hedo I ntegr.]

*They must have emigrated from Antioch. Good riddahcke See the discussion in the
previous chapt ¥ obnfanusetipt coreuptisn by heneticsa Cloudheo
tinues.

AThe f act astsanytohthet Refarmation &aders believed that God had pr

served His Word in a certain family of manuscripts which can be called the Traditional

or Received Text and it was to this text that these wise men looked when they were
searching for the wordsfdGod. It was not a decision they made out of ignorance or
happenstance. The Reformation editors recognized that the Traditional Text is
*theologically pure whereas the text represented by Vaticanus and friends is impure. In a
word, they did not adophte Recei ved Text out of ignoranc

*Thetermfit he ol o gi sanddrsyoodpgounean free from doctrinal error, weake

ing or omission. This is true of the Received Text but not the Alexandrian. Seethe pr

vious chapter for DRuck mandés summar vy, with accompany
weakened, omitted or altered by changes from the AV1611 Text introduced intodhe mo

ern versions by the Alexandrian text. See
influenced the Aleandrian text with respect to weakening the doctrine of the Deity of the

Lord Jesus Christ.

Dr Mrs Riplinger®? “**"writes extensively of Erasmus, the sources that he usedrto co

pile his Greek New Testameatd the predominance of this Text from apostolic té Re
ormation ti mes. See faHlFwmod amvd rkti anlsloyn,d st hr eernee
str eams nflerEbrly Bdngpisators and Corrupters Dr Mrs Riplinger notes

that, her emphasis.

A[ Er a s mta hdt hevnas acquired snany manuscripts that he needed two assi
tants to help carry them and plenty of ti mi

AKennet h W. Cl ar k, the scholar who has exa
admit s, AfWe shoubntusothattrebutentof Eaaodr e
transmission from a manuscript text, already commonly received, to a printed form, in

which this text would continue to prevail

AToday there are over 5edv0dstanmeat.nKlg aitics ignores o f
the fact that over 99% agree with Erasmus:¢
than one percent [ 44 corrupt ones] éagree
NI V, NASB, NRSVéThe agr eemiremtananonbus onhmarsy t i ny
changes

iYet other criti®¥, seeh abadamé@&r Whmus gu:
huncho I ed him to the readings whicdt matcht

t h

e preservation of the text by
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AJames WHKHAi’% e AiTGirges men were primarily resp
Greek text utilized by the KJV traasbrs in their work on the New Testament: Desiderius

Erasmus, Robert Etienne, better known as ¢
trying to give his readers the false |1 mpre

than merely PRINTING the Gre¢ke xt t hat was received ever)
New Testament text was a mirror of the handwritten Greek texts which were used before

the advent of the printing press. Erasmus was merely the first to PRINT IT, PUBLISH IT

AND CIRCULATE IT,inthenewpi nt ed f{autmhboéds emphasis).

ACritics often assert that OErasmus did no
he had access to every reading currently extant, and rejected those matching the Catholic
Vul gate, NIV, NASB todayeé

A Er as maals clearly wn the Preface (p. xviii) to his Greek New Testament, that he
knew of the readings of the corrupt Greek

Not e Whit é%%® of biblé belevers aited in the previous chaptdi.Anot her
common claim made by those who defend the KJV is that the Alexandrian texts have been
corrupted by fAheretics. o They point to m
things that most modern fundamentaligtsuld find more than slightly unusual, and on

this basis make the very long leap to the assertion that the manuscripts that come from
the same area must be Acorrupt. oo

According to White, Erasmus must have made such an asseértive n g yét&vaite , 0
insists’?>*thati Er as mu s wa s [i.eoamtibible helievess]i Wl e®hi sé[ KJV O
contr obemussim@any of the exact same argument s
Only advocates were used againstErasmunear |y 500 years ago! o

White does not inform his readers that Era
the fundamental matter of Alexandrian corruptions that distinguish this text fronethe R
ceived Text. Once aga.im, White is being 0i

White also insiststhd&i The very man to whom AV da&fender
jority of their New Testament text used the very same argument and methodolegy to d

fend his work that modern textual scholars use to defend the readings of the NASB or

NI V! 0o

White does not care to explain the obvious question prompted by his reimark.did
Erasmus therefore arrive at a different texBthce again, despite his lengthy discus$fon
09 n  Er as miheléases theoréades guessing.

Moreover, AV bible believers daoot defer to Erasmus but as Dr Mrs Riplinger rightly
indicatesfit he preservation of the text by God. o

Her researches on Erasmus <clearly refute
Coudds citation of Nolan, above. Dr Mr s Ri |

AFrederick Nol an, writing in 1815, e-t at es,
sponds with the text which has since been discoverguletail in the great body of
Greekmamuscri( pusdor s emphasis) .

Note that Whiteds opinions about argument
Aused the very same argument and met hodol o
scholars use to def end ddnetbearelasd scruty of t he

For example, Whit& *®states thafi We are often told that God
than any translation of thpunspecified]Bi b | e, and the fact that
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for hundreds of years should be grounds enough for us today to hold it as the standard.
We have already noted how attached many co
tional o text of the Latin Vulgate in the d.

Dr  HPA*%¥ sanment is useful in response, his emphases.

A T hseholastictheologians, on the other hand, warmly defended the Latin Vulgate as
the only true New Testament text. In 1514 Martin Dorp of the University of Louvain
wrote to Erasmus asking him not to publish his forthcoming Greek New Testament. Dorp
argued that if the Vulgate contained falsifications of the original Scriptures and errors,
the Church would have been wrong for many centuries, which was impossibleef-The
erences of most Church Councils to the Vulgate, Dorp insisted, proved that the Church
considered this Latin version to be the official Bible and not the Greek New Testament,
which, he maintained, had been corrupted by the heretical Greek Church. ténd af
Erasmusd6 Greek New Testament had been publ
scholar, accused it of being an open condemnation of the Latin Vulgate, the version of
the Church. And about the same time Peter Sutor, once of the Sorbonne ancClater a

thusian monk, declared that Alf in one poli
ity of holy Scripture would coll apse. 0
AfBelieving Bible students today are often

regard to the King James VersiorathPeter Sutor took more than 450 years agoen r

gard to the Latin Vulgate. But this is false. We take the third position which we have
mentioned, namely, theommonv i e w. I n Erasmusdé day this
ground between the humanistic viemd the scholastic view. Those that held this view
acknowledged that the Scriptures had been providentially preserved down through the
ages. They did not, however, agree with the scholastic theologians in tying this provide

tial preservationtothe Lativu |l gat e . On the contraryéthey
the Greek New Testament text. o

Moreover, Dr Vanc® has shown that the AV1611 wastiit he fAon | yaom Bi bl e
dr eds o fHungdreds ofsthay veions came into existence before and after the
AV1611 was published, including the Jesuit Dotkip e i ms and Chal l oner
together with the Revised Version of 1881 and the American Standard Version of 1901.

God ignored them all.

Theiconset haoi owo lEld ®© dhe Vulgate were actual or alliedGatho-

lics, whose Church savagely persecuted the true bible believers such as the WHldenses

1617 who held steadfastly to the Received Téktteh s cr i pt u Damiel @0f21.t r ut h «
See al so Wil ki n sGathadlicsCorrugtarsaandk Genturias rofd\Vearfaye

showing that bibles of the Received Text type actyaltydated er ome 6 s Vul gat e

Whiteds attempt t o equ adrseandftleeir spintfialdncestoxs1l 6 1 1
who suffered undefit he i r on h e a@dringdhie DarkhAges piig @ g @ r v

ti ve t h édaodngng io arrssgervient to the same persecuting church is therefore
grotesque.

White®P %7 cites correspondence between Erasmus and Dorp, a supporter of the Vulgate,

where Dorpstate8 | f ét he Latin transl ator varu-es in
script, at that point | bid the Greeks goodbye and cleave to the katiMhite asks plai-

tively AHow does this differ in the |l east from
Dr Samuel Gi pp, AQuestion: Wh a t shoul d | (
contradict? Answer : Thr ow o0 wthe sanheewritér,e X i c 0 I

AQuestion: Wh a t about a contradiction that
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You wi || have to accept the perfectisson of
mi ssed such arguments out ofr rhoarnsd .o f ficVehpayti
Erasmus asked Dorp. o

Whiteds questions beg a furtherfigheshighes
standar d& ofLetsrsuttthan a quarter of the way t
candidates have emerged for thisleed office.

1 White own opiniofP 2. See discussion in tmhe p
ion that the MNAfVibsesh@niderPagl @ epi s
a bit too interpretive formy tat e s . 0

1 iThe whole tenor oSeeScwhiipttédbiE® ocPhdigact hiionng .
Schaffdés damme utas om@mri ants. 0

rev.
t1l e

T AThe message 0%ed hWhistcegd ptalirteast ibon of Sc

~

T ASoundi exlegeeSdo®diWhdt eds evaluation of
Aleph and B.

Other candidates may yet emetgée

But for now, it should be understood that the exchange between Erasmus and Dorp about
the Latin Vulgate and the Greek manuscripts bearselaion to the questions that Dr
Gipp answers.

Hodge&P'*°notesthafit he more than 8000 Vulgate manus
exhibit the greatest amount of cross contamination of textual types. nBunguided

process achieving relative stability and uniformity in the diversified textual, historical,

and cultural circumstances in which the New Testament was cpgetbr the Majority

Text], imposes impossible strains on our imagination.

A He r esithe greates weakness of contemporary textual criticism. Denying t@athe M
jority text any claim to represent the actual form of the original text, it is nevertheless u
able to explain its rise, its comparative uniformity, and its dominance in anyasaisf
manner. All these factors can be rationally accounted for, however, if the Majority text
represents simply the continuous transmission of the original text from the very first. All
minority text forms are, on this view, merely divergent offshobthe broad stream of

transmission whose source is the autograph:
And Dr Mrs Riplinger add§? %’ A The | i beral Encyclopedia E
to admit of Er aseuenedtse faGrthatehk Vutgate[Whose feddingsr

can be seen today i n the n-anddoment bunirs | é wa s

pl aces an erroneous document 0oéRoberts- Steph
tament after the death of Erasmus. He ubed16 Greek manuscripts in the library of

King Francis | and his son Henry Il. He said that they were all identical down totthe le

ter! Hlenticale @ed | eit qual ity codices in the p
(aut horbés emphasis) .

A vast diference exists between the Vulgate, with its exter8iwver o ss cont ami na
t e xt ua land thg nelatisecuniformity of manuscripts underlying the Received Text

and the AV1611. Erasmus was therefore correct in warniigtoh e er rorim of co
the Vulgate versus the comparative purity of his transmitted Greek Text. And Dr Gipp

was sound in urging belief in the AV1611 for the same reasons.
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Moreover, White seems not to have noticed that as a compilation by men, a Lexicon is
not the Holy Bible, AV611 and, despising Dr Mrs Riplinger as he does, White dras i
nored her finding$? ®**on the dubious nature of modern Lexicons.

AThe Greek and Hebrew Lexicons are written
writes Princeton and Yale scholar Edward Hills. A few examples will suffice: 1) The New

Brown-Driver-Briggs HebrewEngl i sh Lexiconds editor (Bri
6l i beral 6 Presbyterian Church for iséds 61 i b
Synonyms of the New Testament, was & membe
ford, whose Greek reference works are still used. 3) J. Henry Thayer, author of the New

Thayerdés Greek Lexicon, was a Unitastti an w

(Thayer was also the dominant member of the ASV committee!) His Lexicon contains a
seldom noticed warning by the publishers in its Introduction (p. vii). It cautions readers

to watch for adulterations in the work relating to the deity of Christ éuedTrinity. 4)

The acclaimed AT . Robert sonds Greek Grammar al so ser

saying, AThe text of Westcott and Hort is
drawn by Kurt and Barbara Aland of the Nesfltand Greek Newestament elicit the
response by Phillip Comfort that #Athe Al an
Hills summarises:

AfhUndeni ably these wunbelievers know a gr ec¢
grace. They misrepresent these facts, howewverc ause t hey ignere and
|l ation of Himself in and through the facts
AThese and ot her | exi cons abstract Kittelo/(

based on citations by ancient Greeks like Plato, Socrates, Aristotle and other pagan
saurces. When applied to bible words, these pagan interpretations serve, not asia magn
fying glass, as most suppose, but as a gl a:

Dr Mrs Riplinger* ? ***" reveals that @&man theologian, Gerhard Kittel, editor of the

celebrated 1&olume Theological Dictionary of the New Testamejained the Nazi

Party in 1933 and began work on his dictionary in the same year. He remained a staunch
supporter of Hitler throughout the Naara, was vehemently antewish and was tried,

convicted and imprisoned after WWR2f or hi s key part in the ex
of Europeds Jelvitsthe{péospsudliedthim to denyahe final autho

ity of the scriptures andtoplythei s pi ri t ual | y b-histokico methiod g r a mm
of exegesi s us edi seeyabovéoimsiead @dfsthe Imethoill wloinsld t he
Holy Ghost teachet h; c omp ar ilrCgrintisigmd 2:1Bbt u a | t
l.e. comparing scripture Wi scripture. Dr Mrs Riplinger continues.

AWe have all hear d bi b-like Lexiomraoitehphilecsand @go | | o wi
pao, as the two Greek words which are tran
according to their grammaticbistoricomet hod of exegesi s, woul d
agapao would measthi &anl onmseebfi SgheGeddefinit
secul ar Greek writers of the time, do not

Dr Mrs Riplingef’? **° shows elsewhere byeans of scripture with scripture comparison

of Romans 10: 16, 17, 2 Corinthians 4-: 2, 3
in dictionary gives the correct meaning of the téfrrg o s @asét b6 e wor dShef God
states thafi Mo s t new vtelresi MIng,, NRE&¥éand referenc
Complete Expository Dictionary or Zodhaites Complete Word Study Dictionary, opt for

the incorrect r eamdl reoted tmaiy T ieg o®tda mdeawrsd di cti o
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new version translators and creators @wmlexicons is The Theological Dictionary of the
New Testament, by Gerhard Kittel .o

Dr Mrs Riplinger*? %2 a | | udes t o B &P of peveral verses, dohn

5:20, 16:27, 1 Corinthians 16:2Ephesians 5:25, 28, Colossians 3:18, Titus 2:4, 34, 1
John 3:10, 4:10, revealing the error ofthg r a mmhait s tcwr i co metiohod of
the wordsphileo andagapao (Readers may observe this error in the Lexicons fanthe

selves by checking thecourrences ophileoversusagapaoin the above verses.)

She also states that Dr Gipp ifid or mer s e mi naadetsil thatWhifeetrs s or , 0
glected to mention but which does add schc
usefulness, or otherwise, Gfeek aids to bible study.

Dr Mrs Riplinger concludes thdt Compar i ng Aspiritual things
studying all of the citations of &éloved in
of the word within theveontfeat exampll et hies
as fAkeep his commandments. 0O We are t 0 ac
with the New Age, new versiofMASV]r ender Mar k 10: 21, nfelt &
AJesus |l oved him. 00

(0]
e

White also neglected o gi ve t he complete context of Dr
accuse¥ ¥ Dr Mrs Riplinger ofi a p | et hof-comtextaifations @nd edited qaet

tions, frequently misrepresenting the positionstted authors [New Age Versions}-a
tacks. o

This is precisely what James White does co
darddé in this respect, in addition to beini

Concerning the Lexicon question, Dr Gipp'*®statesi Of t ent i mes ai- cri ti ¢
ble will point to a Lexicon or Greek grammar book for authority in an effort to prove that

a word has been mistranslated in the Bible. This is rather foolhardy, and flies in the face

of their purported claim to accept tHg&ble as their final authority in all matters of faith

and pr acAuitcheo&r 6s emphasi s)

AOn the weight of our acceptance of the Bi
faith andpracticed we mu std rendedngseoptihe Greek as more accurate and a

thoritative than theopinion o f the fallible human authors
(Aut hor 6s emphasis.)

On the matter of an unresolved contradictidrt®®’, Dr Gipp states, again with hisre

phasisfiNO ONE can have ALL of the answers. There are two reasons for this. First, if

| or any other defender of the Authorized Version Aad of the answers, we would be
GODéSecond, and most iAbpa out guasttomsynswered thewe ¢ o
concerning the Bible issue, we would be walkingsilgit not byfaith (Hebrews 11:6, 2
Corinthians 5:7) ¢

ARA resort to nfaitho as our final aemad Nl as
carious as it first mighseem.

