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Authorôs Introduction 

Overview 

James Whiteôs book The King James Only Controversy, Bethany House Publishers, 1995, 

ISBN 1-55661-575-2 has been available for over a decade.  It was introduced to this au-

thor as óproofô that óthe KJV adds to the word of God.ô 

I have since carried out a detailed review of James Whiteôs book and this work is the re-

sult of that study.  The length of the study, threefold that of Whiteôs book, would proba-

bly strike the reader first.  The reason is twofold. 

¶ I have sought to provide a specific answer to every criticism that White makes of the 

1611 Authorized King James English Holy Bible, AV1611. 

¶ I have sought to bring to bear in summary form as many resources as possible with re-

spect to authors who have already addressed Whiteôs criticisms of the 1611 English 

Bible.  These include works by Drs David Cloud, Thomas Holland, Peter S. Ruckman, 

Mrs Gail Riplinger and articles by Dr Moorman and Will Kinney. 

Extracts from both their writngs 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, entitled Our Authorized Bible Vindicated.  Doug Kutilek, a modern-day bible 

critic and ally of James White, has carried out extensive attacks on Benjamin Wilkinsonôs 

work, which he has posted on his web site.  I have devoted the last two chapters of this 

study to responses to Kutilekôs criticisms, including his insistence that the bibles of the 

godly Waldenses of Northern Italy were not faithful to the Text of the AV1611.  It is my 

conclusion that Kutilekôs criticisms of both Wilkinsonôs work and the Waldensian bibles 

are unreasonable. 

Returning to 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.  I am hopeful that my response will be useful as a sum-

mary reference to enable bible believers to respond satisfactorily to any and all of these 

criticisms. 

It should be noted that one additional work that addresses James Whiteôs book came to 

this authorôs attention while this study was in progress but was not utilised.  This work is 

entitled Why Not The King James Bible!  An Answer, by Dr Kirk Divietro.  It is men-

tioned because I believe that readers should be aware of its existence, if they arenôt al-

ready. 

Using the Study 

This study follows James Whiteôs criticisms of the AV1611 in turn, chapter by chapter, 

with extracts, where necessary, from Whiteôs book.  See Contents for the page numbers 

for the beginning of each chapter that addresses the equivalent chapter in Whiteôs book.  

The Contents lists Whiteôs chapter headings in enclosed quotes for ease of reference. 

Readers will note that I have repeated on several occasions throughout the study some 

author citations refuting Whiteôs criticisms of the 1611 English Holy Bible, partly be-

cause White repeats certain of his criticisms of the Holy Bible, see The King James Only 

Controversy, p 45-46, 194-195 and partly because these author citations are well worth 

reviewing in the course of the study. 
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The Appendix, Table A1, contains a list of the main passages of scripture, numbering 241 

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

sions such as the NIV, NASV.  Table A1 contains the page numbers from Whiteôs book 

where each of these passages of scripture may be found.  It would therefore be advanta-

geous for anyone using this study to have access to Whiteôs book, again for ease of refer-

ence.   

Page numbers for the beginning of each chapter in Whiteôs book are listed at the end of 

Table A1, again to facilitate cross-referencing.  The detailed discussions in this work on 

any verse listed in Table A1 can 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 modern, supposedly óevangelicalô translations; NIV, NASV, 

NRSV.  Other tables list differences between the 1611 AV1611 and the contemporary 

AV1611 and the support for the AV1611 that is found in the pre-1611 bibles of Wycliffe, 

Tyndale, Geneva, Bishopsô and earlier versions.  These data are taken from Dr Mrs Rip-

lingerôs definitive work, In Awe of Thy Word, available from AV Publications. 

The main text of this study includes summary information in this respect, which may be 

found in Tables 1-9.  See p 445, 485ff, 572ff, 667ff.  Summary Tables 6, 9 are revealing 

in that they contrast the steady convergence of the pre-1611 bibles towards the AV1611 

Text against the rapid divergence of the post-1611 bibles from the AV1611 for 132 pas-

sages of scripture that White disputes in the AV1611. 

Conclusions from the Study 

Readers should note that James White hasnôt changed his stance on The King James Only 

Controversy, as readers can see from his web site, aomin.org/kjvo.html.  I havenôt read 

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, I can only deal with 

one controversy at a time. 

I have been able to form some conclusions about James White and his work, which I have 

listed below.  I believe that they should be kept in mind by anyone who reads Whiteôs 

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 Movement, home-

page.ntlworld.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 purchase of ñmultiple 

translations,ò p 7 of his book, he has a vested financial interest in persuading bi-

ble readers to buy the NASV, New American Standard Version, because he is (or 

was in the 1990s) a consultant to the NASV committee and ñhas a financial rela-

tionship with the Lockman Foundation.ò   

See www.exorthodoxforchrist.com/riplinger.htm*
2014

.  It is therefore easy to see 

why James White does not want bible readers to be óKJV-Only.ô 

*
2014

The site appears to be no longer available.   

http://aomin.org/kjvo.html
http://homepage.ntlworld.com/malcolmbowden/KJVonly.htm
http://homepage.ntlworld.com/malcolmbowden/KJVonly.htm
http://www.moriel.org/articles/discernment/ruckmanism/is_your_modern_translation_corrupt.htm
http://www.moriel.org/articles/discernment/ruckmanism/is_your_modern_translation_corrupt.htm
http://www.exorthodoxforchrist.com/riplinger.htm
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However, see en.wikipedia.org/wiki/James_White_%28theologian%29.  The in-

formation is correct. 

2. James White is not missionary minded.  Whatever he may profess to the contrary, 

James White is not mindful of the mission field.  Certainly his book displays little 

or no such concern for distributing the scriptures world-wide.  He betrays his lack 

of concern in his statement above with respect to the purchase of ñmultiple trans-

lations.ò  Dr Mrs Gail Riplinger, whom White attacks repeatedly in his book, ex-

poses Whiteôs inward-looking attitude for what it is in her book, Which Bible is 

Godôs Word?, p 92-3 1
st
 Edition, p 116 2

nd
 Edition. 

ñIt is scandalous for rich Americans to have ten versions of the bible, instead of 

just one.  Four million dollars was invested in the New King James Version; sub-

sequent to that; several million dollars was spent on advertising campaigns.  

Many tribes and peoples around the world have no King James Bible type bibles 

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 language.  But, these coun-

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 pro-

duce a profit for their operation.ò 

Dr Mrs Riplingerôs latest work, In Awe of Thy Word, which runs into nearly 1200 

pages, demonstrates how particularly well-suited the AV1611 is for transmission 

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, in Dr Mrs Riplingerôs designation of him 

as ña rude, crude heretic.ò  But she didnôt start out that way in her view of him, 

being altogether compassionate, www.av1611.org/kjv/ripwhit5.html. 

So if James White eventually acquired that designation from a gracious Christian 

lady like Sister Riplinger, he earned it. 

3. James White is his own final authority.  Nowhere in his book does James White 

specify what is the word of God, consisting of the words of God, and the final au-

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 

that he doesnôt believe the AV1611 to be such.  However, he betrays his own self-

made approach to final authority in such statements as these, my underlinings. 

P 95. ñThe NIVôs rendering of the term ñfleshò in Paulôs epistles as ñsinful na-

tureò...is a bit too interpretive for my tastes.ò 

P 160-1. ñScripture [a selection of modern versions and excluding the AV1611] 

records Jesusô call to take up the cross in three places, and this is sufficient.ò* 

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

and advised Them of the necessary amendments to the word that ñis settled in 

heavenò Psalm 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 

ñtake up the cross.ò  The other three verses, Matthew 16:24, Mark 8:34, Luke 

9:23 all refer to ñhis crossò not ñthe cross.ò  There is a distinct difference. 

*On this occasion, the NKJV, which reads as the AV1611 in Mark 10:21, appears 

to have overlooked the usual footnote that would eliminate the expression, in ac-

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/James_White_%28theologian%29
http://www.bible.org/page.php?page_id=664
http://www.av1611.org/kjv/ripwhit5.html
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cordance with the Nestle Aland-United Bible Societies text underlying the NASV, 

NIV etc. 

4. James White is economical with the truth.  James White repeatedly accuses óKJV-

Onlyistsô of being ñinconsistentò p 60, 71, 72, 88, 209, 230, 231, 233, 248, 249 

and of adopting ñdouble standardsò p 107, 162, 170, 173, 232, 236, 244.  At the 

very least, this is a case of ópots and kettles.ô 

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

God by means of the phrase ñand the Lord Jesus Christò at the end of Colossians 

1:2, even though the phrase has overwhelming attestation from a vast and varied 

body of sources, including Codex Aleph or Sinaiticus.  See Moorman, Early 

Manuscripts and the Authorized Version, A Closer Look!, p 131.  The phrase is in 

fact, one of the óleast disputableô of all the so-called ódisputed passages.ô 

Yet White also describes Codex Aleph as ña great treasure,ò p 33 - in spite of 

supposedly adding to the word of God in Colossians 1:2.  What he neglects to tell 

the reader is the manner in which Aleph definitely does add to the word of God, 

by means of the New Testament apocryphal books, The Shepherd of Hermas and 

The Epistle of Barnabas.  

Gail Riplinger reveals in her book New Age Versions, p 557ff, that these two 

books urge the reader to ñtake the name of the beast, give up to the beast and form 

a one-world government,ò along with other Satanic exhortations.   