ANot i nconsistent, because, as previously
in the faith of the unexplainable, as so many of the Old and New Testaments saints have
exhibited, than to have faith in our olmamana bi | i ty t o fcébncemimlg an an

difficult passages.
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Alt i s certainly doesrotegve s atahe imerey of our nindictiiea t 1 t
opponents. For believing in the perfection of a Book whielcan hold in our handss
surely not as vulnerable asprofessed fah in the perfection of sormest originalse

AWe are willingéto take abuse from our fAse
our reasonable faith in gangible Book rather than in ardealisticoriginal. We need not
apologi ze. 0

Dr Gifithddshedar dt a(f Whtirtuefdhs) istbathr comsistent and unde

standabl e. Whiteds is neither.
AndDrHolandnot es a further exammddouble standstdi t e 6's
AfhAnyone who believes the TR to be infalld.i

men who later edited the same text in their own editions (Stephanus and Beza), were
somehow ‘inspired,’ or at the very least 'providentially guidetheir work. Yet, none of
these men ever claimed such inspiration. (p. 58)

AFirst of all, who believes these men were
New Testament writers were inspired? White assumes the KJV advocate believes this,

andhen expresses that men | i ke Erasmus fne
Whi te quotes Dr. Edwin Pal mer of the NIV t
as inspired by the Holy Spirit...declare(s
has a different rendering here, Dr. Palmer calls the KJV and its Greek texts "inferior"

and his Greek text Ainspiredo. I f a KJV a
TR, White would have objected. 0

White heré?®uses Erasmusds comments to |level thi
bible believers of inconsistency. See commentsuAdei t e 6s |I.ntroducti on
AThe words of Erasmus himself are seen to
defenderof KJV Onlyism. If KJV Only advocates were to be consistent, they would have

to reject Erasmuso6é work, which is the basi
modern transl ations. Anyone engaging 1in t

Word, 0 yet Erasmus did the very same thincg
work, thereby demonstrating their system to be inconsistent ancosgtadictory. | can

say with confidence that if Desiderius Erasmus were alive today he would notade an

vocate of the AV 1611. He would, instead, reject vociferously the very same arguments

he faced so long ago, and in so doing would have to reject the very foundation of the King
James Only position. o

Dr Holl and has this comment on Whiteds spe:

AA few favorite instances of White's straw man are where he tries to convince the reader
that if men like Hills or Erasmus or even the KJV translators themselves were alive today,
they would agree with White. This is speaking for the dead.

AAl ¢ an cosfidgnce what if Besiderius Erasmus were alive today he would not be

an advocate of the AV 16110 (p. 60) . How
with Erasmus | ately?59o

Note also Dr Mrs Riplingerds comments abov

AEraémbGs eek New Testament text was a mirro
were used before the advent of the printing press. Erasmus was merely the first to PRINT
|l T, PUBLI SH I'T AND CI RCULATE(&udthondés hempek:
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ACrstotten assert that OErasmus did not ha
he had access to every reading currently extant, and rejected those matching the Catholic
Vul gate, NIV, NASB today¢éo

Bible believers are not beirfgi nconsi siaan r adinbdcausdetylbey do no
reject Er a$Vhategedresareatioks.Ecasmus harboured about individual texts

of scripture, he nevertheless produced a Greek New Testament that is essentially that of
the AV1611. Bible believers therefore righttgndemn the modern translations because

they have adopted the Catholic texts that Erasmjested White cites the late Drde

ward F. Hills with respect to variations in the Received ¥%X%tbut not in thefollowing

instance with respect to Erasifitfs'®®

Alf Erasmus was cautious in his notes, mu c
woul d strike the reader 0s eiseGreekNeswdastat el vy .
ment text especially Erasmus was guided by the common faith in the curréseee®i

Mr s Ri pl i nger 0 sAndrback afrthis scomandnofaitle Wwas the controlling
providence of God. For t hi sdomaappeamntiter as mu
Textus Receptus which he produced. Although not himself an outstanding man of faith, in

his editorial labours on this text he was providentially influenced and guided by the faith

of others. In spite of his humanistic tendenciessBEnas was clearly used of God to place

the Greek New Testament text in print, just as Martin Luther was used of God to bring in
the Protestant Reformationéo

Nevertheless, White casts doubt on numerous AV1611 readings, including several in the

Book of Revela i o n, wher e i n Whiftpeabusc i a pyi noifwoerma nEursac:
sultedinf s ome mi stakes that found their way 1int
text, and finally into the text of the Kini
White’?®**al l udes to these as follows, together
Text in Revelation 16:5 preserved inthe AVl6lfiasnd shalt be. 0

ABeza did introduceéfinconjectur al eméndati o
out any evidence from the manuscripts. A few of these changes made it into the KJV, the
most famous being Revelation 16: 5, AO Lord
than the actual readi ng, Awho art and who
AThe most f amebs] ot elinReavaldionre found ia Revelation

17. I n verse 4 the scribe created a new C
Aakat hatao), which is stildl to be foxund in
tus Receptus. ml then there is Revelation 17:8, where the scribe mistakenly
wroteéfiand is not, and yet is,0 KJV for th
NASBE

AThe f i nalRevaation 22718t]sves e absent fromuf Er as mit
scri pt é[ Enshtedihepdssagerfrom the Latin Vulgate into Greek [and] made

a number of mistakes. The amazing thing is that these errors continue in the Textus R
ceptus to this very dayé[ They] survived th
arriveunchangd éi n t he King James Version.

AOt her places where Erasmusé wor k, a-nd hen
tion 1:6, where the KJV has fAmade us ki ngs
manuscripts have fAmade u¥). Armmothdr @acean theifistg d o m
chapter that should be significant to the KJV Only advocates in found in verse 8, where
the KJV reads fAsaith the Lordo while near|
Asaith the Lord Godoéeo
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White notedP 8" with respect to Revelation 1:8 thatOn |l y t wo mi ni scul es
AGodo at this point, Hoskier 141 and 187.

copy of Erasmusdé printed aba&textual soarcedtheisasne h e n c
is true of Hoskier 57)¢é0

And the evidence for this note isé? Whi t e
contrary. This extract is from a forGfrentitled The Puritan Board The Merits of the
AV.

ATher e arratleash threeegoosl reasons to doubt the validity of the story of
Erasmus and his mutilated copy of Revelation: 1) the only evidence for it is that the
manuscript apparently used by Erasmus for Revelation is missing its last page;*** 2)

Er asmus dNe wL &teisn ament doesnot agree with t
verses of Revelation (a problem if his Greek text for those verses was derived from the
Vul gate); and 3) there exists Codex 141. A

A H C. Hoskier spent a lifetime collating every editionEof as mus 6s Gaeek Ne
ment, several other printed Greek New Testaments, and almost all of the known Greek
manuscripts of Revelation. His study and collation of Revelation in Codex 141 surprised

him, because it contained substantially the same textath@mp e ar s i n Er as mus
New Testamentt n Hos ki erds own words:

AAfhUpon reaching the end [of Revelati on] ar
have been réranslated from the Vulgate into Greek by Erasmus when Codex | gas di

covered and found ttack the last leaf: the problem takes on asmimportant aspect.

For if our MS. 141 is not copied from the printed text, then Erasmus would be absolved

from the charge for which his memory has suffered for 400 years!

Al n an effort otnoy moul |Gofdye xt hled 1t,e smoismu- fisc ho
script a Ayoungo age and simply claim tha
Colinaeusds) printed Greek New Testament.
the scribe who composed it, Hoskistermined that Codex 141 was executed in the 15
centuryd we | | bef ore Erasmusés Greek New Test a
study of its contents (and the coll ation o

appearance of being a copy of ajprinted edition of the Greek New Testament}, a
t hough containing their text (Coatsds emph.
support the supposed AErasmian readingseéo

A*** The audacity of Afschol arsondnficspetsabh
on the contents of a missing leaf of a manuscrigir even in assuming that the leaf was

missing when Erasmus used the manuscript (provided that this is the manuscript he used)

0 aptly demonstrates the reliability of such men in matters aflacship.

AA The manuscriopt is |'isted under several
and the Old Gregory classification systems, it is MS 141; under the New Gregory system
it is 2049; and undwX684vittislocaded mitberPariamentarg t e m,
Library in Athens.

AiAA For f ul |C.HbskieraCohcerning she Eext ldf the Apocalypse: &oll

tions of Al | Existing Available Greek Doc
Third Edition, Together with the Testimony of Nersions, and Fathers; a Complete
Conspectus of All Authorities, Vol. 1 (London: Bernard Quaritch, Ltd, 1929), pp. 474
477. It was also Hoskier who noted that E
Vul gate in the |l ast six verses of Revelati
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White makes referent8®t o Ho s k i Eandemingvihe Tékxt, of the Apocalypse
Why did he not mention any of the above details from that work?

White also neglects to inform the reader that the NASV,caleith the RV, NIV, JB,

NWT i seeAppendix, Table AT omits the expressioiit he begi nning and t
from Revelation 1:8. The modern versions folléw@riesbach, Lachmann, Tischendorf,
Tregelles, Alfordand Wordswortff, who were unregenerate apart from Bishop \Werd

worth i see remarks undélo der n 6 Sc h o | & ardyWatrusBvorthinessr n e s s
Why should their version of Revelation 1:8 be accepted oveothhé King James tran

lators?

Moormari P ***shows that the AV1611 reading for Revelation 1:8 has significantlg-sup
rior manuscript support than the modern omission.

He''P %" describes how the AV1611 follows the Andreas line of manuscripts of the Book
of Revelation, one of the two main streams of Greek sources for thisiBRekelation is
unusual in this respect compared to the rest of the New Testantenther is known as

the 046 group. Moorman describes in detail how Hoskier and Schmid, the foremost
scholars of the manuscript support for Revelation concluded unequivocally thahthe A
dreas line is superior to the 046 line, numerically by over 100 mantsstwifb0, or p-
proximately 2:1. Moorman cites Hoskier as follows.

AAl may state that i f Er as musnurhberdfexsstingi ven
MSS in the worlbf onetype he coul d not hageusboréedetp
Sis).

And Moorman concludesi Her e t hen i s a powerful exampl e
in preserving the text of Revelatipn the KJV]. 0

With respect to Whiteds o0bf6adidRevaiationd8,t he A
the termid T h e  Lused dveravhelmingl in the New Testament for the Lord Jesus

Christ and the inclusion of the phrase that the modern versionstbenA\V1611 reading,

Al am Alpha and Omega, the beginning and the ending, saith the Lord, which is, and

which was, and which is to come, the Alghh t gyvés greater emphasis to the fact that

the Lord Jesus Chriss God, as revealed in the Old Testament.

Compare Isaiah 44:6.

AThus saith the LORD the King of 1lsrael, a
the first, and | am the last; and besidme t here i s no God. 0

Moormart*P # notes that the AV1611 reading for Revelationi:8 h e  follows dhé

Bibles of Tyndale- 1525, Great 1539, Geneva 1560 and the Bishops1568, along

with the Greek ediibns of Stephanus 1550, Beza 1598 and Elezieverf 1624, along

with manuscripts 429, 1894 arida b o u t 5 of Hoige.koteaméréd t war si v
mi n i s asWhiee asserfissee above. *Various spellings exist.

Again, the modern versions foll6&Griesbach, Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregellek, A
ford and Wordsworth with respect to the additioioto d . 0

But White continues.

AAnot her i mportant accident al d e begibning n i n
of chapter 14éThe name of the Lamb, i dent i
found in the TR. According to Hoski-er, a

ing quite late (two of which are highly suspect), do not contain this phréke reason
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foritsnori ncl usi on is quite simpleéThe repetiti
those few scribes to omit the second occur |
ATwo more interesting problems in the TR i
istheaddion of the phrase Ahim that | iveth for
addition is found in only three suspect Gr.
manuscript. And in Revelation 15: 3, AKi ng
ageso (NIV) or fAKing of the nationso (NASE

manuscript support.

AThe TR often gives readings that plaace it
jority TextéOften this i s pdasagestfran therlais mus 6
Vul gat e. This is how Erasmus came up with
than the reading of the Greek manuscripts,
Latin Vulgate that Erasmus used to translate |t six verses of Revelation into Greek

contained this reading, and it survivedéto

It should also be noted that the DR, JR, JB and NWT essentially agree with the NASV
(Whiteds i nc o aganstthe AVl@lei) Reveldtlov1:6, 1:8, 5:14, 14:1,
15:3 (JBfi n a t i adhersi,ady essonilar), 16:5, 17:8, 22:19. Only the DR, JR give
support to the AV1611 in Revelation 1:8a, 5:14 and 22:19 and the JB supports the
AV1611 in Revelation 1:6. SeAppendix Table A1 Once again, this comparison
prompts the question, why did God give His word to Rome and Watchtower but not to
faithful bible believers see above if White is correct? Naturally, James White does not
provide an answer.

In a note on his criticism of Relation 16:5 in the AV1611, White stat@$®thatii T h e
KJV Only advocate who asserts the verbal plenary inspiration of the King James Version
has to believe that Theodore Beza, the successor of John Gal\atipng a proponent of

ACal vini smo as has ever |ived (certain KJV
strongly antiReformed), was divinely inspired to make the change without any-man
script support at all .o

Note that White fails tmameanyi K J Vly &lwocate who asserts the verbal plenary

i nspiration of t handshyishftg frodfafimeas! Wieor ssitnodoom g |y
anti-R e f o r wihach is ot the same as afitii C a | voi omithositraubstantiating this
accusation against Dr Ruckman. Thigtburst is simply more of White following in the

wake ofthosewhéd wi t h t heir tongueRomand* lg. have used

But Dr Ruckman has some comments on Revelation 16:5, as follows. It is one of the
seven verséghat James White challenged him to deliatmd later reneged on the ¢ha

lenge. Sedntroduction. Luke 2:22, Jeremiah 34:16 and 1 John 5:7 will also be @onsi

ered in this chapter. The remaining three verses; Acts 5:30, 19:37, Hebrewswil):23,

be considered in the next cha¢pTlee, Kwhgcham
Only Camp. 6

ASi nce White wrote his book to justify the
think he was actually worrib5€&€d &boutse@shalt
the verse was found in an early papyrus (P
and Nestle and Aland and Hort had to get rid of the earliest papyrus this time. It was an
embarrassment because it messed up their sentencey Hal followed their profession

(Athe ol dest and best, etc.) they would ha
Being One, AND the One who was, AND the Ho
clause, so the fandooleirbppado Someathing driginall-Bopy r u s
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| owed t hat | ast Afand, 06 and it certainly wa
originalo (-aufamdlbsxawdrnan clich®) it rea
who was, AND the One who shall beé

A No w,tis & ¢tomajecture, but it is a conjecture in the light of early Greek manuscript
evidence that was discarded by Mr Nestle and Mr White. He and his buddies had to vi
late their own standards to get rid of the AV reading. Standard Operating Procedure in
the Cul t é

AThey never waste their time on any text |
That i s the one they hateé

AFor those of you who think | am fAoverste
Acts 2:23 without being able to find one nailtvim one hundred verses of the verse
(NASV) ? There is not one Greek mandscript
ingo or Anailed. o But it doesnét bother a
AV. Remar kabl e, isndét it?ée

AWe woulWhijtedge extant Greek texts @en Reve
gards to fAshalt be, o0 and this is apparent
trade in absolute truth for a defective Greek manuscript? The truth is the Lord (vs. 5)

had THREEles (confirmed in Revelation 1: 8, 8: 8
those passages. Someone messed with Revel
AV transl atorseéeo

White is clearly being inconsistent in not highlighting the insertioi i al erdActs
2:23, while complaining about Revelation 16:5 in the AV1611.

Moormari ? **?notes that P47 contains the reading h e  H o Butyhe @@ldsd ‘¢ that

AThe KJV reading is in harmony with the f
phrase is found, 1:4, 8, 4:8, 11:17. Indeed Christ is the Holy One, but in the Scriptures of

the Apostle John the title is found only once (1 John 2:20), and therelly hifferent

Greek word is wused. The Preface to the A
transl ations diligently compared and revis
good reason to insert these words though they ran counter to musmimagx¢vidence.

They obviously did not believe the charge made today that Beza inserted it on the basis of
Aconjectur al emendation. O They knew t hat
so do we. The |1 ogic of f agiptowndensehiroauphsdage e a d
such as this.o

The above would satisfy a bible believer with respect to Revelation 16:5 in the AV1611,
though not James White.

Concerning the Greek terms to which White alludes above, boti\4nd Youngd' have

the worast dsa,k@@at adj ecti ve, meaning ouncl ear
Af i | t hwhichehe &4Y1611 uses in Revelation 17:4. Vine, who is no friend of the
AV1611, simply notesthai[ The] A. V. foll ows t hHegwee xt s w
no indication that the term was a scribal invention. B&igdicates that the modernied

tors, Griesbach, Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles, Alford and Wordsworth usett the a
jective 6akat ha r'tEdtiomfollaws, itherbby Nibsstutingedd & ii-12t1 h

n e stledveaker expressight he wuncl ean things. 0

Similar to the gquestion posed above, why should the term approved by the King James
translators be changed for one preferred by later editors, most of whorangared?
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Especially as the NIV reading f i Bpprbxamates closely to that of the AV1611.rPe

haps the answer lies partly in the fact thatJ a me s Wlorisultant to tise NASRr

vision, and therefore haa f i nanci al rel ationshi pSeavi t h t
remarks from that site i@hapter 3 The NASV adopts the readifigt he uncl ean th

See al so Ki n’hoéwhitlsan exirastisgiseselircen wi t h aut hor 6s
AOn page 64 of his book [ White] criticizes

AThe most famous of these textual errors a
the scribe created a new Greek word, never befere & , A a k a théhagtuat terrh o s 0

is Aakawhiachabdbs still to be found in the p
Textus Receptuséo

Al have run into this false allegation by
thatthereisnmuch Greek word as fAakathartekoso, b

cons there is such a word. There is a textual variant here with this word. It is ironic that

the Greek text that underlies the UBS and the NASB, NIV, RSV versions is actually
grammatc al 'y | NCORRECT. The words dabmminat.
matically both be in the genitive case, and they are in the TR, but the Nestle text commits

a blunder by placing Aabominationsonin the
gularword[fori f i | tlhi ma@esls@l aces it incorrectly in

Concerning Revelation 17:8, where White insSi8'thati And t hen there is
17: 8, where the scriisbenaoti,starkdke ny ggt wirdod eK Ji\4,
i ng Anand is not amwamawnoled thattle Beneva &hd Bidhops B

bles and Manuscript 2049, i . e. Hoskier s m
Eleziever read as the AV1611 and has tileing commenitP 1034,

AKeep in mind that the content of the read
It strains the sense to be |l ooking at some:
earth wild/ wonder é wh ewill com®e y( NsAeSeV ) t. h e Wheeans tt
| ooks at him he Ais, o0 not nAshal-t, abow 310 A

Andreas type mss., and the Syriac Sinaitic can translate virtually the same asvthe KJ
Aleph*, [mss.] 1854, 2014, 2034, an early Armenian ms. would also translate about the
same. 0

Note that i n Moor man 6 sc refers dot aecorreabidn inrCodexat i on
Aleph and Aleph* refers to an original reading in the document that wascudagtly

altered. It has been shown that, according to Scrivener, Aleph exhibits the marks of ten
corrector s. See W dwWiisnisoomédss Rcemrearnrikzsi rnugn dAefrt

White would doubtless ignor®r Moormad s s cr i ptur al reasoning
AV1611 or dismiss it aB c i r ciuséebtroduction. He would also draw attention to

the relatively few manuscript sources that support Revelation 16:5, 17:8 in the AV1611
though 3640 possible sources is not inconsiderablut White is quite wilhg to ds-
miss P *® the overwhelming eviden28**in supportofiand t he Loréh Jesus
Colossians 1:2asmeifieh ar moni zati on. 0O

In other wordsanyreasm for rejecting the AV1611 is good enough for James White. He
is at |l east o6éconsistentdé in that respect.

The modern readingi a nd wi |that Whitenpeefers again follows Griesbach,
Lachmann, Tischendorf,régelles, Alford and Wordsworth,and s hal | be pres
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Dr Mrs Riplin§8&%%vsth respestea readigs undes consideration
and Whit eos -arphassmifferertices inwvarieustedis of the Received
TextT should be kept in mind.

ANeither Berryods edition of Stephanus nor
today, to 6écorrectd the KJV. These texts
who have one of these twanted editions and are comparing it to the Received Text of
the KJVEé

ANone of [ t he] mi croscopic differemanes bet
editions of the O0Textus Receptusd ame of m
pared to the tbusands upon thousands of serious differences between the pure Textus

Receptus text type and the corrupt new ver

AAut hority must remain with the Bible in wu
one ecclesiastical traditio . Scrivener s and Berryas prir
tived or to be regarded as O6the Original €

they differ from the manuscript tradition or the King James Bible and other great ve
nacular Bibles(Cafmr i dge Hi story of the Bible, vol
were never read and used by the masses of Gedking true Christians.

Al't must be remembered that even the 5200
the product of th&reek Qthodox Church Its membership has never been made up of

true believers. The scriptures have been entrusted to the priesthood of true believers, just
as they were entrusted to the Hebrew priests in the Old Testament. Unbelievers, Greek

speakingorothevi se, cannot discern spiritual thin
AThe desire to appear intelligent or super.|
t he common manés Bibl e, exposes a nwmivety

ments whi ch -intedlettays@cdf pse@edariti cal text, o6 0
OMajority Text, 6 or the 6Textus Recaptus. O
jority Text, Textus Receptus). It is not in print and never will be, because it is sthnece

sary. No one on the planspeaks first century Koine Greek, so God is finished with it.

He needs no 6Dead Bible Societydé to transl
corrupt secularised lexicons used by the TNIV, NIV, NASB and H@@Ban Christian

Standard Bible] Gad has not called readers to check his Holy Bible for errors. He has

called his Holy Bible to check us for errors.

AWhat Would Jesus Do?
X Inspire a Biblepeople camread?
A Inspire conflicting Greek editions which few can read?

A Inspire unsaved liberals to ie conflicting Greek lexicons to translate conflicting
oneman Greek editions?

A lnspire originahsthbeds|l emphabhéem?o

Those are salutary remarks for all serious students of the bible translation issue. Again, it
is a pity that James Whitdespises both Dr Mrs Riplinger and her work. He is losing out
greatly.

Whi t eds asfisTehret i foinn atl[Revdlation 22.1€2d]smvers absent from

[ Er asmus6s] | one manuscripté[ Erasmus] tran
into Greek[ani made a n u mbhasrbeea tounteried alsevi®ES% from

which source, Dr Ruckman is quoted as follows.
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ARThe Greek text I n this passage contains
Metzge) omits 17 words, adds 5 and alters 13, making a total of 35 words affected. Of
these 35 words, 26 make no perceptible difference in an English translation, and most of

the remaining 9 are of very small signi fi
Atered (Vvs. 19), Aando (vs. 19), feven soo0
Ayouod (vs. 21) , and Aameno ( vBec, 1964, Vol. ( Tr i

449, p. 14, 15)...0n each one of those words Erasmus NOW has been supported by recen
editors and translators.

AThe Trinitarian Bible Society wiseloy not.i
portion of the text of Erasmus is CONFIRMED and in the case of the few exceptions it
cannot be shown with CERTAINTY that the modern CRIBIERIGHT and Erasmus

was WRONBO ORuckmands emphasis).

James White certainly cannbtand does not. He merely asserts without proof thag-Era
muso6s text contains mistakes.

Dr Moormangives the details of the support for and against the AV1611 resitfiig®*

for Revelation 22:1@1. It should be noted again that the faithful forerunners of the
AVl1i611, the Tyndale, Great, Geneva and Bi s
readings as do the editis of Stephanus, Beza and Eleziever, indicating that the King

James translators did give due consideratidhtoh e gr eat v eseelDaMral ar B
Riplingerds remarks above, according to th
Dr Moormanhasnoted,i Wi t h t he f or mer transl ations dil

And Dr Mrs Riplingef®? *®?adds thafi Er as mus wrote in his Pref
not the Latin Vulgate, but [the] ancient Italic Bilre s € dat i ng back st o the
tl es, [ matching] Erasmusd Greek New Test ami

White is insistert”®®™ 8t hat he has read Erasmusés worKk
thatBE asmus consulted the Old Itala Biftle? I
sistent, 6 or perhaps he did not read Erasr
did. She continues.

AThe Latin readings Erasmus dclhtdthdfiostand he bc
second century, as evidenced by the still extant Old Itala manuscripts of the book-of Rev
lation: c (6), dem (59), g (51), h(65), MU s pe) , reg (T), t (56),

She gives Professor Metzger of Princeton Theological Seynasathe source for thig-

formation. Metzget’ i s one of Whiteds allies in att
word of God and one of the eminent schol ai
cover. YetMet zger 6s disclosure about Erasmusbés

Whiteds book. Agai n, he is being déinconsi
Unli ke the King James translator s, who rig
these ancient sources, for as Wilkinson hagetdé Wa |l densi an i nfluence,

Waldensian Bibles and Waldensian relationships, entered into the King James translation
of 1 6Séelremarks undé&atholic Corrupters and Centuries of Warfare

Whiteds objection t o tomé:8iANIltie brissionedithéi ng 1 n
begi nni ng a ntbdat Whiteeovedaoled, hag been discussed above. Kinney
answers Whiteds objection to”Revelation 1:

AMr. White tellsusop age 6 5: AOt her places where Er as
fall short would include Revelation 1: 6,



11¢

i estso, whereas the vast majority of man
iests (NIV).o

Mr .  Whiid knew bstterdhan to say something like this. First of all, his own NASB

and the NIV reject the Avast majority of m
the King James Bible. Secondly, it is not true that the vast majority of manuscripts say

what he says they do. The Hodgearstad Majority is generally divided up into 5cse

tions called a, b, ¢, d and e. In the Hoddgesstad edition the footnote tells us thatse

tions d and e read fAkings and priisdbeyond 0 as
all question is that Revelation 1:5 reads
the Avast majority of all/l manuscriptso, w h
the NASB, NIV, RSMiLOOSED wus from our sihypscrisyand hi s o
shell shuffling of men like James White boggles the mind.

pr
pr
A

AThe online English Majority Text Version
found in the King James Bible. Revel ati ol
witness, thdirstborn from the dead, and the ruler of the kings of the earth. To Him who

loves us and who WASHED us from our sins in His own blood, and He made us KINGS
AND PRIESTS to His God and Father, to Him be the glory and dominion forever and
ever. Amen. o

Afikngs and priestso fits the context of Re
not only a very large portion of remaining Greek manuscripts, but also that of Tyndale
1525, Coverdale 1535, Bi shopsd Bible 1568,
Wesley 1755, the Italian Diodati, the Spanish Sagradas Escrituras 1569, the Reina V

|l era of 1909 and 1960, the NKJV 1982, Gree
the Afrikaans 1953, Dutch Staten Vertaling, Basque bible, and the Modern Greek version
used in the Orthodox churches today. o

Again, Whiteds pr @Ekin gididundimGresbach, Latamdrnn g
Tischendorf, Tregelles, Alford and Wordsworth.

Concerning Revelation 14:1, where Whiteclaresthai Accor di ng to HosKki
tot al of six Greek manuscriptseéeall dating
not contain this phrase. The reason foritssionc | usi on i s quite si mj
of the phr aseauished tnhaarsee afnedw sccr i bes t o o0 mi

Kinney states.

AWhi |l &r evehere in Revel at i osnconimént dndrevélaionl o o k
14: 1. On page 65 he says: AAnot her a-i mport
tionisfoundat t he beginning of chapter 14.0

AThe NASB, NI V, RSV, ESV, and the Catholic
in the Greek texts used in the making of the Kilgpme s Bi bl e. Theme NASB
looked, and behold, the Lamb was standing @ui Zion, and with Him 144,000, WA

| NG HI'S NAME and the name of His Father wri

AJames then goes to say that the omission
only six Greek manuscripts. Well, need | point out that 6 Gresetuscripts is far more

support for the KJB reading than that of many readings found in such versions as the
NASB, NIV and RSV?

ANot only does the King James Bible not <co
but so also do Tyndale 1525, Coverdae 3 5 , Bi shopté GeBevabBibee 156 8
1599, ¥W¥bsngbHé, the NWNMNKAIY G2 KIVGIsteCenmudy,
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theThi rd Mil | ennisGemaB Bildel the SpanishtShgeadas Escrituras of
1569, the Reina Valera of 1602, 1858 and 9.9e Dutch Staten Vertaling, and the
Modern Greek version which is used by the entire Greek Orthodox church. The Greek
texts of Stephanus, Beza, Eleziever and Scrivener do not contain these extra words Mr.
White is so concerned about.

A To s h okleincdmsstericy of scholars like James White it should also be pointed
out that in Revelation 14:3 we read: AANnd
throne, and before the four beasts, AND THE ELDERS: and no one could learn that song
but the HUNDREED AND FORTY AND FOUR THOUSAND, which were redeemed from
the earth. o

Il n this verse the word for fAas it wesreo (¥
tle-Aland, UBS Greek texts, A and C. But Sinaiticus omits the word and so do the NASB

and NIV. Not only do the NASB, NIV not follow their own Nestle text, but the fivards d

the el derso ARE FOUND in the Majority text

t hem. Then to top it all of f, instead of
naiticus actually reads 141, 000 wltiahde manu
now you don6 t. oo

Dr Mrs Riplinger write572" ¢ with respect to a shorter work by James White attacking

her bookNew Age Versionthat he later expanded infthe King James Only Cowkr
versy

A | mdnstrated in WhichBiblsl Godds Word @Gp.asG2)ttillmat tWhait
Greek texts read as new VertbelAUIGKLreddingis n Rev
in MSS P, 1, 5, 34, 025, 141, 246, 2049, 2053, 2065, and 2255mg. He fixeddhat er
among others. Charges of mi s-somedpdllingmeg v ani
rors were pointed out to him by readers. God forbids us to cast our pearls before swine,

Al est they trample them under Mite7d6). If eet ,

have seen a good sample of Whitedbds ability
and bending, keeps me from personally send,i
Dr Mrs Riplinger has cited-20 manuscripts [141 is 2049see note above froithe Ri-

ritan Boardi The Merits of the A.Y.. Whi t e 6 6 mansiserpts in support od f 4
the AV1611 is clearly wrong. Moorman notes with respect to the AV1611 reading for
Revelation 14:1thaif Ther e i s but one name of Beity o

tton] 7:3, 9:4, also 3:12¢0

Like the other alterations to the AV1611 that White favours (for that reason), the modern
addition follow$? Griesbach, Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles, Alford and ‘/ord
worth.

With reference to Revelation 5:14, where White maintains thath e addi ti on |

phrase fihim that | iveth for ever andcd evero
pect Greek manuscripts, but i Br Meobhhereert f r or
vealsonceagain that White has been 6economical
Moorman shows P 8% that the AV161llreading hi m t hat | i vetiB for e

found in the Tyndale, Great b sofSepranws Beaand Bi
and Eleziever and several Latin sources, besides manuscripts 296, 2045 anavB@40

White describes a$ s u s pas asual without any evidence for his assertion. See co

ments above fronThe Puritan Board about the authenticityfananuscript 2049, Ho

kierds manuscript 141. Once again, st he mo
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bach, Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles, Alford and Wordsworth in omitting thesexpre
siorf?

Moormanla s t hi s pertinent obser vigAsi otnh itsh awo ressh
directed to the Lamb (vs. 13), a key state
the HFCRt ext s. 0O

*The HodgesFarstad Majority Text and the Critical Text of Nestl | a n d"&Editior2 6
and United Bible Societies®Edition. The NKJV mainly follows the HF text and the
NIV, NASV, NRSV the NestleAland UBS text.

I n answer to WhiiteORemecasnonoh5t BatinKing
be eithefr daKesnag (NI V) or AKing of the nat:i
fails to have Gr erkeysi@esuscri pt support, o

AOne of the silliest comments James nmakes
Revelation 15: 3. Here we read: AnAnd they
and the song of the Lamb, saying, Great and marvellous are thy works, Lord|God A

mi ghty; just and true are thy ways, thou Ki

AJames says oinngagfe H&Hi nthatiKhoul d be eith
or AKing of THE NATI ONSO (NASB), the TROSs
script support.o

AJames is such a joker, i snét he? Il n his
bei ng |fer ealnida bt rthesNtASBo thetNfivyaiad the NKJV, yet all three of these
Areliable versionso differ from each other

the book of Revelation that he discusses in his book is also found in the NKJV which he
recommends! Then he now gives us two different versions with two different readings,
and then lies when he says the KJB reading fails to have Greek manuscript support.

AAccording to Jack Moormanés book, When th
on pag 11G, he gives the evidence for the reading found in the King James Bible, as

we l | as that of Tyndale, Coverdal e, Bi shop:
the Spanish Reina Valera 1909 and 1960, L
Greebs Modern KJV, and the Modern Greek ve
churches. This is the reading found in the Greek manuscripts of 296, 2049 and 2066. It

i's also the reading of the Greek texts of

ofsaintso is also quoted by wvarious <church
and Cassiodorus. o

*Evidently the first edition. The second edition, used for this work, cites in support of the
AV1611 reading Tyndal edsps o6t hBei bGreesata n dG etnheev
Stephanus, Beza and Eleziever in addition to the older sources of manuscripts and church
fathers but not the more modern sources.

ANOt even the modern versions agree among
NATI ON Sso readntlee NASB, NRSV, ESV, Jerusalem bible, and Holman Standard.
However, versions like the Revised Version, the American Standard Version, RSV, Douay,

and the NIV all read: Aking of THE AGESO.
Notice that the RV, and thtnShe revistoa NASH ¢hanged o f
this to Aking of nationso. The RSV read 7
Anati onso. The Douay read fAageso but the
The NIV says fAageso0 t ooaofthebNiM haswcametolit. It isNo w t
called Todayés NIV (TNI'V of 2005) and it n
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the revisions agree with the previous versions, and yet Mr. White has the temerty to re
ommend three different bible versions, none otlaigrees with the others, and then he
lies to us about the KJB reading not having any Greek support. Would you trust this man
to sell you a used car ?0

Moorman observé$P 1%t with respect to this verse thdtAt t he ti me of th
Christ is king of saints. He has not yet returned; the nations have not yet acknowledged
his kingship.o

The Lord imposes His kingship by force at the Second Advighihe Lord Jesus shall be
revealed from heaven with his miigy angels, In flaming fire taking vengeance on them
that know not God, and that obey not the gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ: Who shall be
punished with everlasting destruction from the presence of the Lord, and from the glory
of hi s2Thesselenianl:79.

He willthenrulei wi t h a rPsam2d@f An d otntbe Lord shall be
e a r Zelhariah 14:9a but this is subsequent to Revelation 15:3, chronologically.

James White would note that the readifigs a t iandi & g @re foundin the margin

of an AV1611 at Revelation 15:3 because he wishes to exagtfefdtet he i mport anc
mar gi nal notes i n t hreordé& JoVsub@en lbefief in the 16dlo v er s
Authorised Holy Bibleas he pure word of God. This dec:
discussed later but it should be understood that the marginal notes in an AV1ébl are

the text and simply indicate that alternative readings exist, in keeping with the transparent
honestyof the King James translators. Bs Moormanhas shown and as a comparison
ofispiritual t hiln oCso rwintt h i samisr i2t: a3l occ onf i r ms ,
the correctreading into the text. (Had the marginal notes not been present, White would
probably have accused the King James translators of dishonesty.)