James White neglected to mention any of this in his book but such is the nature of 

his ñgreat treasureò Codex Aleph.  He is clearly being ñinconsistentò and apply-

ing a ñdouble standard.ò 

(And it is therefore easy to see why White and his allies despise Gail Riplinger 

and her work in equal measure.) 

5. James White leans heavily towards Rome and Watchtower.  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 oc-

cur to a considerable extent in Catholic and Jehovahôs Witnessesô bibles. 

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 that selec-

tion, the NIV stands with the AV1611 in only 9 of the 241 passages, or in 4% of 

the total.  However, it lines up against the AV1611 with 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 men-

tions.  

*DR - Douay-Rheims, Challonerôs 1749 Revision, JR - Jesuit Rheims 1582 New 

Testament, from the web, www.studylight.org/desk/ and probably a reproduction 

of the DR - it doesnôt differ, JB - Jerusalem Bible, NWT - New World Translation  

James White wonôt see himself as a Vatican-Watchtower slave but he is.  Note 

also that in these last days of ñperilous timesò 2 Timothy 3:1, the modern so-

called óevangelicalô versions are drifting further from the 1611 Authorised Holy 

Bible than even the known apostate versions.  See Table 9 in the Review that fol-

lows.  The time of faith being ñmade shipwreckò cannot be long delayed, 1 Timo-

thy 1:20. 
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6. James White has played down evidence, e.g. that of Rev J. A. Moorman ï see 

above, that conflicts with or refutes Whiteôs notion of what is or is not scripture, 

e.g. with respect to John 7:53-8:11. 

7. James White has tried to excuse omission of important words and phrases such as 

ñof the Lord Jesus Christò e.g. in Ephesians 3:14, because similar wording is 

found elsewhere in the New Testament, thereby condoning the gradual weakening 

of major biblical doctrines.  See point 3 above. 

8. James White has repeatedly indulged in unsubstantiated speculation about what is 

or is not, or may or may not be scripture, in his opinion, e.g. with respect to Mat-

thew 6:13, John 3:13, 1 Corinthians 11:24. 

9. James White has readily resorted to subjective interpretation in order to evade tex-

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 16:9-20, Philippians 4:13. 

10. James White has ignored the works of genuine textual scholars such as Dr Hills 

and Dean Burgon, because their conclusions based on exceptionally thorough, in-

deed exhaustive studies of textual evidence disagreed with his own opinion about 

what is or is not scripture, even 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 respect ñthe 

scripture of truthò Daniel 10:21.  Neither do I trust any of his fellow travellers like Doug 

Kutilek, Malcolm Bowden* and Jacob Prasch in this respect. 

*The above statement applies only to Malcolm Bowdenôs endorsement of James White, 

ñall flesh is as grassò 1 Peter 1:24.  Malcolm Bowden is otherwise a staunch Biblical 

creationist whose detailed book True Science Agrees With The Bible ISBN 0 9506042 4 0 

and free copyright-free CD Evidence against Evolution and for the Bible cannot be too 

highly recommended ï Alan OôReilly, June 2012. 

Readers are left to draw their own conclusions. 

Alan OôReilly 

June 2008 

 



The óWhitewashô Conspiracy ï re: The King James Only Controversy by James White 

Summary 

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

to show that believing the Authorised 1611 King James Bible to be the pure words of God 

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

¶ There is no óconspiracyô behind the modern versions against the AV1611 

¶ The Greek texts underlying the modern translations have not been corrupted 

¶ 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 

¶ The modern translations do not attack the Deity of the Lord Jesus Christ. 

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.  Summary answers to Whiteôs 

essential postulates are as follows: 

No Conspiracy? 

John Burgon, Dean of Chichester and exhaustive researcher into the Text of the New Tes-

tament, pin-pointed the satanic conspiracy against the holy scriptures as follows: 

ñVanquished by THE WORD Incarnate, Satan next directed his subtle malice against the 

WORD written.  Hence...the extraordinary fate which befell certain early transcripts of 

the GospeléCorrupting influenceséwere actively at work throughout the first hundred 

and fifty years after the death of St John the Divine.ò 

Uncorrupted Greek Texts? 

Of the early Greek manuscripts that underlie the departures of the modern versions from 

the Authorised Version, Burgon, who collated them, said this: 

ñThe five Old Uncialsô (Aleph A B C D) falsify the Lordôs Prayer as given by St. Luke in 

no less than forty-five words.  But so little do they agree among themselves, that they 

throw themselves into six different combinations in their departures from the Traditional 

Textéand their grand point of union is no less than an omission of an article.  Such is 

their eccentric tendency, that in respect of thirty-two out of the whole forty-five words 

they bear in turn solitary evidence.ò 

Modern Scholarship Trustworthy? 

The departures of the modern versions from the Authorised Version were orchestrated 

mainly by Cambridge academics Westcott and Hort.  Of their óscholarship,ô Burgon 

stated: 

ñMy contention is, - NOT that the Theory of Drs Westcott and Hort rests on an INSE-

CURE foundation, but, that it rests on NO FOUNDATION AT ALL.ò 

A Modern Scholar Speaks 

Of Whiteôs remaining postulates, this is the verdict of Dr Frank Logsdon, principal 

scholar behind the NASV, New American Standard Version, match mate to the NIV: 

ñI must under God renounce every attachment to the New American Standardéyou can 

say the Authorized Version is absolutely correct.  How correct?  100% correct!ò 

Amen! 
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Introduction  

The book The King James Only Controversy by James White, of Alpha and Omega Min-

istries, Phoenix, Arizona, attempts to show that anyone who believes the Authorised 1611 

King James Bible to be the pure words of God and the final authority in all matters of 

faith and practice, is mistaken, on the grounds that: 

¶ There is no óconspiracyô behind the modern versions against the AV1611 

¶ The Greek texts underlying the modern translations have not been corrupted 

¶ 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 

¶ The modern translations do not attack the Deity of the Lord Jesus Christ. 

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. 

In 1996, a year after Whiteôs book appeared, Dr Peter S. Ruckman of the Pensacola Bible 

Institute in Florida, published a nearly five-hundred page refutation of The King James 

Only Controversy that James White has never answered
1
.  About the time of his bookôs 

publication, James White challenged Dr Ruckman to a debate claiming he could find 

seven errors 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 Gideonôs AV1611 Bible from which he stipulated that White 

prove the seven errors that he alleged
2
. 

White reneged on the debate and has never issued Dr Ruckman with a fresh challenge.  

The BBB printed Whiteôs seven alleged errors and Dr Ruckman discussed them in detail.  

They are Luke 2:22, Acts 5:30, Hebrews 10:23, Jeremiah 34:16, Revelation 16:5, Acts 

19:37 and 1 John 5:7.  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 al-

leges the AV1611 contains, in response to his six postulates above will also be discussed 

subsequently but Whiteôs unwillingness to follow through on his challenge to Dr Ruck-

man does call into question his ability to substantiate the bold assertion he makes that the 

AV1611 is ña great, yet imperfect translation of the Bible.ò
3 p vii

 

The above statement raises yet another question.  What, according to White, is óthe Bi-

ble?ô  Nowhere in two hundred and seventy-one pages does White identify any single 

volume between two covers as óthe Bible.ô  White regards even the modern bibles as 

merely translations.  And yet he asserts that ñWe must be clear on why we believe the Bi-

ble to be Godôs Word,ò
3 p vi

 stressing the importance of ñthe BibleéGodôs word [requir-

ing] us to be students of that book,ò ñthe entirety of the Bible,ò ñthe highest standard of 

truth,ò ñto be men and women of truth and honesty,ò ñScriptureéGodôs revealed truth,ò 

ñChristians are to be lovers of truth,ò ñA true Christian scholar is a lover of truthò
3 p vi, 

vii, viii, 13, 95, 217, 247
. 

But nowhere in his book does he specify what ñGodôs Wordò is, in a form that is accessi-

ble today, though he mentions various versions, Greek editions and manuscript sources.  

This is surely a point of contention with respect to The King James Only Controversy. 

Yet White insists that it is the KJV Only advocates ï anyone who believes that the 

Authorised Version is the Bible and Godôs pure word ï who cause disruption and conten-
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tion in the local church and are responsible for the destruction of many churches, though 

none that White can actually identify
3 p iv-v

. 

Nevertheless, bible believers should be concerned over the seriousness of these charges, 

together with Whiteôs main postulates above and prepared to answer them.  Thoroughgo-

ing responses already exist
4, 5, 6, 7

 in this respect, in addition to Dr Ruckmanôs detailed 

work but nothing will be lost by additional study, drawing as appropriate on these earlier 

analyses, for as Solomon said: 

ñWhere no counsel is, the people fall: but in the multitude of counsellors there is safe-

tyò Proverbs 11:14. 

For simplicity, this review will follow the chapters of Whiteôs book in sequence, high-

lighting his main postulates as appropriate and dealing with his criticisms of the Holy Bi-

ble as they arise. 

Where White has criticised particular passages of scripture as found in the AV1611 with 

respect to other alternatives, these are listed in the Appendix, 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 a self-professed ñbiblical conserva-

tiveò White would most likely not recommend*
3 p vii

.  These are the JB, the Jerusalem Bi-

ble of the Roman Catholic Church, Challonerôs Revision, 1749-52 of the Roman Catholic 

DR, Douay-Rheims Version, the JR, Jesuit Rheims 1582 New Testament** and the 

NWT, the New World Translation of the Watchtower heresy. 