The editions of Griesbach, Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles, Alford and Wordworth

have the readingi n a t i whitls \\Vhite clearly prefer$ because it differs from the
AV1611 reading. ( On c e of wlgch herrgpeatédiyiaccesésd o6 c i r
ble believers, see comments untigroduction andWhi t e6s Main Peostul at
is evident, i.e. the AV1611 reading differs from that ainsoother source, i.e. the oldest
manuscripts, the (alleged) majority of man
one or more of the moder n ver mustdecsrrect;t he r
why i because it differs from the AV1611 reaglin This i s bolnatya ntm, &@s
as Dr Ruckmahhas rightly described it.)

Dr Mrs Riplinger notes with respect to Revelation 15:3, her emphiagstst e e k t ext s
here. Westcottlort has aeon, NesHSASB has et hos (which they
el sewherel!), the Textus Receptus had$ hagio
ferent Greek words, as diverse as OOpagan,
freshman fantasy aheoriginal Gr e e k . 0

Alt i s better to trust in the LORD than to

the LORD than to puPsambdldd 9.dence in princes:

And it is better to trust in the 1611 Authorized Holy Bible than in the vicissitudes of
modern sholarship. For example, Whit **° states with respect to several verses

where he accuses the AV16llfp ar al | e,b hissemphhsede it & t h-n each
stance where the NIV lacks a phrase in its teat ts found in the K}/ that same mad-

rial is found elsewhere in the NIV New Testament

But White does not apply the same standard to the AV1611. Jeremiah 10:7 states.
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AWho woul d rOKing df magon® for to ¢hee, doth it appertain: forasminc

as among all the wise men of the nations, and in all their kingdoms, there is none like
unto theed Jeremiah 10:7 would apply, prophetically, to the Second Advent. $ee co
ments on Psalm 2:9, Zechariah 14:9a above.

*Again, as Dr Mrs Riplinger indicategseeAut hor 6 s |)nhwhatd @ wmativei o n
Christian on the mission field possessed only a portion of the New Testament, as many
may well do? How does White overcome the disadvantage that believer faces-with r
spect to the abbreviated New TestamernthefNIV, versus that of the complete NewsTe
tament of the AV1611?

See al so WhhPwns Reovnemeanttison 20: 13, 1'% and |
2712 alg described itChapter 6

Concerning Whi tieTcthse sSltRa tod meemt gtilveets r eadi ngs
with the united testimony of the Majority
entire passages from the Latin Vulgate. Thisassh Er as mus came up wit
| i fedo at Revelation 22:19 rather than the

| i Kieney stated

AThe | ast major compl aint taendo inkhis articleb o u't
is the oft repeated claim that in the final chapter of the book of Revelation the King James
Bible tells us that for those who take awa

away his part out of askdit&thaBEaSrdus got thid readlirey, 0 N
not from any Greek manuscript, but from the Vulgate, and that it should properly read

Atree of |l i feo as do the NASB, NI V, RSV, E.
A | have already put t oget hwherelamd otherstshow!| e d e
t hat Afbook of |l ifedo is indeed found in sort

both old and new, (in English and many foreign languages), and is so quoted by various
church fathers in their writings. It can be seen hekote [2014 update]

[brandplucked.webs.com/rev2219bookoflife.htm

Wi || Kinneyds article explains the AV1611 |

ARat her than sayi ngliké the RN, N&$B, NIV, E®VO Holmane r s i
Christian Standard, Jehovah Witness New World Translation, and the Catholic versions
read: AGod will take away his share in the

Al ot should be noted that ther psttherlastfewever al
verses of Revelation, and that not even the modern versions agree among themselves.

nFor i nstance, in verses 20 and 21, t he Ki
texts reads: i EVEN HoWkeyver Sinaitices, ahAlexanddnusJoenis us . 0
the word for feven soo0, and so do the NASB.
AAgai n, in verse 21 in the KJB we read: AT
YOU ALL. AMEN. O Here the word C$HBUtST i s

again Sinaiticus and Alexandrinus omit it, and so do the NASB, NIV, ESV, and Holman
Standard.

AThen in the very | ast part of the | ast v
grace of our Lord Jesus Chr i stcushsdiffarentt h Y Ol
from all ot her texts, reading fAwith THE S#
Standard Version, and the Revised Swandard
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Il ng Sinaiticus) while the NI Vi par@pOo3dsPE
PLEO.

AHowever the NASB 1995 and the new 2001 ES
Sinaiticus and go with Alexandrinus instea
Ayouo. But wait. The even ianegameéthe upa®V (| nt
ing Holman Christian Standard have once again gone back to the Sinaiticus reading of
Awith the saintso. The modern versions dol
Al't i s more than a tad hypocr ngdamesaréadigf Bi b
Abook of i feo, when the two other wvariant
versions of Awith all o and Awith the saint

and, according to the UBS textual apparatus, not in any other anaogegion or quoted
by any church fatherée

AMany-Kangi James Bible critics bring up fth
22:19 as an error. One well known such critic is Doug KutileKis full article is found
at this site

iAwww. doesercherom/ kuti |l ek1l. ht ml o

*Kutilek is a close ally of James White, said by Af**to be the authorci f i ne-, on
i ng woreko spreading disbelief in the 161
www.kjvonly.org/index.htm| is idedicated to the defense of the Bible as originally-wri
ten, against the flood of f al sNokephowtvepr opag
thati t h e BS sodh,avasonevéror i g i mwa | il theesansedof being compiled

into one volum&® 1! (impossible with handvritten manuscripts) and therefore Kutilek is

simply g)%rgaetuating the fable propagated by Princeton academics Hodge Eieddia

g
1

3.72p60 P8 hat only o6the original so “W%samteddi nspi
their belief as follows, in an article entitléaspiration This authoros empl
AAl | t hens af Sdripturerofaatl kinds, whether of spiritual doctrine or duty, or of

physical or historical fact, or of psychological or philosophical princiges without
any error, when the ipsissima verbfhe precise wordspf the original autographs are
ascetained and interpreted in their natural and intended sense

All copies and therefore Bible translations are said td bemp e rbécausdi t bei- or i g
nal reading mayyHolagwve ameleWalrdstel @dds artic
the body of Christsince then. Few Christians actually believe that they poseess$ |
scriptureégiven gTimoths3pé.r ati on of God

| €

As Solomon rightly observedio ne si nner de s tEcoesiastes®:18ouc h g oc

And in this case, there were twdogether withhtwo more in the UK, Westcott and Hort,
whose Revised New Testament appeared the s
The Devil was clearly at work on two academic fronts at the time, in the two leading
Protestant nations.

Kinney continues.

A | hnalvded only extracts from his main arguments, but | am by no means raisrepr
senting his views. Men like Mr. Kutil¢égnd James Whitefhjave no inspired, complete,

inerrant Bible and they often resort to personal opinion presented as fact, and outright

fas ehood as though it were irrefutable evid
and then we will respond to his criticisms.
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Al n Mr . Kutilekbs article he says there ar
texts, that is, readings which are faum no known Greek manuscript but which arg-ne
ertheless found in the editions of Erasmus
Revelation 22:19. Al | known Greek manuscr
of |'ifed aseiphushe Whetres diae the rWheding A
Erasmus was compiling his text, he had access to only one manuscript of Revelation, and

it lacked the last six verses, so he took the Latin Vulgate andttzactated from Latin

toGreek. Udrtunately, the copy of the Vulgate
Greek manuscript of the passage, and so Er
i nt o h|[261l4 upaate}t . O

fAFirst of all, Mr . Kut i | ek Qreektextas thoupthatbs adl thenkiirg 6

James Ible translators had to go byThe truthof t he matter i si-t hat t
mar i | y u stext bhtthat®frBaza énd Stephanus, plus they consulted several fo

eign language translations as welllhe most importarpoint is that it was God Himself

whom we believe was guiding the KJB translators in their work.

ASecondlyMr . Kutilek says there are no Greek me
is flat out wrong about this. Dr. Thomas Holland, Jack Moorman}HDIC. Hoskier and
many others have documented the textual ev

l i fed as found [A0MuRlaejel ati on 22: 19.

ADr. Holland responds to this chargeYou can see an excerpt from his book Crowned
with Glory hee:

Aav1611.com/kjbp/fag/holland_re22_ 19.html
AThere this question is posed and Dr. Hol |

AQuestion: Alf the Textus Receptus is the
of Revelation absent from the TR, yet present in the KJV? Did you know that for these
verses, the Latin Vulgate was translated into Englightranslation of a translation?

ADr . Hol l and replies: AThe ATRO ikfamdin he | a
the editions of Erasmus, Beza, Stephanus, and the Elzevir brathers.

AnRCodex 1r, whi ch was wused by -Afitanaymats , wa s
have been when Erasmus used this cfleThe standard teaching is that Erasmus went

back to the Latin Vulgate for these verses anttaeslated them into Greek. However,

Dr. H. C. Hoskier disagreed by demonstrating that Erasmus used the Greek manuscript

141 which contained the verses.(Corcerning The Text Of The Apocalypse, London:
Quaritch, 1929, vol. 1, ppt7477, vol. 2, pp. 454,635.)...

AAlRegardl ess, the textual support for the:c
They are also found in the Old Latin manuscripts, additiomalyetranslations such as
the Coptic, Syriac, Armenian, and Ethiopic, and some later Greek manuscripts.

AAROf course, the biggest Achangeodo comes in
manuscripts 57 and 141 reafl WifhothedLabt
| ifedo as found in Sinaiticus and most ot he

nesses to the reading found in the KJV here. For example, the Old Bohairic Coptic ve
sion also reads fAbook ofristic cithtiens rom AAldode t i 0 n &
(340-397 AD), Bachiarius (late fourth century), and Primasius in his commentary on
Revelation in 552 AD. Thus, we have evidence of the KJV reading dating from before the
Vulgate and maintained throughout Church history iragaty of geographical locations

and various |l anguages. 00
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White repeats Kut i | eR%Ban thfs ahaptes, Istatingdbaldly thatn  hi s
AThe TRéoften i mports entithoity thelsaingtks on t
g a t amd) with respect to the AV1611 reading fob o o k  dift hleirfee ,ad e no
manuscripts t o slke KutilekiWhiehsé f I a & d io nipdeéd,r ong . 0
heisii f | at Kingey comgtinues.

A Mr . Jac kinMobookfirsh edifion)|i When t he KJV Departs f
ityd Texto, says the reading of fAboak of |
bic, the Speculum, Pseudaigustine and written as such in the Latin of Adrumentum

552, Andreas of &ppadoci a, 614 Haymo, Hal berstadt,
found in the Greek manuscripts of # 296, 2!

pop 980

Dr Mrs Riplinge adds manuscript 05Xinney continues, firstiting Dr Moorman

AALIi bro (book) is the reading of the Latin
Karolinus (ninth century); Codex Oxoniensis (twelfth to thirteenth century); Cotlex U

mensis (ninth century); Codex Uallicellanus (ninth century)d&oSarisburiensis (thi

teenth century); and the corrector @bdex Parisinus (ninth centuxy.).

AThirdly, Mr. Kutilek is very misleading when he says that Erasmus had no Greek texts to
consult for the ending of Revelation and so he copied from the Valyate. It is well
documented that Erasmus was exceedingly well acquainted with hundreds of Greek
manuscripts from his extensive travels and stud[{@914 update] You can read more
about the vast number of manuscripts Erasmus had consulted anctemblteroughout

his life here

Awww.angelfire.com/la2/prophetl/erasmus.html

AFourthly, in his article Mr. Kutilek also states as fact what is really unfounded cenje

ture when h etthatalytextus réc@plug edifioas of Stephanus, Beza, et al.
read with Erasmus shows that their texts w
text and not independently compiled editions, for had they been edited independently of

Erasmus, theywol d surely have followed the Greek
i fe. O
AThis i s pure guesswork on his part. Step

that Erasmus did not possess, as well as Beza. For example, Stephanus mentions and
John GilfP**°confirms that the three heavenly wit
t he Holy Ghost, and these three are oneo o
16 Greek manuscripts Stephanus usedywgetlo not have any of these Greek texts today.

Earlier writers like Stephanus, Calvin, Beza often make references to the readings of old
Greek manuscripts which we no |l onger posse:

Al n summary, we see that the resdave sogme o f A
Greek manuscript support, as well as ancient versions and church Fathers.

AThe Providence of God has seen fit to pl a
used throughout history to reach millions for Christ. These include Wyclfig, TT'y-

dal e 1525, Coverdal e 1535, the Great Bi bl e
Bi bl e [2088update]

A BOOK oif alsb thd reading of the 1569 Sagradas Escrituras, Cipriano de Valera
1602, and the Spanish Reina Valera versions fr@®21 1909, 1960 and 1995 used
throughout the Spanish speaking workhd the Modern Greek N.T. wr i t er 6 s e mp h
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AMa r t i n s transtatoe of @545, using Greek texts before Stepha 6 1550 edi t
al so reads .hlbmebakRussian pasiafcaugle years ago and asked him
what his Russian Bible said here. He told me it reads bbbile too..

i Bes i de sEnglish] SpaniehBostigguese, French, Italian, German aGdeekbi-

bles, | have been able to confirm that the following Bildervs i ons al so read
lifed : The Af ri ka aheflbaBan.lihe Basqué New YeSudnt (Navarre
Labourdin)..the Czech BKR Biblethe Dutch Staten Vertaling...the Hungarian
Karoli...the Icelandic Bible versionthe Tagalog [version].

A Mr . Kutilek c¢closes his article by esaying:
tween the two texts at something over 5,000, though in truth a large number of these are
so insignificant as to make no difference in the resulting English translatidfithout

making an actual count, | would estimate the really substantial variations to be only a few
hundred at most. What shall we say then? Which text shall we choose as superior? We
shall choose neither the Westeblibrt text nor the textus receptas our standard text,

our text of last appeal...we refuse to be enslaved to the textual criticism opinions of either
Erasmus or Westcott and Hort or for that matter any other scholars, whether Nestle,
Aland, Metzger, Burgon, Hodges and Farstad, or anydse. e Rather, it is better to
evaluate all variants in the text of the Greek New Testament on a reading by reading b
sis, that is, in those places where there are divergences in the manuscripts and between
printed texts, the evidence for and against eaddmg should be thoroughly and ear

fully examined and weighed, and the arguments of the various schools of thougi consi

ered, and only then a judgment made. 0

ADo you see where Mr. Kutil ek 1is dlkemi ng f
James White] He has no inerrant, complete, inspired Bible to give you or recommend.

He is |Iike those of old of whom God says i
days there was no king in |Israel: every ma
Judges 21:25.

AThere ultimately is no certain way of kno
we simply do not have them, and literally thousands of Greek copies have been lost to

ti me and decay. The King Jamniens22:I9éesanoti ng 01

without textual support, be that of Greek copies, ancient versions, Latin manuscripts,
early church fathers or modern English and foreign language versions.

Al and many thousands of ot her Bi bGod bel i ¢
meant what He said in His Book about His preserved words.

Al saiah 40: 8: AThe grass withereth, t he f I
stand for ever.o

APsal Av :1 2t Tehe words of the LORD are pure wi
eath, purified seven times. Thou shalt keep them, O LORD, thou shalt preserve them
from this generation for ever. 00

Note in passing that Kut il ek 0 5se¢ abav@ is,me nt al
for obvious reasons, wholly inappropriate for angrid-wide missionary endeavours-e

pecially to parts of the developing world, where resources for bible distributioreare s
verely stretched. See ¢ o mniiemutlst iopnl eJ at measn sW
discussed at the close ©hapter 1

It is reassuring that in His provision of the 1611 Authorised Holy Bible as the purified
and fully refined words of God, Psalm 12:6,irwi t hou't a d mfoanduhe e or
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final authority in all matters of faith amractice, the Lord has patently ignored the likes
of Kutilek and White. The AV1611 was translated into every major language before
1901 and into Chinese and Indian dialects long before®860

Dr Moormanmakes this observatibt ***with respect to the AV1611 readifigb o o k o f
| i in&eévelation 22:19.

AEach person has his own individual Apart
of a mandsvenpart omfm | ifeo? The revised re
warning in the Bible. Al so a parallel IS

It should also be notétthat the nosotrustworthyeditions of Griesbach, Lachmann,
Tischendorf, Tregelles, Alford and Wordsworth contain the alterdtionr ee of | i f e .

In addition to attacking various AV1611 readings in the Book of Revelation, Wite a
tempts in this chapter to subvert several other AV1@htings, beginnind >*% ®® with
Romans 10:17, 12:11, 1 Timothy 3:16, Matthew 1:18, 20:22.

White states with respect to Romans 10:17 th& r a s mu s fagwhat becark o 0
the AV1611 readingi wo r d d d@ahd tri@to imply that the readiigwo r d of Chr i
would be superior because it is found in some old sources, i.e. P46, Aleph and B.

Note Dr Mrs Riplingerdés remar ks at the beg
Erasmusi i g u e s s le @iob t0 the readings which match almost every Greekuman

scri pt k n dhsris cértairdyarye. obthe AV1611 for Romans 10:17. White no

doubt prefers the poorly attested readinggo r d o fbeChmuiset o t i s foun
opr ef er r ed the NI aaachdAS\A t TheoNiVs NASV reading is also found in

the DR, JR, RV, JB and with minor variation, iewor d abothe NWOhr i st , O

The NIV, NASV “abditon Nlews thd duieis editions of Lachmann,
Tischendorf, Tregelles and Alfotdfor Romans 10:17.