*Of necessity an inference, in that White fails to define a ñbiblical conservativeò.  How-

ever, he insists that ï with the help various translations - he has
3 p 131

 ñwritten entire books 

defending salvation by grace through faith alone.ò  This statement indicates that White 

would not support bibles compiled by groups that deny this doctrine. 

**As available from the internet, www.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 total, of 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 up against the AV1611 with 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 mentions. 

So according to White and regardless of his profession of ñdefending salvation by grace 

through faith alone,ò given that he supports the modern renderings of these passages, at 

least seven times out of ten where ódisputedô passages arise, God gave His words to Rome 

and Watchtower but not to faithful bible believers who took the AV1611 ñunto the ut-

termost part of the earthò Acts 1:8. 

It is interesting to see what company a latter-day ñbiblical conservativeò is prepared to 

keep but the Authorised Version does tend to unite former foes in ecumenical oneness, 

just as its Author did. 

ñAnd the same day Pilate and Herod were made friends together: for before they were 

at enmity between themselvesò Luke 23:12. 

Unlike James White, this reviewer not only has óthe Bibleô but possesses the Book in its 

óentiretyô and is aware of the testimony of centuries of jurisprudence in the English-

http://www.hti.umich.edu/r/rheims/browse.html
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speaking nations to the effect that the Authorised Holy Bible is indeed óthe highest stan-

dard of truth.ô 

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.  This is not ñcircular reasoningò of which White repeatedly accuses 

bible believers
3 p vii, 85, n 34, 92, 112, 114, 126, 128, 155, 156, 167, 217, 219, 249 

but scriptural reasoning, in 

the light of Paulôs exhortation to the Corinthian Church: 

ñWhich things also we speak, not in the words which man's wisdom teacheth, but 

which the Holy Ghost teacheth; comparing spiritual things with spiritualò 1 Corinthi-

ans 2:13. 
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Whiteôs Introduction 

White asserts that KJV bible believers cause ñdisruption and contentionò.  See above.  

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: 

¶ Corrupt modern versions, the JB, NWT also omit the verse
8
*

 p 61
, in agreement 

with the corrupt NIV.  *now online, www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/   

¶ Manuscript evidence in support of the verse is overwhelming
8 p 61, 9, p 68

.  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 his Introduction 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 verse was ñborrowedò from Luke 19:10, even though the Lordôs statements in these 

passages are not identical. 

ñFor the Son of man is come to save that which was lostò Matthew 18:11. 

ñFor the Son of man is come to seek and to save that which was lostò Luke 19:10. 

Did a careless scribe omit the words ñto seek andò?  White does not say, which begs the 

question, why not? 

White makes reference on page 155 to several passages allegedly ñborrowedò from one 

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 exhaustive researcher into the Text of the New Testament
10

: 

ñI am utterly disinclined to believe - as grossly improbable does it seem - that at the end 

of 1800 years, 995 copies out of every thousand suppose, will prove untrustworthy; and 

that the one, two, three, four 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 Spirit origi-

nally inspired.  I am utterly unable to believe, in short, that Godôs promise has so entirely 

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 waste-paper basket in the convent of St. Cath-

erine*; 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 from them.ò 

*Codex Aleph
8 p 13

 

White, of course, would immediately cite apparently óminorityô readings in the AV1611 

such as 1 John 5:7 in order to overthrow Burgonôs statement above but the Dean is speak-

ing of the Bible Text of 1800 yearsô standing amongst genuine bible believers, such as the 

Waldenses, whom Rome repeatedly persecuted throughout their long history and this 

Text is the Authorised Holy Bible of 1611.  Thus, Burgonôs statement is valid for the 

AV1611.  Jack A. Moorman has dealt effectively with exceptional individual passages 

within the AV1611 found in only a minority of manuscripts
11

.  Though as Moorman 

points out
9 p 26, 11 p 8-14

 only 414 of the 2800+ cursive manuscripts have been extensively 

collated and only about 1000 examined for ókeyô passages.  The reason for the delay in 

collation may well be that the likely agreement of the cursive manuscripts with the 

AV1611 is too high for the scholarsô liking, demonstrating the great uniformity of preser-

http://www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/
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vation the AV1611 Text has enjoyed down through the centuries, as the Deanôs statement 

indicates.  Further collation could well yield considerably greater manuscript agreement 

with alleged óminorityô AV1611 readings. 

Yet in spite of his unsubstantiated and therefore highly contentious assertions about alleg-

edly ñborrowedò passages, White insists that it is bible believers who cause ñdisruption 

and contentionò.  Here White is clearly being inconsistent, though he repeatedly also 

charges bible believers with that same offence of inconsistency
3 p 60, 71, 72, 88, 209, 230, 231, 233, 

248, 249
. 

The expression ópots and kettlesô comes to mind.   

White introduces the topic of ñgrand and complex conspiraciesò alleged by KJV Onlyists 

on page iv of his Introduction and devotes much of his work
3 p 4, 72, 95, 99, 106, 107, 115, 130, 146, 

153, 160, 162, 164, 170, 183, 204, 205, 207, 209, 213, 216, 224
 to disavowing any notion of a conspiracy 

against ñthe scripture of truthò Daniel 10:21. 

Whitneyôs researches
5
 reveal the shallowness of Whiteôs assertion. 

ñRegarding White's belief about no one being influenced 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.  I will give a couple of quotes to demonstrate this. 

ñGaius (AD175-200) speaks of the source of corruptions that survive in the early papyri: 

ññThe Divine Scriptures these heretics have audaciously corrupted, laying violent hands 

upon them, under pretence of correcting them.ò Burgon, The Revision Revised, p. 323 

ñ[Scrivener, cited by Burgon, The Revision Revised, p 317]: 

ññThe worst corruptions to which the New Testament has ever been subjected originated 

within one hundred years after it was composed.ò 

ñHe did not tell the reader about some contemporary scholarship's comments on early 

textual variations/changes. 

ñColwell (What is the Best New Testament Text?, p.119) 

ññThe first two centuries witnessed the creations of the large number of variations known 

to scholars today in the manuscripts of the New Testament most variations, I believe, 

were made deliberately.ò  See Burgonôs remarks cited in Chapter 3, on the intentional 

corruption of the Traditional Text by ancient heretics, which he discusses in The Revision 

Revised, p 336.  See also Chapter 7, with respect to Burgonôs analysis of ñOmissionéthe 

besetting fault of transcribersò who thereby introduced even more errors into manuscripts 

copied from sources already corrupted by heretics. 

ñG. D. Kilpatrick (Atticism and the Text of the Greek New Testament, pp 125-131) 

ññDeliberate changes in all text types appear to antedate A.D. 200éas distinct from er-

rorséall categories of deliberate alteration. are present in both groups.  Tatian is the last 

author of make deliberate changes, the vast majority of deliberate changes were older 

than A.D. 200, they came into being in the period A.D. 50-200.òò 

Yet, even while insisting
3 p v

 that ñThe KJV Only controversy feeds upon ignorance 

among Christians regarding the origin, transmission, and translation of the Bibleò (ñBi-

bleò unspecified yet again), White is again inconsistent.  He regards Dean Burgon as ña 

scholar of the first rankò
3 p 91
, possibly borrowing the term from Dr Otis Fullerôs descrip-

tion of Benjamin C. Wilkinson
12 p 174

 but White, though citing an exceptional case where 

Burgon rejected the AV1611 reading of Matthew 10:8
8 p 136

, fails to address seriously any 
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of the causes of corruption that Dean Burgon researched or those that Dr Mrs Gail Rip-

linger highlighted or those that Benjamin Wilkinson described. 

Dean Burgon states: 

ñVanquished by THE WORD Incarnate, Satan next directed his subtle malice against the 

WORD written.  Hence...the extraordinary fate which befell certain early transcripts of 

the Gospel.  First, heretical assailants of Christianity, - then, orthodox defenders of the 

Truth, - lastly and above all, self-constituted Critics, who (like Dr Hort*) imagined them-

selves at liberty to resort to óinstinctive processesô of Criticism; and who, at first as well 

as óat last,ô freely made their appeal óto the individual mind**:ô ï such were the corrupt-

ing influences which were actively at work throughout the first hundred and fifty years 

after the death of St John the Divine.  Profane literature has never known anything ap-

proaching to it, - can show nothing at all like it.  Satanôs arts were defeated indeed 

through the Churchôs faithfulness because, - (the good Providence of God had so willed 

it,) ï 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 Text, - proved a sufficient 

safeguard against the grosser forms of corruption.ò
13 p 334 

*Or like James White. 

**What White terms
3 p 95

 ñindividual responsibility.ò 

Gail Riplinger cites the late E. W. Colwell, whom she describes as ñthe premier North 

American New Testament scholarò as follows
14 p 468

: 

ññScholars now believe that most errors were made deliberatelyéthe variant readings in 

the New Testament were created for theological or dogmatic reasons.  Most of the manu-

als now in print (including mine!) will tell you that these variations were the fruit of care-

less treatment.  The reverse is the case.òò 

White treats Gail Riplingerôs thoroughly researched work with contempt
3 p 96ff

.  His mis-

representation of her efforts will be addressed subsequently but here it should be noted 

that White does not challenge Mrs Riplingerôs citation of Colwell. 