The expressioi wo r d o focc@dhonly eantedn the scriptures, in Colossians 3:16.

Its use is appropriate here because the central theme of this Letter is the Lord Jesus
Christ, of Wiom Paul writesfiFor in him dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead hed

| yGblossians 2:9.

Dr Stauffer’* P % notes with respect to Romans 10:i7, asked a group of
what Athe word of Christo was, amtlte fourh ey i n
Gospel books. One of them even said, ilt

publishers place the words of Christ in red. The NIV renderingarhans 10:17ndi-

cates that the way for a person to receive faith is by simply readinfptir Gospel books

of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and Jolit he wor ds spoken by Chri st
diligent study, one can easily determine that our Apostle is Paul and the thirteen epistles
bearing his name as their first word give us our primapogtdne. Satan wants our focus

directed away from the Apostle Padl Corinthians 11:1, 2 Timothy 2/ The NIV a-

tually elevates the earthly words of Christ above the resti®Word. This is unscp-

tur al and weakewntsh oornées se mpah a sheds ) .
|t is regrettable that White didnét carry
Stauffer did.

The expressiofi wo r d  ocofcursA® tintes in the scriptures and appropriately is often
associated directly with the scriptures, e.g. Luke 4:4, & 228, John 10:35, Acts 13:34,
18:11, Romans 9:6, 10:17, 2 Corinthians 2:17, 4:2, Ephesians 6:17, 2 Timothye2:9, H
brews 4:12, 1 Peter 1:23, Revelation 1:2 etc. The expression is undoubtedly correct in
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Romans 10:17 and no saved sinner like James Wissaiifang he is such) has any bus
ness attempting to infer otherwise.

Of Matthew 1:18, whichreadst he bi rt h oWhitelsmte¥i’8f IOh rd hsa p toe r
3 we noted how scribes could change a passage daentbarity with a parallel account

i n another place, or due to their fsmiliar
mus realized the exact same thing. t-Wi t h r
thew 1:18, Erasmus, noting that the Latinonl had A Chri st , 0 sai d, A

6Jesusd was added by a scribe because the
the church. 00

Whitebs comments above demons
Matthew 1:18 inthe AV161L s a o6éscr i bal add
t

So why doesndét he criticise he editors of
reading, as do the RV, JB and NWT? No doubt influenced by the Vulgate, the DR, JR
alone of the versions used for comparison in this work, éniite simn abthew 1:18.

Of the critical editions, only Tregelles omitsJ e siuMatihew 1:18.

i e sa PUNd il a t he
ition. O

Romans 12:11 is similar with respect to variant readings. White statg$ fh&ir a s mu s |

|l i ked fAserving the timeodo at RamansHel 2d:elf le nrc
his choice by noting that the Greek terms for Lord (kurios) and time (kairos) could easily

be confused because they | ook the same.
copyists often abbreviate syllables in thei

Again,why doesndt White criticise the editors
mu sfos h o iwbigh, adcording to Whitej wa s 2t These wversions, together with

the RV, DR, JR, JB, NWT have the AV1611 reading er vi ng inRomans. or d o
12:11, with mimor variation.

White is quick to point outin ktahiaria sSriwe,pd a n u s
i nspection of Berryds Edition showse-that |
gelles, Alford and Wordsworth readk u r ifi & ® rtabyether with the 154 Edition of
Eleziever®® N e s'tEditeroadso t2adh k u r ifid ©,r @hisdevel of agreement
with the AV1611 reading, where even most o
readingi k a i iswastiopursuingi ndi cates t hat Erasmusds op
longer applies. Likéi o ur  &P%'P Whitecis ablind guide, gnatraining, Matthew
23:24. He i s again damd |lday idhogu bbloa hs téa mdcaornd

Switching his attack to 1 Timothy 3:16, which attack he extends in a later ca3tér

White statesi KJV Only advocates ridicule modern s
factst hat Erasmus didéto explain the differen
3:16.0

White actually agrees with the AV1611 readingsod was mani f st i n t
Timothy 3:16 in his detailed comments on this passage. However, he is quickdo try

justify the substitution ofi H efar i G o thdhe NASV, NIV, statingthai none of t hi
requires us to believe that there is some conspiracy on the part of the modern translations
with reference to their renderThagisaoveryt he d
clear 1|1 ogical reason why these versions re:

0
0

Thereisalssia very cl ear | ythd AWIflloeads asritelees, apart frarh y 0
the weight and variety of underlying evidericeee below.Dr Moormanexplains  **°
his emphases.
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AThere is no mystery about fhe appeared in
el sel It is only a great mystery of godl i
NASV translationit s no't even hdgshimbowlhst maai iested i n
AHed i s not in the text! This | eaves the

does not connect grammatically. To get around the difficulty it is suggested (without ev
dencé that Paul was quoting from the fragment of an early Christian hymn from which
the Ahedo was missingéMy, we will weave our

AThe passage i s perhaps the strongest in S
surprised that it is the objectof 3ah 6 s at t ac k é o

To return to White, he spends two pages in an effort to provegidbr i G o th dhe

Greek manuscripts could easily be written insteacdbaor i He  whaccording to

White. White then asserts titatWh en we see, then such <c¢cl ai ms
Burton[Let 6 s We i g h ChichRublitatonsfi efm Tlee NAS CHANGES i
who was revealed in the fl esh, Was vindic:
there has not &lebatithatdhe gadidularnrgnslaiion &ding examined

uses a Greek text that feels thg¢ is the stronger reading thagsé And, we mi ght
that such versions as the NIV and the NASB provide textual footnatesditate the
reading of AGodoésomething that most KJV O
their KJVs when the manuscripts provide a

Not when the different reading is wrong, no. The sources in support of the AV16it1 rea
ing havebeen summarised elsewhg}é™ 846 3236.9p 135

Note thatfi o u r  clisagrées with White with respect to the AV1611 reading. rHe i
sists,A T h e ma rewudsnce is getidedly in favour BfH eodo If two supposedly
learned supporters of the modern versions are in disagreement over a reading mf such i
port asfi G o detsusii H e where does that leave the ordinary believer?

As Spurgeon said in his finaladdre t o hi s student s, Apr il 1
AWe shall gradually be so bedoubtedo-and be
found will know whats Bible and what isot, and they will dictate to the rest of us. |
have no more faith intheirenr cy t han t heir accuracy. 0

The following comments from the first listed source, in answér tou r  careire-i ¢, 0

vant to Whiteds comment s. This author s e
ANone of the manuscript evidence is in fav
inf avour of either fAGodo or AWhoo or #AWhich
AGodo, which is found in the majority of m
changed into A0S0, AWhoo, or AOO0, AWhi cho
AGai l Ri p [New Age Yersiwiipa t3e5s3 1 T h o steh dte wh a&voe i fewh o
pl ace of AGodo do not have a complete sent
addition, a neuter noun fAmysteryo cannot b
To avoid having a clause with no sebj, the NIV and JW bible arbitrarily drop the word
Awhoo and invent a new word, AHeo. .. By mak
new versions, in 1 Timothy 3:16, follow no

*She alludes to 5 out maktfoldvdng onthe 3®Vereading Ru c k
of 1901, amended further by the NASV to make a complete sentence.
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ADr . Hi [ThesKing Jaraess ¥ession Defenflipd 138 ABut i f the Gr
how can the English be #fAHeo0?nofadntentielymnew n o't
reading. 0

Concerning t hdgThesRevisoon Reniseq 42@ 448 shows that the Old
atin does NOT bear witness to fAHeo but r a:
so depraved, the Latin Version was altered intteeend cent ury. 0O See Hi
TBS Publication No. 10, p 8, states AWhile
described as fithe ol dest and one of the mc
influenced by Greek manuscriptslike@ ex D and the Latin versic
was mani festedo. . . It i's probabl e thiat t he
fested. 0O

-

AfhOne of the Syriac versions which was rem
was attributed to PhiloxersuBishop of Hierapolis in Eastern Syria, A.D. 48B3. This

version actually includes the name of God in 1 Timothy 3:16 and indicates thax-Philo
enus found AGodod in the Greek or Syriac co

The editions of Griesbach, Lachmann, Tischefidbregelles, Alford and Wordsworth
unite in substitutingi Wh doofi G o oh & Timothy 3:16 and are copied by Nestle.

Dr Ruckman comments as folloWs®*"onWH t e 6 s e viaG ousetsusioHeimo f
1 Timothy 3:16, aut hordés emphases. (Dr Ru
readingsi Go dré Wh and Timothy 3:16.)

AThe passage before wus {G&dbdconmng inGarndtednthes p e a k
flesh. This is the verse that [in 1857] Jonathan Philpott (The Gospel Standard)proph
sied would be meddled with if ANY revisio
1881, Hort did just that. Nestle, Aland, and Metzger followed him; and, in this gentur

the ASV (1901), the NASV (1960), and the NIV (1973), did the same thing. James White
justiieshn Godei ng removed from 1 Timothy 3:16¢&W,
us to believe that there is some conspiracy on the part of the modern transiations

reference to their rendering of the disputed phrase in this passage

AHe | ied right off the bat. He | ied twice
seventeen centuriesa@go when no modern transl ation was
disputedat all. A word was disputedi God 0

*Dr Mrs Riplinger cites six of the church fathers bearing witnes$s ® o th @ Timothy
3:16 before 400 AD and adds tliatOf wr i ters before AD 400, O
stands al one i DrRodkmatcontinuegs. " God. 00

Al ot i's true that the NIV and NASV inventec
and AHe who was revealed in the flesho), b
revealed. The AV saiditwésGo d[.Wh i t e sai d] 0 Tldyieatreasans a V ¢
why these versions read as they do. 00

ALIi ed again. Three times in one paragraph
AThe NIV was one of the versions. But it

i n any Greek manuscript. Thereexs nyppddhe
Avariant . 0 The word AHe, 0 Ji mmyé, i's Aaut

is clear and LOGI CAL,o0 is it? *Ahe BIVs not
reading was plucked out of pure Pixie dust; not one of three hur@@heek manuscripts

says fAhe. 0 White just corrected nAthe Gree
demning the practi2d&rRead Romans 2: 19
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*|t appears that omicron O, 0, is shown to represent either the neuter definite article or the
relative ppnounwhich, depending on how it is accentéd Not e al sob-Dr Ruc
servation, from inspection of a photocopy of Sinaiticus, that James White is not correct in

his use ofo e 0, Qsando<s. These terms appear in the upper case manuscripts as

ocandocr espectivel y. Not e fM%shouldaisobecaaut hor
rected in this respett. See also Burgd® *® Dr Ruckman continues.

AThe apostates before Whiteds day (

fromthe versethy constructed an Englisho se enc
cate! éWhite didnét even dare mentidH t; F
The ASV of 1901 violated the grammar of Third Gradgligr, so theicr fAgod
cessors had to cover wup for t hwasvindicat@chey di
in the Spirito) where there wasnbdt one sin

*1 Timothy 3:16 in the ASV of 1901 readSHe who was manifested the flesh, Just

fied in the spirit, Seen of angels, Preached among the nations, Believed on in the world,
Recei ved uThe Verse dgek mot cpnstiblute a complete sentence. The 1881 RV
reading of Westcott and Hort is the same as that of the AS¥ and likewise grammat

cally incorrect. Dr Ruckman continues.

t he ASV
nt e

AWhite didnoét mention either of these make
rid of the Deity of Christ (ASV and NASV) and bow down to the reading of Sinaiticus
[Aleph]. Hesaidd hey wer e fAcl ear and | ogical o reaso

Al Whit e] says [the modern translators] wer
found among theméBut he didndét dare docume
againée

A G o evas omitted from 1 Timothy 3lby someone who majored in omissions when
they quoted Scripture (Luke 4:10).

ANow there follows a brief menti on o-f t he
tain words liked Goodi J e samcNncChrweit ® abbr evi ated nn the
c i a | Aslineowould be written over the first letter to show that the abbreviation had

taken pl ace. I n this case, Q0)MWtheadirre@veri n t he
the |l etterse

AHere is Sinaiticus, w i iterh abaut ifbyOMhEe], whileeitm o f i
has removedi G o &amn 1 Timothy 3:16. Canon Cook says that Sinaiticus was written

at Caesarea by Eusebius, Athe STANDARD bea
says of Vaticanus and Siadilti BULSUNDERIS€éy¢ oc
document séeLOGI CALLY incompatibles with fai:H

AARClIl ear and | ogical o reasons is it Jimmy, |
ifiSo it is easy to see how The tWhiegiddrts coul d
the verse in uncial Greek without word separation, once gigtand in parallel witho <

J1t coul d? | f it had been, you coul dnét

without the sigmaigcCeor Etorcod) dnibs amaver b
Aihe who. o And what would a LockdkE)? bieeredoi ng
are no nomina s a oc¢. aBreryastriber fer ninetat cenduriea lknéw

there werenodét any. Wh aot) is\Wtpassibdity Ineeaase g isi st |
found in Sinaiticug Whi i gosat °Pfrié8emeene (NI V and NAS
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ately chose the outrageous reading ofcanspiratoriallcopyist [Aleph] in order to get
read ofi God 0

AOn goes [James White].

AifHence WE can see how a textwual vaw-i ant a
man beings with less than perfect visiomeneopying words that are liable to causeneo

fusion on the part of a peitethercépyirgofzad kb6 sno't
word?lea scri be might believeéfully and compl

seeo < and cy it as such. No theological bias needs to be asserted to understand how
this reading could arise. o

AHe didndét see the nomina sacra? So he t|
Godlinesso) required a MASCULI NE pronoun (
AAnd he went to college in Alexandria? Wh
AThese c¢cl umsy per voaone svordnrakEhglishtwheregahe wed wa® r s
AGodd (and the verse dealt with theefirst
sent at this sideshow? That i s Al exandri a
beli eve @Ano t he oskndathoegh they hlieradstie gemdess ignoredethe
correct readi ng, added a verb and then [
WHOO [ Al eph] what on AGoddés eartho eould t
come fAmanifest i n t hvehatfwhoehachan ¢Q of A d knalvi d n 6 t
Someone who trusts NIVs and NASVsé

ABut Whiteds | ame alibis for blasphemers h

menti oned ALEXANDRI NUS (manuscript HAAO0) e

AEvery man on theéNASV comnkintetwe eietandad h@Th

with the nomina sacradc) , and NOT Aodo or Ao. O Some
was not even a factor in the probl em. Al e

Dr Ruckman then gives extensive document at
such in the B century Codex Alexandrire>? *°for over 100 years, 1628738, until it
finally faded. He concludes.

AThe real reason for the NIV6s and NASVOs
any Ascribed mistaki mhg blasphgnmolsitextgof thied\NtV amdn y t h i
NASV was adopted because it was (1) AThe
Adoctrinal passageso are fAsuspect. o Those
established by Hort to heie a scholar when happroached a Greek Text. They were

| aid down by Griesbach and Lachmann before
AJames White was incapable of even discus
At humbnai l sketcho of 1 Timothy 3: boit deal t
t hat one. That is how you qualify for the
AThey are Al ooking for a few good Iiars. o
only) to qualify, and you have to |ie about

A lengthy citation has been given frolnr Ruckmandéds work because
James WhiteP %" attacks Dr Ruckman foii s pear headi ng the KJV O
with arguments thafi s i mpl y dondéhdihobdmevat arbonécircu
and often grossly fl awed. 0
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The above citation from Dr Ruckmands worKk
indicate to anyone genuinely concernedfior r ut h  a’f'd®t hane Diry Ruc k ma
analysesofsr i pture texts and sources is profoun
of Dr Ruckmandés writings, which wil | be ad
wholly unfounded. White i1s also frilmsaull y u
ing,de meani ng | angua gli&eJanesWhites opponents, 0

An inspection of Dr Ruckmands comments on
demonstrate for anyone concernedffor r ut h a ntlht James Whitet dgserves all

of Dr Ruck man 0 stsanenmoreyustes thersaibes dneé Phgrisees merited

the rebukes they got from the Lord Jesus Christ, Matthew Z813

As Paul rightly rebuked an inveterate deceiverof hisdayi | t t hou not <ceas
the right waktslddlbb.t he Lord?o

White then attempts 0 use Erasmusods notes on Matthew
speculations oii h a r mo n iinztlee tAV1611 @nd therefore cast further doubt on its
text.

AErasmus recognised correctly, t he lehppear
passages in the Gospel séOne clear exampl e
KJV has, fiAre ye able to drink of the cup
baptism that I a m b fopwhichsrevidion waommittedhite isah e N A S
paid consultant seeChapter3has si mpl vy, AnAre you able to
about to drink?0o0 Whil e Erasmus kept the r
that | am baptised witho in bhieent @xtranisé en
from the parallel passage in Mark 10:38.0

White neglects to mention that the DR, JR, JB, NWT agree with the NASV, NIV i omi

tingthe phraséand t o be baptized with tlrenMaapti sm
thew 20:22. Seéppendix Table A1l He also neglects to mention that the NASV, NIV,

DR, JR, JB, NWT likewise unite in omitting the phra%é? fiand be baptized with the
baptism that | froannMMattheawp20:23z Bath oms#oris indhe modern

versions stem from the corrupt Greek editférsf Griesbach, Lachmann, Tischendorf,
Tregelles, Alford and Wordsworth, copied by Nestle. Were both phfases ansf er r ed
from Mark 10:38, 3%r simply recorded by Matthew and Mark?