Early Conspirators and Corrupters 

Much of what follows in this part of the work has been drawn from the researches of Dr 

Benjamin G. Wilkinson
12 p 180ff

, author of Our Authorized Bible Vindicated.  Dr Wilkinson 

deals effectively with at least the first five of Whiteôs main postulates. 

He states that: 

ñWe hear a 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 heresy 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 doubt to untold millionsé 

ñInspired by the unerring Spirit of God, chosen men brought forth the different books of 

the New Testament, these originally written in Greek.  For a few years, under the guid-

ance of the noble apostles, believers in Christ were privileged to have the unadulterated 

Word of God. 
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ñBut soon the scene 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 further their ends.ò 

Citing church historian G. P. Fisher, Wilkinson states: 

ññEpiphanius, in his polemic treatise the óPanarion,ô describes not less than eighty he-

retical parties.ò  The Roman Catholics won.  The true church fled into the wilderness, 

taking pure manuscripts with her.ò 

Citing Acts 20:30, 31, ñAlso 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 I ceased not to warn every one night and day with tears,ò Wil-

kinson continues: 

ñThe Holy Spirit deemed it of high importance to put on record this prophecy, to warn us 

that even from among the elders or bishops there would arise perverse leadership.ò 

The first danger to arise from perverse leadership was the exaltation of ñscience falsely so 

calledò 1 Timothy 6:20, above the scriptures, including philosophical science, about 

which Paul also warned, Colossians 2:8 and which Wilkinson bluntly declares to be 

ñfalse knowledge.ò  He explains: 

ñFalse teachers were placing their own interpretations on Christian truth by reading into 

it human ideas.  This tendency grew and increased until a great system bearing the name 

Christianity, known as Gnosticism, was established.ò 

This was the outcome of Paulôs warning in 2 Timothy 3:1-7, concerning the ñperilous 

timesò of ñthe last days,ò when ñmen shall beéheady, highmindedéever learning, and 

never able to come to the knowledge of the truth,ò like the NIV translators, who state in 

the Preface to their version, ñthe work of translation is never wholly finished.ò 

They missed the finish date by over 350 years.  Their ñheady, highmindedò self-assertion 

is like that of their mentor, who boastfully declared, ñI will be like the most Highò Isaiah 

14:14b. 

This is the source of Gnosticism and all the modern offspring it has spawned, merely a 

latter-day rehash of Genesis 3:1b, ñYea, hath God said?ò 

One feature of Gnosticism, absorbed by J. H. Newman who was made a cardinal after he 

left the Church of England for the Church of Rome, was the notion
12 p 184

 that ñthe unseen 

universe was inhabited by hosts of intermediate beings who were spiritual agents between 

God and creation.ò 

The Romish idea of intermediate ósaintsô
15 p 30ff

 follows directly from this feature of Gnos-

ticism.  Likewise the notion of New Age avatars, or spirit guides, which Gail Riplinger 

warns are ushered in by the alteration of the AV1611ôs ñonly begottenò with respect to 

the Lord Jesus Christ in John 1:14, 18, 3:16, 18, 1 John 4:9 to ñone and onlyò or similar 

in the NIV and other modern versions
14 p 342-3

. 

Speaking of Gnostic influence in the Church of England and its Romanist associations at 

the time of the publication of the RV, Revised Version, 1881-4, forerunner of most of the 

modern versions, Wilkinson states: 

ñA distinct class of the Romanizing portion of the Church of England belongs to this phi-

losophical category.ò 
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Wilkinson then reveals that the next step in the coming apostasy was that of ñspiritualis-

ing the scriptures away.ò  He cites Paulôs warning in 2 Timothy 2:16-18: 

ñBut shun profane and vain babblings: for they will increase unto more ungodliness.  

And their word will eat as doth a canker: of whom is Hymenaeus and Philetus; Who 

concerning the truth have erred, saying that the resurrection is past already; and over-

throw the faith of someò 

As Dr Ruckman warns
16 p 225ff

, these ñprofane and vain babblingsò ñrepresent the offi-

cial position of the Reformed Presbyterian Churches in Europe and Americaé[and] the 

official teaching of the Roman Catholic Church and the Vatican State.ò 

This false teaching is called óA-Millennialism.ô  It erroneously relegates the first resurrec-

tion of Revelation 20:4-5, yet future, to the past as conversion and in turn the Lordôs lit-

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 Paul did, ñI 

am crucified with Christò Galatians 2:20, 5:24 on a daily basis, Luke 9:23 and therefore 

risk falling into the sinful ways of the Corinthian Church, who in the words of the Apostle 

Paul, ñYe have reigned as kings without usò 1 Corinthians 4:8.  Gail Riplinger
14 p 242ff

 

effectively demonstrates how this risk is exacerbated by the inferior ñpast completedò 

equivalent readings of the modern versions, e.g. the NIV rendering ñI have been cruci-

fiedò i.e. óI have been released from the ñaffections and lustsò of the flesh.ô  No, you ha-

venôt.  The correct AV1611 readings show that, by definition, ñThey that are Christ's 

have crucified the flesh with the affections and lustsò Galatians 5:24 but this action is 

not ópast completedô.  It is present continuous, according to Galatians 2:20, as long as the 

believer is ñin the flesh.ò 

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

citing Paulôs warning in Colossians 2:8: 

ñBeware lest any man spoil you through philosophy and vain deceit, after the tradition 

of men, after the rudiments of the world, and not after Christ.ò 

Citing the historian Harnack, Wilkinson continues, ññGreek philosophy exercised the 

greatest influence not only on the Christian mode of thought, but also through that on the 

institutions of the Church.  In the completed church we find again the philosophical 

schools.ò  The greatest enemies of the infant Christian church, therefore, were 

[found]éin the rising flood of heresy which, under the name of Christianity, engulfed the 

truth for many years.  This is what brought on the Dark Ages.  This rising floodéhad 

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 Marcion, the Gnostic: ñWherefore also Marcion and his followers have be-

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 

alone are authentic, which they have themselves shortened.òòò 

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: 

ñSee to it that no-one takes you captive through hollow and deceptive philosophy, which 

depends on human tradition and the basic principles of this world rather than on Christ.ò 
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That isnôt what Colossians 2:8 said.  It is philosophy as such, not ñhollow and deceptive 

philosophyò that is ñvain deceit, after the tradition of men, after the rudiments of the 

world.ò  Philosophyôs founder was himself said to be ñfull of wisdomò Ezekiel 28:12 but 

also ñperfect in beautyò so that ñThine heart was lifted up because of thy beauty, thou 

hast corrupted thy wisdom by reason of thy brightnessò Ezekiel 28:17. 

In turn, Satan sought to ñbe like the most High.ò  See Isaiah 14:14b above.  He became 

the author of philosophy, corrupt wisdom, ñearthly, sensual, devilishò James 3:15. 

Even to the extent of corrupting the words of the most High, 2 Corinthians 2:17, accord-

ing to philosophyôs basic question, ñYea, hath God said?ò Genesis 3:1b. 

And persuading men so. 

Commenting on Colossians 2:8
17 p 522ff

 Dr Ruckman states: 

ñNot one philosophy would defend the literal, visible Second Coming of Jesus Christ to 

reign on earth.  Not one philosophy would teach the conscious eternal torment of a 

Christ-rejecter in Hell.  And not one major philosophy would enable any man who ever 

lived to be able to win a soul to Christ.ò 

Commenting on the history of the preservation of scriptures and the mutilation of various 

copies, Wilkinson states
12 p 187ff

: 

ñFundamentally, there are only two streams of bibles.  The vast volume of literature on 

this subject [shows] that down through the centuries there were only two streams of 

manuscripts. 

ñThe first stream which carried the Received Text in Hebrew and Greek, began with the 

apostolic churches.  [It] was protectedéby the Syrian Church of Antioch which produced 

eminent scholarship; by the Italic Church in Northern Italyéthe Gallic Church in south-

ern France and by the Celtic Church in Great Britain; by the pre-Waldensian, the 

Waldensian and the churches of the Reformation. 

ñThis first stream appears with very little change, in the Protestant Bibles of many lan-

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 English-speaking world.  These manuscripts 

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-

twentieths of all Greek manuscripts are of this classé 

ñThe second stream is a small one of a very few manuscripts.  These last manuscripts are 

represented* : 

ñ(a) In Greek: - The Vatican Ms., or Codex B, in the library at Rome; and the Sinaitic, or 

Codex Aleph, its brotheré 

ñ(b) In Latin: - The Vulgate or Latin Bible of Jerome. 

ñ(c) In English: - The Jesuit Bible of 1582, which later with vast changes is seen in the 

Douay, or Catholic Bible. 

ñ(d) In English again: - In many modern Bibles which introduce practically all the 

Catholic readings which were rejected by the Protestants of the Reformation; among 

these, prominently, are the Revised Versions**. 

ñSo the present controversy between the King James Bible in English and the modern 

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 later still, between the Reformers and the Jesuits in the sixteenth century***.ò 

*In the main.  Bible critics will insist that Aleph and B ñare not the only exemplarsò of 

the Alexandrian or minority text underlying most of the modern versions but close in-

spection of the Alexandrian resources reveals that
8 p 116ff

: 

¶ The earliest witnesses to the minority text are mainly from Egypt, whereas 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 Isles
8 p 

124
. 

¶ Exemplars in addition to Aleph and B are few compared to those of the Received 

Text
8 p 130ff

.  They consist mainly of the Beatty Papyri, P 45, 46, the Bodmer Pa-

pyri, P66, P75 and portions of the old codices from the 3
rd

-5
th
 centuries, Alexan-

drinus A, Ephraem Syrus C and Freer Washington W, together with Codex D 

(Bezae in the Gospels and Acts, Claromontanus in the Epistles).  (Nearly 100 pa-

pyrus fragments exist but they agree as much with the Received Text as with the 

Alexandrian
8 p 5, 129ff

.) 

**The NIV New Testament repeatedly agrees with the DR, RV, JB, NWT against the 

AV1611.  At least 60 typical examples may be cited
8 p 258ff

. 

***And now between ordinary bible believers and óscholarship-onlyistsô like James 

White. 

The corrupt contents of Aleph and B may be summarised as follows
8 p 13

: 

B omits Genesis 1:1-46:28, parts of 1 Samuel, 1 Kings, Nehemiah, Psalm 105:26-137:6, 

Matthew 16:2,3, John 7:53-8:12, the Pauline Pastoral Epistles, Hebrews 9:14-13:25, 

Revelation but adds the Old Testament Apocrypha. 

Aleph omits Genesis 23:19-24:46, Numbers 5:27-7:20, 1 Chronicles 9:27-19:17, Exodus, 

Joshua, 1 and 2 Samuel, 1 and 2 Kings, Judges, Hosea, Amos, Micah, Ezekiel, Daniel, 

Mark 16:9-20, John 7:53-8:12 but adds New Testament apocryphal writings Shepherd of 

Hermes and Epistle of Barnabas. 

Both codices alter or omit many other individual verses in the New Testament.  These 

omissions will be considered later in more detail. 

Wilkinson
12 p 190ff

 describes the process of manuscript corruption that existed as early as 

the First Century AD but was blocked by the apostles while they lived. 

ñThe last of the apostles to pass away was John.  His death is usually placed about 100 

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, Chapter 15, will prove the scrupu-

lous care with which the early church guarded her sacred writings.  [Citing historian 

Stanley] ñAnd so well did Godôs true people through the ages agree on what was Scrip-

ture 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 were or were not spurious.ò 

ñWhile John lived, heresy could make no serious headway.  He had hardly passed away, 

however, before perverse teachers infested the Christian ChurchéThese years were times 

which saw the New Testament books corrupted in abundance. 
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ñEusebius is witness to this fact.  He also relates that the corrupted manuscripts were so 

prevalent that agreement between the copies was hopeless: and that those who were cor-

rupting the scriptures, claimed that they were really correcting them.ò 

See Whitneyôs comments earlier.  Wilkinson continues. 

ñWhen the warring sects had been consolidated under the iron hand of Constantine, this 

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 throne of power.ò 

Wilki nson reveals that from the time of the death of the Apostle John, ñfour names stand 

out in prominence whose teachings contributed both to the victorious heresy and to the 

final issuing of manuscripts of a corrupt New Testament.ò 

These names are Justin Martyr, Tatian, Clement of Alexandria and Origen (184-254 AD), 

also of Alexandria.  They represent successive generations of philosophical master and 

pupil.  Tatian produced a harmony of the Gospels called the Diatessaron
8 p 6-7

.  It often 

agrees with the Received Text
18

 
p 209 
against the Alexandrian but Tatianôs pupil Clement 

and especially ógrandô pupil, Origen, mightily progressed the corruption.   

Moreover, Origen greatly influenced Eusebius of Caesarea
12 p 192, 19 p 18, 19

 (260-340) AD ï 

see above ï with damaging results for the scriptures in the early centuries of the Church, 

as Wilkinson
12 p 193

 shows, quoting Scrivener: 

ññIt is no less true to fact than paradoxical in sound, 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 the Syrian Church, used far inferior manuscripts to those employed by 

Stucia, or Erasmus, or Stephen thirteen centuries later, when moulding the Textus Recep-

tus.òò 

This paradox occurred because although Eusebius overtly deplored Marcionôs and 

Tatianôs corruption of the scriptures after Johnôs death, he nevertheless corrupted them far 

more himself by means of Origenôs philosophical ramblings and false teachings; for ex-

ample that the Lord Jesus Christ was a created being who did not have eternal existence 

as God. 

David Cloud
4 Part 1

 says of Origen, ñOf Origens textual efforts, Frederick Nolan makes 

the following important observation: ñé HE CONTRIBUTED TO WEAKEN THE AU-

THORITY OF THE RECEIVED 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 RAISED THE 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 difficul-

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 some in-

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. 432-34).òò 
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Origenôs blasphemy, 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 down-

grade the Deity of the Lord Jesus Christ. 

Ray
19 p 18-23

 explains, in part citing Wilkinson
12 p 195

: 

ñEusebiuséedited the fifth column* of the Hexapla which was Origenôs Bible.  Constan-

tine chose this, and asked Eusebius to prepare 50 copies for himéSeveral textual au-

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 Sinaiticus; the 

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

ñAccording to authorities the date of [Vaticanusôs] writing is placed within the years of 

325 to 350 AD.  This date fits in with the conviction of those who claim that it is the prod-

uct of Eusebius who was ordered by Emperor Constantine to make 50 copies of the scrip-

tures in 331. 

ñFor the most part [the Sinaiticus] is in agreement with the Vaticanus** ; therefore, from 

all indications it could have been written by Eusebius. 

ñJerome wrote his Latin Vulgate in 382 AD and the Vaticanus and Sinaiticus were writ-

ten around 331é[and] Jeromeôs Vulgate is largely in agreement with these two manu-

scripts.  There were plenty of Jeromeôs Latin Vulgates available in 1611.  In the fourth 

century, Helvidius, a great scholar of northern Italy, 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 

discarded by the scholars who gave us the King James Bible.ò 

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

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

internal inconsistencies between Aleph and B, which will be addressed later.  Although 

united in rejecting established readings of the Received Text, Eusebiusôs scribes appear to 

have exercised considerable latitude otherwise in the compilation of Constantineôs copies. 

Ray illustrates the untrustworthiness of the manuscripts underlying the modern versions 

with reference to John 9:38 and Acts 8:37.  He alludes to Origenôs and Eusebiusôs ñAri-

anism, the un-deifying of Christ,ò as influencing a footnote in the ASV, American Stan-

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

be interpreted merely as reverence.  Origenôs Arian philosophy is encountered in the NIV 

in Matthew 9:18, 20:20, Mark 5:6 in agreement with the JB, NWT
8 p 56

, even though the 

NIV has ñhe worshipped himò in John 9:38. 

Perhaps as they óimproveô their ñnever wholly finished version,ò the NIV translators will 

alter ñworshippedò in John 9:38 as well.  Their alteration of ñGodò to ñManò in verse 35 

and ñLordò to ñSirò in verse 36 indicates there are moving that way. 

Of Origenôs Arian assault on the Lordôs Deity, perpetuated by the NIV, JB, NWT
8 p 77, 78

, 

in Acts 8:37, Ray states ñOne of the most outstanding testimonies to the Deity of the Lord 

Jesus is in Acts 8:37.  Before his baptism the eunuch said: ñI believe that Jesus Christ is 

the Son of God.ò  Most modern versionséomit this verse; yet Acts 8:37 is mentioned by 

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 manuscripts were brought into existence.ò 
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Ray gives further examples of Origenôs and Eusebiusôsô philosophical influence of the 

corrupted New Testament manuscripts as follows: 

ñIt is important to notice that the term ñLordò is taken away from Jesus.  At other times 

Jesus is taken away from ñLord.ò  Many more changes of this kind are made in the New 

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 to-

dayéò 

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

AV1611. 

Ray
19 p 33ff

 lists 162 New Testament references that are omitted or otherwise distorted 

from the true Text of the AV1611 in various 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 to 200
20

.  Of these, the NIV follows 195 

of the corruptions.  It agrees with the NWT in approximately 90% of these corruptions, a 

figure that is typical for the NIV
8 p 210-11

.  See also Appendix, Tables A1-A4. 

Inspection of the evidence thus far shows that Whiteôs notion of no ñgrand and complex 

conspiraciesò with respect to the modern translations and their underlying Greek texts ï 

see earlier ï is well-nigh threadbare but yet more evidence will be advanced to draw as 

great distinction as possible between these corrupt versions and ñthe scripture of truthò 

Daniel 10:21, the AV1611.   

The evidence will continue to show that, contrary to Whiteôs assertions, the modern ver-

sions have arisen from corrupt, for conspiratorial ends, the modern scholars are untrust-

worthy and the Lord did guide AV1611 translators. 

Catholic Corrupters and Centuries of Warfare 

We return to Wilkinson
12 p 194ff

. 

ñThe defenders of the Textus Receptuséearnestly sought to follow the early church.  The 

Eusebio-Origen [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 the adapta-

tion of the Word of God to Gnosticism. 

ñConstantineépreferred the [bible] edited by Eusebius and written by Origen, the out-

standing intellectual figure that had combined Christianity with Gnosticism in his phi-

losophy, even as Constantine himself was the political genius that was seeking to unite 

Christianity with pagan Rome.  Constantine regarded himself as the director and guard-

ian of this anomalous world churchéHis predilection was for the type of Bible whose 

readings would give him a basis for his imperialistic ideas of the great state church, with 

ritualistic ostentation and unlimited central power.  The philosophy of Origen was well 

suited to serve Constantineôs religio-political theocracy. 