Dr Moormanshows P " that the phrases found in the AV1611 have support from 22 of

the uncial manuscripts and the majority of the cursives, together with"{reer@ury

Peshitta Syriac and portions of the Old Latin. Why would the majority of scribek; wor

i ng over a wide geographical area fmom ear
stead of simply copying? How does White know that those copying Matthevedirs
sulted Mark before undertaking theirs- work?
tions but they are relevant.

Aleph, B and 5 other uncials omit the phrases, which are absent from most of the Old
Latini Moorman cites 14 manuscrigta n d J e Vulgatee 6

Dr Ruckmari®? %89 has this observation. Emphases are his.

AThere are two types of Old Latin readings
( Not e: T limlka)twaslthe type Jerome (from ITALused to bring the Old Latin into
|l ine with the Pope (who was in | TALY). An
Latino BEFORE JEROME MESSED WI TH | T, and c
have been the right text in Africa before ORIGEN messtditwi Thus Jerome, Origen,
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and Augustine stand perpetually bound together as an eternal memorial to the depravity
of Bible rejecting AFundamentalists, o0 who

Like James White. Dr Mrs Riplinger stat&%®?

AJerome corrupted [t he] pure Ol d Itala Bib
Preface. AYou [ Pope Damasus|] urge me to
judgment on the copies of Scriptures wc h are now scattered thr
there not a man, learned or unlearned, who will not, when he takes the volume in
handécall me a forger and a profane person
to the ancient boaks,|I nordetroo nmeabkse Poalod-mgeisé t
tl es, APreserved in the Codex Fuldensisoéh
to have me branded a falsifier and a corru
admit s, NfnJer omeds &pbpepoastidatedhfa tampering Vviitl the Holg  wo u
Writ was not unfounded. His revision of the Latin Bible provoked both criticismrand a

ger, sometimes with extraordinary vehemenc:

White fails to mention Met zger 0 s repedtedly s si on
cites Metzger when he seeks to cast dbubt’ 18> 252 261, 263, 264, 20 readings in the
AV1e611. See Dr Mrs Riplinger 6244 withoegperoe Nt s a
to Professor Metzagr and Wil ki ns@hiose ® & mhabtusthedsan c e ir o n
age persecution Rome meted out to the Waldensian believers whose bible was the Old
ltala, dating from the"™ century AD.

White then directs his criticism&*¢? towards 1 John 5:7.

He seeks to undermine the authenticity of
doubts about the passage. He statesijatt John 5: 7] éwas flund on
gate. Erasmus rightly did not includet in the first orn-second
strained to insert the phrase in the third edition when presented with an Irish manuscript

t hat contained the disputed phraseéthe ma
probably was created in the houseGrkey Friars, whose provincial, was an old enemy of
Erasmuséwe have a phrase that is simply no
Johnds first epistle. The few manuscripts
of those have the readjrwritten in the margin. The phrase appears only in certain of the

Latin versions. There are, quite literally, hundreds of readings in the New Testament
manuscript tradition that have better arguments in their favor that are rejected by both
Erasmus andhe KJV translators. And yet this passage is ferociously defended by KJV
advocates to this dayelf i ndeed the Comma
apostle John, we are forced to conclude that entire passages, rich in theological meaning,
candsppear from the Greek manuscript tradit
defenders of the KJVé[present] a theory re
the very basis upon which we can have confidence that we still have the original words of

Paul or Johnéin their rush to defend what
entered into the KJV by wunusual <circumst an:
Again, White neglects to mention whefiet he or i gi nal wo cad be o f P e
found as the preserved words of Guetween two covers. He adds a A8t&° with re-

spect toi't he grammati cal argument t hat posits
At hreeo and the genderandimsibtstiap T hinet,aivelyl oo d a
maj or problem, as fAthreed al most al ways ap

Substantiveéthis is more stylistic than an:
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First, White has demonstrated his contempt for, or wilful ignorance of, faithful basle b

lievers suclas the Waldenses, whose {111 Latin Bibles, the texts of which date from

as early as 157 AD, furnishédu nequi vocal testi mony of a ¢tr
primitive church, that the celebrated text of the heavenly withgds@ehn 5:7]was

adoped in the version which prevailed in the Latin Church, previously to the introduction

of the modeSene WNillgkaitnes.oon 6 s ¢ Cdthalic Carmpters f  No |
and Centuries of Warfare

How can a text of scripture preservedibya t r u |ligal benxlo af the primitive
¢ h u r poksibly be a late addition? 157 ADnist late!

Dr Mrs Riplinger note¥ P *®thati The wor |l dés | eading Erasmu:
Jonge, finds Bruce Metzger, James ¥/hand others sorely wrong in their appraisal of
Er asmus. He states, in his AErasmus and t|

are patently wrong. 0

The evidence for 1 John 5:7 as scripture has been summarised elé&Wfere™ but
extracts follow, together with citations from other researchers.

DrHolland'st at es in refutation of Whifid&iotdtiesin
example of falsenif or mati on is White's treat ment of
5: 7). Alf indeed the Comma was a part of
forced to conclude that entire passages, rich in theological meaning, can disappear from

the Greekmnuscript tradition without | eaving a
White thinks it was added in the fifteenth century. Yet, it was quoted by Cyprian in 250

AD, used by Cassiodorus in the early sixth century, and found in the old Latin mytnusc

of the fifth century and in the Specul um. o

He has this further detailed stdd§'*"as f ol | ows . Dr Hotl andés
ence citations that have been omitted here.

Note that Dr Holland in Isioverview of 1 John 5:7 doesta c c ept Whi t ebs ass
the grammatical difficulty arising from omission of the vefise s not a bk-ery ma
lemo

Al John 5:7 (JdFaesiendhCemmdA)y e Oneo

AARFor there are t hraeea, the Rather, the &Vard, andehe blalyd i n
Ghost: and these three are one. o

AThe passage is called the Johannine Comma
manuscripts. However, the verse is a wonderful testimony to the Heavenly Trinity and
should bemaintained in our English versions, not only because of its doctrinal isignif

cance but because of the external and internal evidence that testify to its authenticity.

AThe External Support: Al t hough not found
Commais found in several. It is contained in 629 (fourteenth century), 61 (sixteenth ce
tury), 918 (sixteenth century), 2473 (seventeenth century), and 2318 (eighteenth century).
It is also in the margins of 221 (tenth century), 635 (eleventh century), 8Btiftwan-

tury), 429 (fourteenth century), and 636 (fifteenth century). There are about five hundred
existing manuscripts of 1 John chapter five that do not contain the Comma. It is clear
that the reading found in the Textus Receptus is the minoritynggadth later textual
support from the Greek witnesses. Nevertheless, being a minority reading doesinot elim
nate it as genuine. The Critical Text considers the reading lesou (of Jesus) to be the
genuine reading instead of lesou Christou (of Jesus Gmid John 1:7. Yet lesou is the
minority reading with only twentfour manuscripts supporting it, while four hundred



13¢

seventyseven manuscripts support the reading lesou Christou found in the Textps Rece
tus. Likewise, in 1 John 2:20 the minority raaglipantes (all) has only twelve man
scripts supporting it, while the majority reading is panta (all things) has four hundred
ninetyone manuscripts. Still, the Critical Text favors the minority reading over #ie m
jority in that passage. This is commomgedahroughout the First Epistle of John, and the
New Testament as a whole. Therefore, simply because a reading is in the minority does
not eliminate it as being considered original.

AWhile the Greek textual e v i dferthe Eommais we a k ,
extremely strong. It is in the vast majority of the Old Latin manuscripts, whichmutnu
ber the Greek manuscripts. Al t hough some

original Vulgate, the evidence suggests that it was. Jerome:states

AAln that place particularly where we read
in the First Epistle of John, in which also the names of three, i.e. of water, of blood, and

of spirit, do they place in their edition and omitting the testimorth®father; and the

Word, and the Spirit in which the catholic faith is especially confirmed and the single
substance of the Father, the Son and the H

AOt her church fathers are also knovame t o ha
guestioned if Cyprian (258 AD) knew of the Comma, his citation certainly suggests that

he did. He writes: AThe Lord says, o6l and
the Father and the Son and t heAlsdjthdreyisn8pi r i t
doubt that Priscillian (385 AD) cites the Comma:

ARAs John says fAand there are three which
the blood, and these three are in one, and there are three which give testimony in heaven,

theFaher, the Word, and the Spirit, and thes:c¢
ALiI kewi s-Arian woitk eomgiledtoy an unknown writer, the Varimadum (380 AD)

states: AAnd John the Evangel i st sayséoAn
heaven, the Fathr |, t he Word, and the Spirit, and t

Cassian (435 AD), Cassiodorus (580 AD), and a host of other African and Western bis
ops in subsequent centuries have cited the Comma. Therefore, we see that the reading
has massive ahancient textual support apart from the Greek witnesses.

Al nternal Evidence: The structure of the C
noted for referring to Christ as Athe Word
eight, assomelvae suggested, t han we would expect
AWord. o However, the verse uses the Greek

John and provides evidence of its genuineness. Also, we find John drawing paeallels b
tween the finity and what they testify (1 John 4:13). Therefore, it comes as nasu

prise to find a parallel of witnesses containing groups of three, one heavenly and one
earthly.

AThe strongest evidence, however, Josn found
5:8, there are three nouns which, in Greek, stand in the neuter (Spirit, water, and blood).
However, they are followed by a participle that is masculine. The Greek phrase here is oi
marturountes (who bare witness). Those who know the Greek langodgestand this

to be poor grammar if left to stand on its own. Even more noticeably, verse six has the
same patrticiple but stands in the neuter (Gk.: to marturoun). Why are three neuter nouns
supported with a masculine participle? The answer is fatimeé include verse seven.

There we have two masculine nouns (Father and Son) followed by a neuter noun (Spirit).

The verse also has the Greek masculine participle oi marturountes. With this clause i
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troducing verse eight, it is very proper for the paple in verse eight to be masculine,
because of the masculine nouns in verse seven. But if verse seven were not there it would
become improper Greek grammar.

AEven though Gregory of Nazianzus (390 AD)
Comma, B makes mention of the flawed grammar resulting from its absence. In his
Theological Orientations he writes referring to John:

Afnh(he has not been consistent) in the way |
Three in the masculine gender he adlisee words which are neuter, contrary to the
definitions and laws which you and your grammarians have laid down. For what is the
difference between putting a masculine Three first, and then adding One and One and

One in the neuter, or after a masculine€®and One and One to use the Three not in the
masculine but in the neuter, which you youl

Al't is clear that Gregory recognized the i
are verses six and eight without verseven. Other scholars have recognized the same
thing. This was the argument of Robert Dabney of Union Theological Seminary in his
book, The Doctrinal Various Readings of the New Testament Greek (1891). Bishop Mi
dleton in his book, Doctrine of the e Article, argues that verse seven must be a part

of the text according to the Greek structure of the passage. Even in the famous-comme

tary by Matthew Henry, there is a note stating that we must have verse seven if we are to
have proper Greek in verseét.

AWhil e the external evidence makes the ori
evidence makes it very probable. When we consider the providential hand of God and

His use of the Traditional Text in the Reformation it is clear that the Coisiaathe-

tic. o

David Cloud supports 1 John 5:7 as foll6#%&"3

nwHI TE MAKES AN | SSUE OF THE ALLEGED LACK
5:7.

AWhite largely ignores the powerful arguments which have led Biblevbediéo accept 1

John 5:7 as Scripture for centuries on end. 1 John 5:7 stood unchallenged in the English

Bible for a full six hundred years. It was in the first English Bible by John Wycliffe in
1380, in Tyndal eds New Tebltaeameht 15851502hbe¢
Bible of 1537, the Taverner Bible of 1539, the Great Bible of 1539, the Geneva $lew Te
tament of 1557, the Bishopds Bible of 1568
not disappear from a standard English Bible until thegish Revised of 1881 omitted it.

AJames White would probably reply, ASur e,
1 John 5:7 has al ways been in the Latin Bi
mean anything. o dans la tot. iTheaet that the siosthmdalytusedy m
Bibles through the centuries contained 1 John 5:7 speaks volumes to me. It tells me that
God had His hand in this, that it is preserved Scripture. Were the countless preachers,
theologians, church and denomrational leaders, editors, translators, etc., who accepted

the Trinitarian statement in 1 John 58 of these English Bibles through all these long
centuries really so ignorant? What a proud generation we have today! White is correct
when he states th&bng tradition in itself is not proof that something is true, butdie |

nores the fact that long tradition CAN BE an evidence that something is true, and if that
tradition Ilines up with the Word ofnGod, i
cientknd mar k, which thy fathers have seto (P
for believing 1 John 5:7 was penned by the Apostle John under inspiration of the Holy
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Spirit, but Whiteds readers are not inforn
presentation of this issue.

AWhite ignores the scholarly defense of th
Nolan in 1815 An Inquiry into the Integrity of the Greek Vulgate or Received Text of the

New Testament, in which the Greek manuscriptsnamwly classed, the integrity of the
Authorised Text vindicated, and the various readings traced to their origin. This 576

page volume has been reprinted by Bible for Today, 900 Park Ave., Collingswood, NJ
08108. The Southern Presbyterian Review forlApril 8 71, descri bed Nol
wor k which defends the received text with |

AWhite i gn o+heneringtsthelarsiGphaf if&entury Presbyterian scholar
Robert Dabney, who wrote in defense of the Tm@n statement in 1 John 5:7 (Dissu
sions of Robert Lewis Dabney, AThe Doctrin

Gr eek, 0 V0390; Edinburglp Bann@r5o0 Truth Trust, 1891, reprinted 1967).
Dabney was offered the editorship of a newspapeage 22 and it was said of him that

no man his age in the U.S. was superior as a writer. He taught at Union Theological
Seminary from 1853 to 1883 and pastored the College Church during most of those
years. He contributed to a number of publicatiomgluding the Central Presbyterian,

the Presbyterian Critic, and the Southern Presbyterian. His last years were spent with
the Austin School of Theology in Texas, a university Heweoded. AA. Hodge called
Dabney fithe best t¥Wmaiched Sfatéde®ol ogQynon & h
eral Stonewall Jackson referred to him as the most efficient officer he knew (Thomas
Cary Johnson, The Life and Letters of Robert Lewis Dabney, cover jacket, The Banner of
Truth Trust, 1977 edition of the 1903ginal).

AWhite ignores the fact that it was partioc
who fought viciously against the Trinitarian passage in the King James Bible. For exa
pl e, in my | ibrary is a copy o eEspektingtlke Abboi

Three Heavenly Witnesses, 1 John v. 7 (New York: James Miller, 1866). Abbot, Harvard
University Divinity School professor, was one of at least three Gtieisying Unitarians

who worked on the English Revised Version (ERV) of 1881 and teecAmStandard

Version (ASV) of 1901. Abbot was a close friend of Philip Schaff, head of the &SV pr

j ect, and was spoken of warmly in the intr
testimony of the revisers themselves, the Unitarian Abbot wigjceat influence on the
translation. Consider the following statement by Matthew Riddle, a member of the ASV
translation committee:

AADr . Ezra Abbot was the foremost tlWxtual
ALLY PREVAILED WHEN QUESTIONS OF TEXT \WWHPREBATED. Dr. Ezra Abbot

presented a very able paper on the last clause of Romans 9:5, arguing that it was a do

ology to God, and not to be referred to Christ. His view of the punctuation, which is held

by many modern scholars, appears in the margithefAmerican Appendix, and is more
defensible than the margin of the English
the text, with this margin: 6Some ancient
scripts, read God. 6 ¢é De in favarbobtbetreading pvhigher a | o n ¢
moves 6God6é from the text]o (Matthew Riddl
Philadelphia: The Sunday School Times Co., 1908, pp. 30,39,83).

AMatthew Riddleds testi mony wasone d¢fthemostegar d
influential members of the American Standard Version committee and one of the few
members who survived to see the translation printed. The ASV was the first influential
Bible published in America to drop 1 John 5:7 from the text, ANDID SO UNDER
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THE INFLUENCE OF A UNITARIAN. White sees no significance to these matters. | see
great significance. White, as do most modern version defenders, ignores the direct Un
tarian connection with modern textual criticism and with the textuahghs pertaining

to the Lord Jesus Christ which appear in the modern versions. We have exposed this
connection extensively in our book Modern Versions Founded upon Apostasy.

AWhite also ignores the scholarly marticles
lished since the late 1800s by the Trinitarian Bible Society. He also ignores the excellent
defense of 1 John 58 by Jack Moorman in his 1988 book When the KJV Departs from

the AMajorityo Text: A New Twist Versiont he Ci
(Bible for Today, 900 Park Ave., Collingswood, NJ 08108). Moorman gives an overview

of the internal and external evidence for this important verse. White also ignores the e

cellent reply given in 1980 by Dr. Thomas Strouse tcADC a r s 0 n 0irsg Jamese K
Version Debate, in which Dr. Strouse provides an overview of the arguments supporting

the authenticity of 1 John 5:7 as it stands in the Received Text. Dr. Strouse (Phed. in th

ology from Bob Jones University) is Chairman of the Department @bldgy, Tabera-

cle Baptist Theological Seminary (717 N. Whitehurst Landing Rd., Virginia Beaeh, Vi

ginia 23464. 8831822287, tbcm@exis.net).