ñIt is evident that the so-called Christian Emperor gave to the Papacy his endorsement of 

the Eusebio-Origen Bible.  It was from this type of manuscript that Jerome translated the 

Latin Vulgate which became the authorized Catholic Bible for all time. 

ñThe Latin Vulgate, the Sinaiticus, the Vaticanus, the Hexapla, Jerome, Eusebius, and 

Origen, 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 Bible of the Waldenses, 



 15 

and, a result of this difference, the Waldenses were the object of hatred and cruel perse-

cution.ò 

Wilkinson shows how the centuries-long warfare continued, between the true bible be-

lievers who upheld the Received Text forming the basis for the AV1611 and the Catholic 

conspiracy based on the corrupted texts that spawned the modern versions.  That warfare 

raged ñin the Greek Empire, the countries of Syrian Christianity, in northern Italy, in 

southern France, and in the British Isles.ò 

Wilkinson also shows that the Textus Receptus-based bibles can be traced to the second 

century AD, ña full century or more before the Vaticanus and the Sinaiticus saw the light 

of dayò and that ñWhen the apostles of the Roman Catholic Church entered these coun-

tries in later centuries they found the people using the Textus Receptus; and it was not 

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

Vulgate.ò  He continues, ñthe Textus Receptus belongs to the type of these early apostolic 

manuscripts that were brought from Judea, and its claim to priority over the Vaticanus 

and Sinaiticus will be established. 

ñThe Received Text had authority enough to become, either in itself or by its translation, 

the Bible of the great Syrian Church; of the Waldensian Church of northern Italy; of the 

Gallic Church in southern France; and of the Celtic Church in Scotland and Ireland; as 

well as the official Bible of the Greek Catholic Church.  All these churches, some earlier, 

some later, were in opposition to the Church of Rome and at a time when the Received 

Text and these Bibles of the Constantine type were rivals.  They, as represented in their 

descendants, are rivals to this day.ò 

Of early Syrian Christianity, Wilkinson writes, ñIt is generally admitted that the Bible 

was translated from the original languages into Syrian about 150 AD.  This version is 

known as the Peshitto (the correct or simple).  This Bible even today generally follows the 

Received Textéof the type from which the Protestant Bibles, such as the King James in 

English, and the Lutheran in German, were translated.  We shall presently see that it dif-

fered greatly from the Eusebio-Origen Greek New Testament.ò 

Of early English Christianity, he writes, ñSince Italy, France, and Great Britain were 

once provinces of the Roman Empire, the first translations of the Bible by the early Chris-

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 missionaries to-

ward the West before 250 AD, the early Latin Bibles were well 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 their old Latin Bibles by the Vulgate.ò  Citing the historian 

Jacobus, Wilkinson adds, ññThe Old Latin versions were used longest by the western 

Christians who would not bow to the authority of Rome ï e.g., the Donatists, the Irish in 

Ireland, Britain and the Continent, the Albigenses, etc.òò 

He continues, ñFor nine hundred years, we are told, the first Latin translations held their 

own after the Vulgate appeared [about 380 AD]éat the famous Council of Toulouse, 

1229 AD, the Pope gave orders for the most terrible crusade to be waged 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 Waldenses and Albigenses.ò 

Romeôs tactics with England, according to Wilkinson, had been to send the monk 

Augustine there in 596 AD, who urged the invading Anglo-Saxons to wipe out the rem-
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nants of ancient British Christianity.  He then replaced the Latin Bible of the early British 

Christians with the Vulgate of the Papacy to found the new Anglo-Saxon Church, that 

remained under Papal dominion until the English Reformation of the sixteenth century. 

In speaking of early French Christianity, Wilkinson states, ñThe French received their 

Christianity from Asia Minor.  These apostolic Christians in southern France were un-

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 between the Bible 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 Bibles ï the official version of Rome, and the 

Received Text ï we may safely conclude that the Gallic (or French) Bible, as well as the 

Celtic (or British) were translations based on the Received Text.ò 

Citing historian Neander, Wilkinson declares, ññBut the peculiarity of the later British 

church is evidence against its origin from Rome; for in many ritual matters 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 cir-

cumstance would seem to indicate that the Britons had received their Christianity, either 

immediately, or through Gaul, from Asia Minor.òò 

Of the Waldenses of northern Italy, Wilkinson states, ñWhen Christianity, emerging from 

the long persecutions of pagan Rome, was raised to imperial favour by the Emperor Con-

stantine, the Italic Church in northern Italy ï later the Waldenses ï 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 represents the Received TextéThe Latin Bible, the Italic, 

was translated from the Greek not later than 157 ADé 

ñThat Rome in early days corrupted the manuscripts while the Italic Church handed them 

down in their apostolic purity, Allix, the renowned scholar, testifies.  He reports the fol-

lowing as apostolic articles of faith: ñThey receive only, saith he, what is written in the 

Old and New Testament.  They say, that the Popes of Rome, and other priests, have de-

praved the Scriptures by their doctrines and glosses.òò 

Wilkinson
 12 p 212ff

 shows that the Authorised Version of 1611 is of the same Text as that 

of the Waldensian Bible dating from the second century AD. 

ñWaldensian influence, both from the Waldensian Bibles and Waldensian relationships, 

entered into the King James translation of 1611éThe translators of 1611 had before 

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 believe that they had access to at least six Waldensian Bibles written in the old 

Waldensian vernacular.ò 

Wilkinson cites Dr Frederick Nolan who spent twenty-eight years tracing the Received 

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

pre-1611 Latin Bibles furnished ñunequivocal testimony of a truly apostolical branch of 

the primitive church, that the celebrated text of the heavenly witnesses* was adopted in 

the version which prevailed in the Latin Church, previously to the introduction of the 

modern Vulgate.ò 

*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 states, ñIn the silent watches of the 

night, along the lonely 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...   

ñThe Scriptures of the apostle John and his associates, the traditional text ï the Textus 

Receptus, if you please ï arose from the place of humiliation forced on it by Origenôs Bi-

ble in the hands of Constantine and became the Received Text of Greek Christianity.  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. 

ñTo Christians such as these, preserving apostolic Christianity, the world owes gratitude 

for the true text of the Bible.  It is 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 doctrines.  While 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]: 

ññThe Waldenses were among the first of the peoples of Europe to obtain a translation of 

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 hatred and persecutionéHere for a thousand years, witnesses 

for the truth maintained the ancient faithéIn a most wonderful manner it (the Word of 

Truth) was preserved uncorrupted through all the ages of darkness.òò 

The God-Honoured Text of the Reformation and 1611 

Wilkinson refers to Erasmus, ñthat outstanding scholar,ò who ñdivided all Greek manu-

scripts into two classes: those which agreed with the Received Text and those which 

agreed with the Vaticanus manuscript.ò 

It was from the first class that Erasmus compiled his Greek New Testament that he gave 

to the Reformation.  And God guided Erasmusôs division because, as Wilkinson states, 

ñThe King James from the Received Text has been the Bible of the English-speaking 

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 other tongues translated from them.ò 

The conspiracy amounting to warfare that pitted the corrupt Alexandrian text against the 

true text of the scriptures continued unabated.  Wilkinson
12 p 216ff

 describes how the Pope 

in about 400 AD implored Jerome of Bethlehem to produce a Latin bible based on Con-

stantineôs Origenistic Greek Bible to overthrow the true Latin Bible that the Waldenses 

possessed.  At the Popeôs insistence, although against his better judgement, Jerome repro-

duced the seven apocryphal books found in Origenôs the Old Testament, because Ori-

genôs doctrines, ñpurgatory and transubstantiation, had now becomeéessential to the 

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

Scriptures.ò 

James Whiteôs book reveals that he is of a similar persuasion to Origen in his approach to 

the scriptures.  Wilkinson continues to highlight the distinction between the true scrip-

tures and the corrupt sources underlying the modern versions. 

ñJerome in his early years had been brought up with an enmity to the Received Text, then 

universally known as the Greek Vulgate.  The word Vulgate means ñcommonly used,ò or 

ñcurrent.ò  This word Vulgate has been appropriated from the Bible to which it rightfully 

belongs, that is, to the Received Text, and given to the Latin Bible.  In fact, it took hun-
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dreds of years before the common people would call Jeromeôs Latin Bible, the Vulgate.  

The very fact that in Jeromeôs day the Greek Bible, from which the King James is trans-

lated into English, was called the Vulgate, is proof in itself that, in the church of the living 

God, its authority was supreme...   

ñThe hostility of Jerome to the Received Text made him necessary to the Papacy.  The 

Papacy in the Latin world opposed the authority of the Greek Vulgate.  Did it not see al-

ready this hated Greek Vulgate, long ago translated into 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 Jerome enjoyed as a scholaré 

ñIn preparing the Latin Bible, Jerome would gladly have gone all the way in transmitting 

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 manuscripts.  Jerome especially 

mentions Luke 2:33 (where the Received Text read: ñAnd Joseph and his mother mar-

velled at those things which were spoken of him,ò while Jeromeôs text read: ñHis father 

and his mother marvelled,ò etc.) to say that the great scholar Helvidius, who from the 

circumstances of the case was probably a Vaudois [Waldensian], accused him of using 

corrupted Greek manuscripts.ò 

White attempts to justify this corruption
3 p 218

 but like Helvidius of Jeromeôs time, modern 

researchers have vindicated the true reading, as found in the AV1611
8 p 69, 339ff, 9 p 86

. 

This was but one error.  Wilkinson
12 p 221

 notes that at the time of the Reformation, ña mil-

lennium later, when Greek manuscripts and Greek learning were again general, the cor-

rupt readings of the Vulgate were noted.  Even Catholic scholars of repute, before Protes-

tantism was fully under way, pointed out its thousands of errors.ò 

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 counter-

part in our time, as will also be shown. 

ñThe Reformation did not make great progress until after the Received Text had been re-

stored to the world.  The Reformers were not satisfied with the Latin Vulgate. 

ñThe papal leaders did not comprehend the vast departure from the truth they had cre-

ated when they had rejected the lead of the pure teachings of the Scriptures.  The spuri-

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 books de-

creased the confidence of people in inspiration and increased the power of the priests.  

All were left in a labyrinth of darkness from which there was no escape.ò 

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

shows. 

ñThroughout the centuries, the Waldenses and 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 Europe from the Alps to the North Sea.  ñThe light had be-

gun spreading unobserved, and the Reformation was on the point of being anticipated.  

The demon Innocent III was the first to descry the streaks of day on the crest of the Alps.  

Horror-stricken, he started up, and began to thunder for his pandemonium against a faith 

which...was threatening to dissolve the power of Romeò [Wylie]é 

ñIt must be remembered that at the time (about 400 A.D.) when the Empire was breaking 

up into modern kingdoms, the pure Latin was breaking up into the Spanish Latin, the 
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French Latin, the African Latin, and other dialects, the forerunners of many modern lan-

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

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

the Received Text and had great influence.ò 

Erasmus of Rotterdam pioneered the publication of the Greek Textus Receptus
8 p 18ff

 and 

White attempts to cast Erasmus in the role of a modern version editor attacked by KJV-

onlyists, who are likened to supporters of Jeromeôs Vulgate
3 p 54ff

.  White also marvels at 

Erasmusôs ability ñto produce such a fine text with so few resources.ò 

White overlooks the fact that Erasmusôs most bitter opponents were Catholic priests who 

favoured the corrupt Vulgate, progenitor of the modern versions that White defends.  

White also misleads about the resources available to Erasmus, notably overlooking the 

Waldensesôs faithful preservation of the Received Text in Latin. 

Wilkinson is able to correct him in both respects
12 p 223ff

. 

ñThe priests loudly denounced [new learning].  They declared that the study of Greek 

was of the devil and prepared to destroy all who promoted it.ò 

ñThere were hundreds of manuscripts for Erasmus to examine, and he did; but he used 

only a few.  What matters?  The vast bulk of manuscripts in Greek are practically all the 

Received Text.  If the few Erasmus used were typical, that is, after he had thoroughly bal-

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 could be ar-

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, 

that it constituted an irresistible argument of Godôs providence.  God did not write a 

hundred Bibles; there is only one Bible, the others at best are only approximations.  In 

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 of its pagan 

and papal enemies [emphasis in text].ò 

And the meddling of James White, who having cited Dr Otis Fullerôs book in his bibliog-

raphy, could have saved himself many hours wasted in front of the computer screen if he 

had made a genuine effort to read Benjamin Wilkinsonôs work. 

ñThrough desire a man, having separated himself, seeketh and intermeddleth with all 

wisdomò Proverbs 18:1. 

That Erasmus compiled sufficient sources for his work and that the great mass of Greek 

manuscripts from which they were drawn differed only in superficial details ï despite 

Whiteôs assertion
3 p 40

 of ñthe wide range of textual variants in the New Testamentò ï 

Wilkinson demonstrates with citations from two members of the 1870-1881 Revision 

Committee
12 p 227

, ñthat body so hostile to the Greek New Testament of Erasmus.ò 

ññThe manuscripts which Erasmus used, differ, for the most part, only in small and in-

significant details from the bulk of the cursive manuscripts, ð that is to say, the manu-

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 the Received 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 

centuryò 

ñThen after quoting Doctor Hort, they draw this conclusion on his statement: 
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ññThis remarkable statement completes 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 extant manu-

scripts, if not older than any one of them.òò 

But Catholic-inspired war against the true scriptures continued after the publication of 

Erasmusôs work.  Wilkinson
12 p 228ff

 traces the life and ministry of William Tyndale
8 p 22

, 

ñthe true hero of the English Reformation,ò who laid the foundation for the Authorised 

Holy Bible of 1611. 

ñTwo thirds of the Bible was translated into English by Tyndale, and what he did not 

translate was finished by those who worked with him and were under the spell of his gen-

ius. The Authorized Bible of the English language is Tyndaleôs, after his work passed 

through two or three revisions.ò 

On the basis that allegedly
3 p 40

, ñno textual variantsématerially disrupt or destroy any 

essential doctrine of the Christian faith,ò White tries to play down differences between 

the AV1611 and modern versions (though still reserving the órightô to construct his own 

text
3 p 26

, according to his own particular ñtastesò). 

The enemies of the true scriptures thought otherwise, as Wilkinson shows in his chapter 

on the Jesuit Bible of 1582
12 p 231ff

. 

ñSo instant and so powerful was the influence of Tyndaleôs gift upon England, that Ca-

tholicism, through those newly formed papal invincibles, called the Jesuits, sprang to its 

feet and brought forth, in the form of a Jesuit New Testament, the most effective instru-

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 worldôs history was met when the Jesuit Bible became a challenge to 

Tyndaleôs translation.ò 

The Jesuits ï óEngineer Corps of Hellô 

The Jesuits entered the conspiratorial fray via the Council of Trent, 1545. 

ñThe opening decrees of the Council of Trent had set the pace for centuries to come.  

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 and doc-

trine.ò 

Whiteôs book certainly helps undermine belief in the Authorised Holy Bible of 1611 as 

the final authority in matters of faith and practice.  Wilkinson explains the specific reason 

for the Jesuit intrigue. 

ñSixty years elapsed from the close of the council of Trent (1563), to the landing of the 

Pilgrims in America.  During those sixty years, England had been changing from a 

Catholic nation to a Bible-loving people.ò 

No modern version has achieved an equivalent result. 

Wilkinson continues. 

ñThe burning desire to give the common people the Holy Word of God, was the reason 

why Tyndale 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 

mother tongue, 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 II was to do on the outside. 

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 

ñwhich made most against heretics.ò 

ññThe principal object of the Rhemish translators was not only to circulate their doc-

trines through the country, but also to depreciate as much as possible the English transla-

tionsò [citing Brooke].ò 

In favour of Romish versions, as Whiteôs book does.  See remarks on Matthew 18:11, 

Appendix and what follows in the discussions on the subsequent chapters of Whiteôs 

book. 

Thanks to the depth of bible-belief in Elizabethan England and the scholarship of the 

noted puritan, Thomas Cartwright, who exposed the corruptions of the Jesuit Douay-

Rheims Bible, the English 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 notes
12 p 241ff

 that ñif you seek to compare the Douay with the Ameri-

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 1582 Version had been 

doctored and redoctored.  Yet, even in the later editions, you will find many of those cor-

ruptions which the Reformers denounced and which reappear in the American Revised 

Version.ò 

It is possible that the 1582 JR version notionally available the internet is in fact largely 

the Challoner DR of 1749-52, because the two versions are found to match in virtually all 

references cited. 

Nevertheless, the Appendix to this work essentially bears out Wilkinsonôs observations 

with respect to reinsertion of Catholic corruptions, which is no doubt Jesuit-inspired.  The 

text of the American RV is essentially that of the 1881-4 English Revised Version, pro-

genitor of the modern versions such as the NIV.  Note again that of the 241 passages of 

scripture to which White refers for comparison between the AV1611 and the modern ver-

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 Watch-

tower.  (A larger 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 AV1611
8 p211

.)   

This is clear evidence that with the AV1611 having been deceptively marginalized in the 

last 120 years for many professing (and gullible) members of the Lordôs English-speaking 

people, modern scholars are steadily resorting to the full set of Catholic corruptions, in-

cluding omissions, that the Reformers rejected, with respect to the modern texts.  See also 

Rayôs analysis of 200 New Testament references encapsulating major doctrine, men-

tioned earlier.  It follows that modern scholars are not to be trusted, thus refuting the third 

of Whiteôs six postulates.  See remarks at the beginning of this section.  More evidence to 

this effect will be advanced subsequently. 
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Godôs Book ï the 1611 Authorised Holy Bible 

The Jesuit subterfuge was dealt a massive blow by the Authorised Holy Bible that burst 

on the scene in 1611
8 p 24ff

.  Wilkinson states. 

ñEvery energy pulsating with certainty and hope, English Protestantism brought forth a 

perfect* masterpiece.  They gave to the world what has been considered by hosts of 

scholars, the greatest version ever produced in any language, ð the King James Bible, 

called ñThe Miracle of English Prose.ò  This was not taken from the Latin in either the 

Old or the New Testament, but from the languages in which God originally wrote His 

Word, namely, from the Hebrew in the Old Testament and from the Greek in the New.ò 

*i.e. the Authorised Holy Bible of 1611 is a perfect Bible.  It cannot be improved upon, 

certainly not by the speculations of James White. 