AWhite also ignores the | andmark work of N
Debate over 1 John 58 (Co mma Publ i cati ons, 1855 AAO0 Av.
It is possible, of course, that he had not
The King James Bible Controversy. -Maynar
standing defense of 1 Jobr-8 as it exists in the King James Bible, but White pretends
that there is no reasonable defense of the
Dr Moormart'? ***" summarises the reasons why bible critics reject 1 Johnnst Zites
Dabneyodés evaluation of the verse®¥E foll ow
ARThe masculine article, numer al and part

made to agree directly with thremuters, an insuperable and very bald grammaticil di

ficulty. If the disputed words are allowed to remain, they agree with two masculines and

one neuter noun HO PATER, HO LOGOS, KAI TO HAGION PNEUMA and, according

to the rule of syntax, the masculinesamg the group control the gender over a neuter
connected with them. Then the occurrence of the masculines TREIS MARTUROUNTES

in verse 8 agreeing with the neuters PNEUMA, HUDOR, and HAIMA may be accounted

for by the power of attraction, well knowninGreely nt ax él f t he words |
omitted, the concluding words at the end of verse 8 contain an unintelligible reference.

The Greek words KAl HOI TREIS EIS TOHEN EISIN mean preciselp nd t hese t h
agree to that (afverrseesaiisd)onOntet.edd #ltfh atth eOn7e o

Moorman adds that Gaussen says it best: ARenmeve it,
comes incoherent. 00

White may disagree but the sources that Moorman quotes provide much more detailed
analyses than White does.s Adicated, Moorman also gives a detailed analysis @f su
port for 1 John 5:7 as it reads in the AV1614ee Holland and Cloud abovend refers

the reader to Dr Hilf§ ? 2°" for his explanation of why theerse was possibly omitted

from the majority of Greek manuscripts.

Dr Hills refers t o“csntulyevhithitaughtdhst thh threesPergonso f  t
of the Godhead were not distinct Persons but identical. Hills concludes that the statement

Ahese threrellJahn®&foonedoubt seemed to [orthod
t he Sabellian viewéand i f during the cours
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ered which had lost this reading [by accidental omission], it is easy to see haowitibe
dox party would consider these mutilated manuscripts to represent the true texd-and r
gard the Johannine Comma as a heretical ad

Dr Hills statesthafi | n t h-ep&akiekhg East éthe struggle a
parti cul aredulng is thes less ef 1 dohn 5:7 from most Greek manuscripts,
whereas it was nevertheless preserved in the {spigaking West wher e t he 1 nf | U
Sabellianism was probably not so great. o

White attempts to under mi neohDx7asfollows’s6 s ana
AHIi I'ls is one of the few who seem to have
though he is not quick to bring out the fact that this means the Greek manuscript tradition
canbe so corrupted as to | oseNhiwietdblso wto ntt reangp
bible believers emerges once again, where he states in thisindest who def en
John 5:7] do so by merely repeating the maxim that the KJV is the Word of God, and
hence the passage should be there (i.e. the)

Agai n, White ignores his own &écircularity
AV1611 readingsi by a n y0 2nCermthians 11:3a; apparent lack of manuscript

support, #eged recension and conflation in the Byzantine & xytplEr, @s mus s not
Afa gr eat likea Coder Alaph (supposedly such) and allefjeld a r mo niarmdat i on o
Aexpansi oets HB hote@bowe tould bewsrded as follows.

Al , Jamemorepddt 1 Jolen 5:7 do so by merely repeating the maxim that the KJV
is not the Word of God wherever | can find something that conflicts with it, and hence the
passage should not be there (i.e. |l use col

But White is lying abut Dr Hills, who gives a comprehensive summary of early sources

for 1 John 5:7, including Cyprian, 250 AD, which White wilfully ignored insofar as he

had Dr Hillsdés book in front of hi m. See
Whiteds |ie.

Moreover, White was clearly too careless to check out the work. df. ®abney P 322

who gives a further explanation of how 1 John 5:7 might initially have been removed

from early Greek manuscripts, by means thatemot accidental. See remarks by Whi

ney and Wilkinson, undéWh i t e 6 s | ,notthe @fteet thafiit hro s e wdro wer e
rupting the scriptures, claimed that they were reatlgrrectingt heanod Col wel | 6
statement thah The f i r st t wsed theecredtioans of ¢he largei number of
variations known to scholars today in the manuscripts of the New Testament mest vari
tions, I believe, were made del i berately. o

Dabney states.

AThere are strong probabl e gr ocescudestinthe conc
East received a mischievous modification at the hands of the famous Origen. Those who
are best acquainted with the history of Christian opinion know best, that Origen was the
great corrupter, and the source, or at least earliest chanwfehearly all the speculative

errors which plagued the church in after ages...He disbelieved the full inspiration and
infallibility of the Scriptures, holding that the inspired men apprehended and stated many
things obscurely...He expressly denied thasobstantial unity of the Persons and the

proper incarnation of the Godheadthe very propositions most clearly asserted in the
doctrinal various readings we have under review.

AThe wei ght of probability is greANTkyYy i n
TRINITARIANS, FINDING CERTAIN CODICES IN WHICH THESE DOCTRINAL
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READINGS HAD BEEN ALREADY LOST THROUGH THE LICENTIOUS CRITICISM
OF ORIGEN AND HIS SCHOOL, INDUSTRIOUSLY DIFFUSED THEM, WHILE THEY
ALSO DID WHAT THEY DARED TO ADD TO THE OMISSIONS OF SARIREA-

| NGS. o

Concerning the Irish Manuscript 61 that White dismisses hsi g h | y atteatisrpise ct , 0
drawn to Dr Rué¥¥odthiddecurdeats cr i pti on

AHow about that Manuscript 61 at Dublin?
AWebhtccording to Professor Michaelisa(cited
ment Criticismo), Manuscript 61 hasi-four

dences with OIld Syriac, two of which also agree with the Old Itala: ALL READINGS
DIFFER FROM EVRY GREEK MANUSCRIPT EXTANT IN ANY FAMILY. The Old
Itala was written long before 200 A.D., and the OIld Syriac dates from before 170
(Tatianbs Diatessaron) .

AManuscript 61 was supposed to have been w
becomes OMs WHAFRO Not fromhiXs meagsodos @eot yy
from Erasmus, for it doesndét match his AGr
Manuscript 61 are with the SYRIAC (Acts 11:26), and that version WAS NOT KNOWN IN
EUROPE UNTIL 1552 Moses Mardin). o

Dr Ruckmanés findings add support for 1 Jo
180 AD, in harmony with the Old Itala Bibles, whose text dates from 157 AD. Again,
hardyfa | ater addition. 0

Il n opposition t o HKuiilek, haslan asticle evitied SiepgesOutine | vy , D
on 1 John 5:0n his sitewww.kjvonly.org/index.html

He declares.

AAn I rish monk deliberately fabricated suc
This manuscript (no. 61) was copied from an early manuscript which did not contain the
words. The page in this manuscript containing the disputed words is on a special paper

and has a glossy finish, unlike any other page in the manuscript. On the bifisssook

16" century deliberately falsified manuscript, Erasmus inserted the disputed words in his

3 4" and %" editions of the Greek NT, though he protested that he did not believe the
words were genuine.o

A Si mipskhe @perative word.
T Who was tls Irish monk?
1 What manuscript did he copy from?

1 Who testified aboufit he di sp beilgdomwoads@e anda l parfr
where is the evidence?

1 Why should a forger risk arousing suspicion by use ofitlsep e ¢ i a?l paper o

1 Even then, how does use of thes peelc i p aeftablishbinequivocallythat
then di s p ut ewdre mobim tdes@urce manuscript?

1 Where is the statement from Erasmus protesting against 1 John 5:77?

It is significant that Kutilek fails to address any of these questions. Unless he does, his
assertions with respect to Manuscript 61 must be rejected as spurious.
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With incisive comments on much of the above, Dr Ruckman summarises the evidence for

1 John 5:7 as follows with respect to texts and citatigh$ f | had diembyat ed F
| would have pulled Which Bible? on him (by David Otis Fuller) and put pages 211 and

212 before the video camera. You see, the King James translators had four Waldensian
Bibles on their writing tables in 1611. These ltéasian Bibles had 1 John 5&in

t hem. o

See remarks und€&atholic Corrupters and Centuries of WarfareDr Ruckman conti
ues.

AwWatch God Al mighty preserving His words.
work of Agodly Copealsiecalatiiyehalnalr €£van AD 17
Latin, AD 180: Tatian and OIld Syriac, AD 200:Tertullian and Old Latin, AD 25(@-Cy

rian and OIld Latin, AD 350: Priscillian and Athanasius, AD 415: Council of Carthage,

AD 450: Jer omeods Vuws aa7ck WianAugensid, AD 1190uMi ge n t
iscule manuscript 88, AD 12aI500: Four Waldensian Bibles, AD 1519: Greek Man

script 61, AD 1521611: Erasmus TR, AD 1611: King James Authorized Version of the

Holy Bible.

AGod had to wor k & ofMiJohax mesdrved; ldeepteservadd @. t r ut
You have it; but not in an RV, RSV, NRSV,

See al so D&V deviénaonhtheeeliderics for 1 John 5:7. He stétes 5 7
1600sAD Waldensian (that is, Vaudois) Bibles have the versk took [the Roman
Catholic religion] wuntil the 1650s to fini
Bi bl e. But the Vaudois were succes¢ds-ful [
or mat iSeemremarks above and undzatholic Corrupters and Centuries of Wa

fare.

n

*This site” is also a good summary of the evidence and researcher Kevin’38Ai&€5
provides a thoroughgoing discussion of 1 John 5:7.

White continues to cast dodit®® % on further AV1611 readings by highlightind- a
leged lack of manuscript support, variant readings of the Received Text and/aF the a
vancesofi mod er n s c Hiorexd graup of uchdeadingsnsists of Luke 2:14,
Acts 8:37, 9:5, 6, 19:20, Ephesians 1:18, 3:9, 2 Timothy 2:19.

It should be noted that the NIV departs fr
readings with the DR, JR, JB, NWT in Luke 2:14, Ephesians 1:18, 3:9 and 2 Timothy
2:19, with the JB, NWT in all the verses apart from Acts 19:20, where it departs with the

JB. SeeAppendix Table A1 Once again, White shows that he believes that God gave

His word to Rome and Watchtower in preference to faithful bible believers dowrgthrou

the centuries.

All the AV1611 readings for these?®¥orses wi
authenticating a disputed text. Except for Luke 2:14 in the AV1611, which satisfies all 7,
only number of withesses is lacking, on the basis of the evidence available today and von
Sodenés | imited collation of the cursive m

Concerning Luke 2:14, White maintains tiiewh i | e mai nt ai ning the r
at Luke 2:14, in his text, Bezhsputes this in his comments. Modern Greek texts agree
with Beza, resulting in the differences be
t he NASBOGs fiamong men wrhé NIV neddo gmilanheto thes pl e .
AV1611, withion whom rmhe st §.avour
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Thefi Moder n Grirlade the enuptsdoeditiotfsof Lachmann, Tischendorf,
Tregelles and Al f dEdi tainan. at Ehe Weampesed so 211
not histext

White has a ftther comment on this verse later in his book that reflects his inclination to
the heresy of Hoint Calvinismi?***°i see Whitneyo6s comments o

Calvinism at the start aZhapter 2 White stées.

AThis variant involves the difference betw
will o] and the genitive form [fAof gdod wil
ity that the move from the genitive to the nominative could have takes Ipyasimple

oversight éFurther mor e, the nominative make
whi ch speaks of Gododos peace seen in the bi

chosen to be the recipients therdoe. like James White and his Calist fellow-
travellers] Edward F. Hills cites Theodore Beza, who, though retaining the nominative

reading in his text, felt the genitive was
the authority of Origen, Chrysostom, the Old (Vulgate) traiesta and finally the sense
I tsel f, I shoul d prefer to read A( men) o]

Bezaéewith the words of KJV Only advocate G

ARThe f or mer has the genitiveifléwdaoqkiwhsg,lc
| atter has the nominative, AReudokiiaio, [ Aigoo
Sat an, Sodom, Saul (had to be changed to I
serpentéln their passi on tfollowgfouvcerrusfowrtc e t o
and fifth century MSS while ignoring a total of 53 ancient witnesses including 1@&belon

ing to the second, third and fourth centuries and 37 from the fifth, sixth, seventh and
eighth centuries. o

NnThe diff er en c aticismalones encte bdsie af faotsdnd evidence, and
that done on the basis of conspiracies and

Whiteds concluding st at Ripiegergivesal thetfacsand ast o
all the evidencenot Beza Moreove, White omits salient portions from both citations

that he gave. Yet he insinuates, unjustifiably, that Gail Riplinger does precisely this in
her evaluation of new version editoms. On
sistencyd6 maddrddoubl e st a

Dr Hills conclude®? ?®®his statement on Beza in part as follows.

AThe diffident manner in which Beza reveal
running counter to the views of his fellowibeers|i.e. ordinary bible believers had long
accepted the readifgg o od wi | | adfaoundanrtre AWi61id see Dr Mrs Rp-

| i n & %*"Gesnarks earlier on Erasmus*Pust as with Erasmus and Cialyso also

with Beza there was evidently a conflict going on within his mind between his humanistic
tendency to treat the New Testament like any other book and the common faith i the cu
rent New Testament text . But éligtmdestrais ed t h
Bezabs humanism and |l ead him to publish f al

*AWhiteéis trying to give his readers the
text, rather than merely PRINTING the Greek text that was recewedrey wher e . 0

Dr Hillsrevealsthafit he f act s slow that @od prdserved ldiword in spite
of BezabsiAhfuancat nsi sam that éames dvhite evifudly omitted to me
tion.
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White has taken his cit at ¢ fromfChapter 13wf s Ri p
New Age Versionsentitled Another Gospel The chapter addresses the Calvinistic he

esy* of Unconditional Election, supported by the New Age renderings of Luke 2:14 in the
NASV, NIV, as ndicated together with the DR, JR, JB, NWT and the critical editions of
unsaved editors; Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles, Alford and later Nestle.

*SeeThe Other Side of Calvinismhy Dr Laurence Vance for a complete treatise on this
particular heresywww.vancepublications.com/

The context of the quote that White takes
Emphasis is the authoros.

AEdwi n Pal mer éwas the fAcoor di nmerdevotedban al |
entire chapter in his book, The Five Point

still has the ability to ask Godédés help f ol
is reflected in [NIV] tha&ndlast ichrosen Y oTDhe
his change fisuggests the opposite of nAthe
God elects a few O6wi nnedlsinnérs, bul few eledt teer st i ani
spondéPal meMambmel $ ee ast | lHefbints tqphisalteiatior of dohn

1:13 asserting that it &éprovesd man has no
AiflPal mer 0 s ] 0Oelited were serenaded by the I

NASB. However in the KJV the good will of God was extended to all mens fetdrite
0Gepd easingd elect. o

Here Dr Mrs Riplinger inserts the comparative readings for the NASV, NIV, KJV and
statesiHer e, the new versions f ol The extraotahatu s c r i f
White gives then follows. She concludes as folloisPal mer 6 s Cal vi ni sm
with his influence in the NIV. The New King James Committee boasts seven members
who subscribe to Palmerdés elite OEl ectd an:

Much of the venom directed at Dr Mrs Riplinger by her critics saghvhite, Kutilek and
others stems from her scriptural stance against the heresy elP&ineCalvinism. As
the prophet Amos warned many centuries ago.

AThey hate him that rebuketh in the gate, E
Amos 5:10.

Or he. Especially her.

The evidence in favour of the AV1611 readingg o od wi | | istswnmarised asme n 0

follows®P ®® reference numbers altered as appropriate.

AThe evidence i n f av e maderrotéxtud drites iAcied BylBli a g a i
gon'3 P 4243, 422423 1y Fyller citing Burgof’ P ° and the TBS article Good Will Toward

Men. Only five codices; Aleph, A, B, D, W, support the modern textual caigjas)st
Afevery existing copy of the Gospels, amoun:

AAl t hough the Latin, Sahidic and Gothic ve
AV1611 reading is supported by:

2" Century: Syriac versions, Irenaeus

39 Cenury: Coptic version, Origen, Apostolical Constitutions

4" Century: Eusebius, Aphraates the Persian, Titus of Bostra, Didymus, Gregory of
Nazianzus, Cyril of Jerusalem, Epiphanius, Gregory of Nyssa, Ephraem
Syrus, Philo, Bishop of Carpasus, Chrysostom
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5" Century: Armenian version, Cyril of Alexandria, Theodoret, Theodotus of Ancyra,
Proclus, Paulus of Emesa, Basil of Seleucia, the Eastern bishops ef Eph
sus collectively

6" Century: Georgian and Ethiopic versions, Cosmos, Anastasius Sinaita, Eulogius,
Archbishop of Alexandria

7" Century: Andreas of Crete
8" Century: Cosmos, Bishop of Maiuma, John Damascene, Germanus, Archbishop of

Constantinople, Pope Martinus. o
Further insight into Whiteds specul.dtion o
Hubeart’®. Emphases are the authoros.

AJames Whitein trying to bolster this reading, cites a fact from Edward F. Hills: that
Theodore Beza, whose Textus Receptus edition the KJV translatorgethl retained
eudokia in his text but noted that he believed eudokias was correct (King James Only
Controversy, p . 170) . Given Bezabdsr-Calvin
able to a reading that S e e mestthatioano But evénl e c t
Paul, who said more that could be taken in support of predestination than any otker apo

tle (e.g., Rom. 828 0 ) , acknowl e digddat alld -2 £or. 5:C415% -iarsdt A

t hat God us e tretohcilesall thirgs uathimselo - @ol. 1:20. And John

is similarly expansive in a wellnown passage of scripturelohn 3:1617 - which claims

t hat God g &atehe Worlddnot $ust gertdin elect individualsihrough him

might be saved 0

AOn bal ance, orelkeyithat the passage éenrthss gaspel of Luke woxHd e
t engdodivilo t o al |, rather than reflecting a
Ain whom he is wel/ p | e a spredastinatidn iofcsbmedhc c or d s

ol ogies. o

Tom Hubear has a sit€ entitled The NIVOnly Controversy a parody oriThe King
James Only Controversy whi ch contains a |ink tl Jame:
| andods?ocfr iWhiigueeds book. Wlsi tDe WHeoH d menrdtblsy cd
immediately begins to contradict himself and misrepresent his critic. He quoted-Dr Ho

landfi #White seeks to justify the use of modern versions such as the NIV and NASV while
attacking those who hold to the Authorized Versisnat h e wo ramd tleeh sta@® d 0 0

AA fair reading of my book shows that | h a
AV as the Word of God. In fact, | saidstthe Word of God, just as the NASB or NIV is
rightly call ed fAtnloe Wand adfh aGdad.yd s elée npihda s i

AA fairofedingds book *%Hieowe tKHat Omé yb lcame
destruction of mandhi CRrdiss taicam sah u rosiip-e sv.hd ¢ h
tiated throughout his book, is a blatant attack on bible believers, regardless ofdais insi

tence to the contrary. Moreover, Dr Holland referreito he Aut hori zed Ver
word o f Gthat is, dhe scripture, John 10:35, iWordo f G d'his.tedm appears

only once in scripture, with reference to the Lord Jesus ChristBisre Wor d of Gc
Revelation 19:13. Whitebds applicatioon of
far as he obviously regards certain passages in the AV161#& a®tts of men, e.g. Acts

8:37, 1 John 5:7, allegeé®®*" ***" "% h a r mo n i emawith respect & Colossian 1:2

inthe AV161lliex pansi oandiol a lpd rdsyegowith respect to Romans

11:6, 14:6 in the AV1611. He also regards some passages inthe RilVaso i nt er pr e
f or my ant eventhis preferred NASY?°f u t i | i thanfliterdl remderiags at

ti mes whenén edtodasotbytlzeltektytseld o r c


http://members.aol.com/kjvisbest/parody_intro.htm

14&

Il n other words, even these modern Onmprove
lon, tainted by the words of men. He insists that the translétére | t j usti fi ed
wo r kno doubt just like Eve did, in takintpe forbidden fruit, Genesis 3i6but given

the apparent influence of men in the compilation of the NASV, NIV, how can White truly
describe these versionsiag h e Wo r dhoveeter hé pedceives that term? White
doesndt explain.

Nevertheless, he m#ains?**°thatwefiar e t o make | earning and
a high pri orandfiyt oi b eo Urovieinoklingsidt ot hér etnmhu tghhe st
dar ds tbteunfertarfatel in so doing waan have no certainty* of finding out

precisely what God said or where it is documented because, according to James White,
AThose who offer absolute certaimohowido so
the child of God meant to exerciBei nidd wa | r e siparderso abquiléiGtoyd®d s

Wo r ébothe purposeofi | ear ni ng a White doesundtyexplaig de simply

implies that it is individualdike himselfwh o ar e mo st suited to r
scriptures, on behalf of the tes the Body of Christ.

Seeremarksund&e vi si onds Romani zing Aftermath

*Even though Solomon said we didiHave not | written to thee excellent things in
counsels and knowledge, That | might make thee know the certainty of the words of

truth; thatthou mi ght est answer the words Brbv- truth
erbs 22:20, 21.

Under st andi ng WHhittheed sWopr edor fo€fp t® o cisWendeded

even more difficult because his first usage of the tér@o d 6 s isWparddrogatory

sense, where he statéd thati Anyone who would seek to rea
movement ] runs the risk of being identifie
l.e. the KJV isii Go d 6 s oW in tted prejudiced imaginations of the destructive,
churchsplitting KJV Only lobby, according to James White.

His first actual referené@" to the AV1611 is neither &t h e Wo r dorfoGo dGid 6
Wor dbii sia seveaeretndanmtyh Anglican tfi8mdlndOI 0N
specified, as indicated earlierseeWh i t e 6 s | .nEvenoirdhisadspomsa to Dr

Holland, White subsequently refdfs" to the AV16llafia gr eat, yest | mpe
lat i on of (i B e bsiBladspeafied) as heinsistsdna | i tt [f@hicont e x|
remar ks. At the end of Whitebs polemic ag
about specifically whafi t h e oWo r Gadanrding to James White and why ha-bl

tantly contradicted himself in applying to the term to books that in his opinionnare u

doubtedly in part demonstrably not even Wardsof God but the words of men.

Where Dr Holland raises the questibhfh s Whi t e been speaking wi
White responds indignantly, his emphag@sp, but | sure have beeradinghim, and |

said what | did on the basis of whBtasmuswrote. Holland conveniently ignores the
precedingsix pageof information, repete withtwentytwo endnotesimost all of which

are fromEr as mus 6 oiwmakiagrthist statengest. This isn't reviewing a book,
this Iis massacring a book. o

Whi t sbopagedd f i nf oodomadiivtnoof extracts from Er
Martin  Dorp over the Latin Vulgate andd Er as mt
ings now found in the AV1611, including Matthew 1:18, 20:22, Romans 10:17, 12:11, 1
Timothy 3:16, all being reviewed in this cl
add t i o nfshba rammadn ibat andludenl mast of the future AV1611 readings in his
t ext . Mere O6guesswork, 6 according tho Whit
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s e r v ecritic) suth agiJames White*®*®, f eel that, HAErasmus g
musd® huncho |l ed him to the readings which
todayéWi thout the preservation of the text
s e | fSéedcomments at the beginning a$ tthapter.

l n sum, Whiteds diatribe against Dr Hol |l an
yell sééb

Dr Mrs Riplinger statés®'®>f ur t her with respect tom-White
phases.

AKJdammt agoni sts | ove to quote Whiteds remarkKk
ASOo. | stated:

ATheir Greek differs from the overwhel ming
The former has the genitive eudokios [eudokias] while the latterthea nominativeu-
dokia. Wat ch out f o f sint Satan, $odom} Saul (hdd $o0be changed to

Paul ) . Thee| amdpras s added] is the hiss of
AThe new versions destroy the meatmrm-g of L
nority Greek text. My comments about the
definition:

AAtrenchant wit, irony or sarcasm, used fo
or follyo

AThat was the i ntent . toasst@dNEViBEeRommMEM is deeoidi s w
of truth. The realities regarding the | et
brief history follows, if only to prove that: 1.) even simple statements in New Age Bible
Versions were not made withoutyear of st udy behind them. 2.

i n most of the subjects uibeeeasite fodthesaibremesi on i
tioned history, of which an extract follows.

AEvery dictionary and referendsdbdiake(lho sk

sound. o The sound phonetically associated
sound made by the serpdnt s s . (pronounce 6s06 as MAhi ssi
Pronunciationo identifi es Bissidg sduadsn French,hi s s,
Ger man, and most other European | anguages.

Dr Moormangives detailed citation$ ® of the sources in favour of the AV1611 reading
Agowidl | t o warsus thenmandfal in oppaosih. The sources in support of the

AV1611 include the second and third correctors of Aleph and B respectively, indicating

that agreement over the rendering was not uniform even amongst the preservers of what
White regard®®**asfia gr eat (AMephpaadanet der gBeat codex,

An insightful comment on the AV1611 readifigg owid | | t o weanerges fromn 0
the pen of the late General Sir Anthony Fattackley? P 2°%%° 19242006, In 1951
Genera Sir Anthony FarraiHockley was a captain and adjutant in the Gloucestershire
Regiment, when it was surrounded and taken prisoner by the Communist Chinese after
sustaining heavy casualties at the battle of the Imjin River during the Korean War.

General Fear-Hockley spent two and a half years as a prisafi@var and made these
observations about a special OChri stpbmasdé6 m
resentative of Camp Commandant Ding named Chang on Christmas Day, 1952.

AHe began tao pragad offr ampescript in his han
taste; for after starting mildly, Ding [the camp commandant] had been unable to restrain
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his fanaticism for the Communist cause. He quoted rather, misquoted the Scrp-

tures, particularlythe teachings of Christ. We heard the beloved Christmas words, for

Il nstance, rendered as foll ows: ARPeace on e
good will, it seemed, were those who followed the policies of the Cominform group of
governments.As Chang read on, the silence seemed to intensify. When he had finished,

no one spoke; but | have neither felt nor seen before such profound disgust expressed s

|l ently by a body of men. o

Whiteds Opreferred reading6 iDni nlgwkse 2wilsdh is
variation (Calvinists might have to compete with CommuUNists for favespeties

status). Little more need be said, except that, providentially, bible believers do not have

to remain silent about t hefiar epmroogd.oblund di s gl

White says with respect to Acts 8:8And Philip said, If thou believest with all thine
heart, thou mayest. And he answered and said, | believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of

Godbthatit he verse is found in oonkearliathanthey f e w
sixth century, and Erasmus insertedrit due
tion surely speaks the truth. .. We cannot @i
He has a note on the verse statin o me have s u @Qletlsattmsdasgabel | | s,

was original, but was deleted due to later ecclesiastical practices regarding baptism. The
fact, however, that it is found in the Latin Vulgate, which certainly shows as much, if not
more, evidence of ecadlhae si agtgiuarelnti comeewhrad

Evidence in support of Acts 8:37 has been summarised elséWHéfe®**®, Dr Ha-
lancP°P 178 states with respect to Acts3d.

AARANnd Philip said, I f thou believest with
and said, | believe that Jesus Christ is t|
AHere the testimony of this faithful and b

appear in theCritical Text. Some have argued that the verse is not genuine because it is
found in only a few late manuscripts and was inserted into the Greek text by Erasmus
from the Latin Vulgate. It is true that the passage appears in the Latin Vulgate of
Jerome. However, the passage also appears in a vast number of other Old Latin man
scripts (such as |, m, e, r, ar, ph, and gig). It also is found in the Greek Codex E (eighth
century) and several Greek manuscripts (36, 88, 97, 103, 104, 242, 257, 307, 322, 323,
385, 429, 453, 464, 467, 610, 629, 630, 913, 945, 1522, 1678, 1739, 1765, 1877, 1891,
and others). While there are differences even among these texts as to precise wording,
the essence of the testimony still remains where it has been removed from otlrer man
scripts. Additionally, Irenaeus (202 AD), Cyprian (258 AD), Ambrosiaster (fourth ce
tury), Pacian (392 AD), Ambrose (397 AD), Augustine (430 AD), and Theophylact (1077
AD) all cite Acts 8:37.

Alf the text were genui n eteit? vrhhis commentardg onany s
the book of Acts, Dr. J. A. Alexander provides a possible answer. By the end of the third
century it had become common practice to delay the baptism of Christian convests to a

sure that they had truly understood their committrte Christ and were not holding to

one of the various heretical beliefs prevalent at that time. It is possible that a serbe, b

lieving that baptism should not immediately follow conversion, omitted this passage from

the text, which would explain its sénce in many of the Greek manuscripts that followed.
Certainly this conjecture is as possible as the various explanations offered by those who
reject the reading. o
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This is the explanation that Dr Hills gave to which White refeirexste above. White

was careful not to give any of the details that Drs Hills and Holland included, because
Rome doesiot delay baptism. She sprinkles infants. Jerome would therefore have no
reason to excise Acts 8:37 from the Vulgaténe sooner the baptism the better. st i
therefore Whiteds objection that i's tenuou
Dr Holland continues.

ANeverthel ess, because of bi bl ical preser:
manuscripts as well as in the Old Latin manuscripts.afyethe reading is far morera
cient than the sixth century, as some scholars have sugggstddJames White]

|l renaeus noted that Athe believing punuch
tized, he said, o6l belieWedo JebiulseWihge stCymw
the first half of the verse in writing, il
is there which hinders me from being baptized? Then said Philip, If thou believest with

al |l thine heart , tememsycleany quetations of Acts 8:37happear st a

by the end of the second century and at the first half of the third. We see that the passage
was in common use long before the existing Greek manuscripts were ever copied. This in
itself testifiestoitsat hent i city and to the assurance o

Moormart*P ®** notes that the verse is foundTny ndal eds, the @Great,
opsd Bibles and the edit i oimalditiorfto tietseugdsa nu s ,
that Holland cites above, which include at least 30 Greek manuscripts, haadly v e r y

f e @wdWhite tries to maintain.

The editions ofGriesbach, Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles, Alford and Wordsworth

join with White in omittingthe vers&. Birds of a featheré
Concerning Acts 9:5, 6, 19:20, White insists thacer as mus i ndi cated th
and the parall el passage in Acts 26 tccaused

ki ck against the prickso at Acts 9:5 as we
the vast majority of Greek manuscripts. The Vulgate is also the source of a large section

of Acts 9: 6, AAnd he trembl i nghagemetodac®t oni s
And the Lord said unto himéo as well as th
rather than the reading of the Greek texts.

Dr Holland responds P *°®¢! as follovs on Acts 9:5, 6. Evidence in support of the
AV1611 reading is summarised elsew&ré&

AAct £-f9i:t5 i s hard for thee to kick against

AAnd he said, Who art tlamodesus whomtthdu persécad t he
est: it is hard for thee to kick against the pricks. And he trembling and astonished said,

Lord, what wilt thou have me to do? And the Lord said unto him, Arise, and go into the

city, and it shall be told thee what thou mdst . 0

AThe phrase from verse five, Ait is hard f
Latin and some Vulgate manuscripts. It is also in the Peshitta and the Greek of Codex E

and 431, but in verse four instead of verse five. The passage drsmsix that reads,

AAnd he trembling and astonished said, Lor
Lord said unto himo is in the Old Latin, t
and Coptic versions. These phrases, however, are not foune vast majority of Greek
manuscripts and therefore do not appear in either the Critical Text or the Majority Text.

Yet, they are included in the Textus Receptus. On the surface the textual evidence looks
weak. Why, then, should the Textus Receptusdepted over the majority of Greekt-wi

nesses at this point? Because the phrases are preserved in other languages, &nd the |
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ternal evidence establishes that Chri st i
conversion and are therefore authentic.

AActs chapter nine is not the only place in Scripture where the conversion of Paul is e
tablished. In Acts 22:10 and 26:14 we have the testimony of the Apostle himself. There,
in all Greek texts, the phrases in question appear.

AAct s -fRARn d 0IWhat shallddo, Lord? And the Lord said unto me, Arise, and
go into Damascus; and there it shall be told thee of all things which are appointed for
thee to do. o

AActs -RAnd4when we were all fallen to the
me, aml saying in the Hebrew tongue, Saul, Saul, why persecutest thou me? it is hard for
thee to kick against the pricks. o

AWhen the apostle Paul recounts hisrconver
tain that the Holy Spirit inspired these words gihshould be included at Acts 965 We

must conclude that these words were spoken when the event originally occutred. A
though they have not been preserved in the Greek manuscripts at Acts 9:6, they have been
preserved in the Latin manuscripts (ar, G,lhp, ph, t) as well as other translations
(Georgian, Slavonic, Ethiopic). The greatest textual critic of all, the Holy Spirit, bears
witness to their authenticity by including them in Acts 22:10 and 26:14.

AA similar exampl e m@ly, altheughntte ttegtdal evidenceMiat t h e
much stronger there. The King James Versi
thou me good? there is none good but one, that is, God: but if thou wilt enter into life,

keep the commandmemdesr. 0i whMo dcearInl etsetx ttsh orue me

you ask me about what i s good. o Al so, the
that i1 s, Godo is rendered Athere is only ol
AThis verse, as it st ands Bshes the ldaty oKJesug J am

Christ. If only God is good and Christ is called good, He must be God. The Gpeek su
port for the reading of the KJV, as presented in the Traditional Text, is substantial.
Among the uncials it is found in C and W (fifth centukyand D (ninth century) and a

few others. It is the reading of the majority of Greek cursives and lectionaries. It is also
the reading of the Old Latin, the Old Syriac, the Coptic, and other early translations. The
textual evidence is much stronger thtaat of Acts 9:5. Similarly, this passage had-a
ditional references to determine what the original reading must be. Again the Holy Spirit
comes to the aid of this textual problem by providing for us two other places where this
event is cited. In botbases there is no textual variant in the places supporting ge di
puted passage.

AMar k H@&nd8 Jesus said unto him, Why call es
but one, that is, God. o

ALuke @BB8nd9Jesus said unto hinaoneisgbdysaveal | e s
one, that is, God. o

Aln neither passage does the Lord say anyt
good?0o0 And, in both passages we find the
ask ourselves which reading in Matthew 19:%7correct because the Holy Spirit has

made it clear in additional passages which one is the correct reading. The same princ

ple may be applied to Acts 96. Once again God bears testi

Will Kinney®?, citing Dr Moormart*?®%, has the following comments about Acts 9:5, 6.