But the conspiratorial subterfuge would continue.  The aim remained the same, to ñcor-

rupt the word of Godò 2 Corinthians 2:17 and replace it with the authority of the Pope.  

Wilkinson remarks. 

ñThe Jesuits had therefore before them a double task, ð both to supplant the authority of 

the Greek of the Received Text by another Greek New Testament, and then upon this mu-

tilated foundation, to bring forth a new English version which might retire into the back-

ground, the King James.  In other words, they must, before they could again give standing 

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

sion based upon it. 

ñThe manuscripts from which the New Version must be taken, would be like the Greek 

manuscripts which Jerome used in producing the Vulgate.  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 early centu-

ries, seize whatever advantages they could.  In other words, the Jesuits had put forth one 

Bible in English, that of 1582, as we have seen; of course, they could get out another.ò 

In 1749-52, the Jesuits produced the complete Douay-Rheims bible.  Further modified by 

the RV, herein lies the genesis of todayôs NIV and other corruptions.  Unknowingly or 

otherwise, James White is enthusiastically assisting the sons of Loyola in their diabolical 

óministry.ô 

But progress was slow.  The Jesuits had to contend with the perfect masterpiece of Eng-

lish Protestantism ï the AV1611. 

Wilkinson demonstrates how the translation was clearly guided by God
12 p 244ff

 and not 

merely the result of human effort, refuting another of Whiteôs main postulates, that the 

AV1611 is ña great, yet imperfect translation,ò though severely limited with respect to 

Hebrew and Greek by our ñless rich English tongueò and contemptuously dismissed by 

him as ña seventeenth-century Anglican translation of the Bible,ò i.e. not Godôs word but 

merely a flawed Anglican imitation of the ótrueô (undefined) Bible
3 p iv, vi, vii, viii

*.  Whiteôs 

statement in this respect is not only false
8, p 217ff

 but incomplete.  Again, the question must 

be asked, what, according to White, is ñthe Bibleò?  He does not say but he should do so, 

given his concern for ñthe entirety of the Bibleò and ñthe highest standard of truth.ò   

Once again, White is being inconsistent.  Were he not so inclined to despise Dr Mrs Gail 

Riplinger, and her painstaking research, he could benefit considerably from a thorough 

study of her latest works, The Language of the King James Bible and In Awe of Thy 

Word.  (I believe that the Lord Jesus Christ will close down the Church Age, Revelation 

2, 3 with the second of those two volumes.) 
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*White makes reference to ñScriptureò and ñGodôs revealed truth,ò without ever stating 

where they can be found unequivocally between two covers.   

Wilkinson describes the state of the English language in the early seventeenth century, 

revealing that Godôs timing for the AV1611 was perfect. 

ñWe now come, however, to a very striking situation which is little observed and rarely 

mentioned by those who discuss the merits of the King James Bible.  The English lan-

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, words were ca-

pable of containing in themselves not only their central thoughts, but also all the different 

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

lost that living, pliable breadthé 

ñIt will be readily seen that while the English vocabulary has increased in quantity, nev-

ertheless, single 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 likewise is a simple, broad, generic languageé 

ñNew Testament Greek 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 of 1611.ò 

*Wilkinson does draw a distinction between the written language of the AV1611 and the 

spoken language of the day.  He says, ñThe translators wisely preserved what was good 

in the earlier translations, with the result that the language of our English Bible is not the 

language of the age in which the translators lived, but in its grand simplicity stands out in 

contrast to the ornate and often affected diction of the time.ò  See also this authorôs sum-

mary comments elsewhere
8 p 29, 206ff

. 

In sum, the language of the 1611 Authorised Holy Bible was in no way ñless richò than 

that of Hebrew or Greek.  It was ï and is - perfectly suited for its God-given purpose, to 

demonstrate that ñThe counsel of the LORD standeth for ever, the thoughts of his heart 

to all generationsò Psalm 33:11.  White is wrong again. 

As more evidence of Godôs timing, Wilkinson then points to the provision of the materi-

als necessary and the fact that the King James translators were aware of all the modern 

textual variants but rejected them as corrupt.  See also the summary of the materials by 

this author
8 p 26-27

. 

ñIn view of the vast stores of material which were available to verify the certainty of the 

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. 

ñIt is an exaggerated idea, much exploited by those who are attacking the Received Text, 

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. 

ñDoctor Fulke says: 
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ññBut as for 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 from that which 

is commonly and most generally received in some letters, syllables, or words.ò 

ñWe cannot censure the Reformers for considering their sources of information sufficient 

and authentic enough to settle in their minds the infallible inspiration of the Holy Scrip-

tures, since we have a scholar of repute to-day rating their material as high as the mate-

rial of the present.  Doctor Jacobus thus indicates the relative value of information avail-

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

ññOn the whole, the differences in the matter of the sources available in 390, 1590, and 

1890 are not very serious.òò 

Nor had the situation changed appreciably in the latter half of the twentieth century, inso-

far as the NIV translators assure us that Sinaiticus and Vaticanus are still
8 p 66, 74

 ñThe 

most reliable early manuscriptsò with respect to the allegedly disputed passages, Mark 

16:9-20 and John 7:53-8:11.  The New Revised Standard Version
21

, published 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 the Author-

ised Text, Wilkinson states
12 p 252ff

. 

ñThe Catholic Encyclopaedia does not omit to tell us that the New Testament from Acts 

on, in Codex A (the Alexandrinus), agrees with the Vatican Manuscript.  If the problems 

presented by the Alexandrinus Manuscript, and consequently by the Vaticanus, were so 

serious, why were we obliged to wait till 1881-1901 to learn of the glaring mistakes of the 

translators of the King James, when the manuscript arrived in England in 1627?  The Fo-

rum informs us that 250 different 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, as the critics explain, on an insecure foundation? 

ñThe case with the Vaticanus and the Sinaiticus is no better. The problems presented by 

these two manuscripts were well known, not only to the translators of the King James, but 

also to Erasmus. We are told that the Old Testament portion of the Vaticanus has been 

printed since 1587é 

ñWe are informed by another author that, if Erasmus had desired, he could have secured 

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 wishedé 

ñErasmus, however, rejected these varying readings of the Vatican MS. because he con-

sidered from the massive evidence of his day that the Received Text was correct.ò 

Although the King James translators did not have access to the Sinaitic manuscript, its 

absence from their materials was unimportant.  Wilkinson states. 

ñWe have already given authorities to show that the Sinaitic MS. is a brother of the Vati-

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 had avail-

able all the variant readings of these manuscripts and rejected them. 
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ñThe following words from Dr. Kenrick, Catholic Bishop of Philadelphia, will support 

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 Text and denounced them.  Bishop Ken-

rick published an English translation of the Catholic Bible in 1849.  I quote from the 

preface: 

ññSince the famous manuscripts of Rome, Alexandria, Cambridge, Paris, and Dublin, 

were examined... a verdict has been obtained in favor of the Vulgate. 

ññAt the Reformation, the Greek text, as it then stood, was taken as a standard, in con-

formity to which the versions of the Reformers were generally made; whilst the Latin Vul-

gate was depreciated [sic], or despised, as a mere version.ò 

ñIn other words, the readings of these much boasted manuscripts, recently made avail-

able are those of the Vulgate.  The Reformers knew of these readings and rejected them, 

as well as the Vulgate.ò 

And bible believers should rightly reject the sickly descendants of the Vulgate, such as 

the NIV, NRSV and the related sterile hybrid, the NKJV.  Wilkinson again: 

ñLet us suppose, for the sake of argument, that the translators of 1611 did not have ac-

cess to the problems of the Alexandrinus, the Sinaiticus, and the Vaticanus by direct con-

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 the ñSpeakerôs Commentary,ò chaplain to the Queen of England, who 

was invited to sit on the Revision Committee, but refused: 

ññThat Textus Receptus was taken in the first instance, from late cursive manuscripts; but 

its readings are maintained only so far as they agree with the best ancient versions, with 

the earliest and best Greek and Latin Fathers, and with the vast majority of uncial and 

cursive manuscripts.ò 

ñIt is then clear that among the great body of cursive and uncial manuscripts which the 

Reformers possessed, the majority agreed with the Received Text; there were a few, how-

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 words, the translators of the King James came to a diametri-

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 the same evi-

dence.ò 

J. A. Moorman
9 p 26-27

 has a telling comment in this respect. 

ñThe Doctrinal Text of the Authorized Version receives Majorityésupport for 90% of its 

356 doctrinally distinct passages*, whereas 86% of the cursive support for the diminished 

text [i.e. the NIV**] is only ñothersò or ña fewò.  On this subject, I would also like to 

recommend to you my When The KJV Departs from the ñMajorityò Text ï available from 

the Dean Burgon Societyé 

ñTextual criticism has long sought to find cursives among the 2,800 which diverge sub-

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, this led Hort and others to call it ñthe best of the 

miniscules, the queen of the cursives.ò  But alas, the ñQueenò loses her crown in the rest 

of the N.T., for it revertsé(or nearly so) to the Traditional Text.  Rarely, if ever, is there 

consistent or anything approaching complete divergence.ò 
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*That Moorman compiled for comparison between the AV1611 and the NIV.  His thor-

ough analysis of these passages shows that where they are extant, even the old uncials 

used for the NIV and other modern translations, e.g. the JB, NWT, Codices Aleph, A, B, 

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

ñWhile B, and to a lesser extent Aleph are on the side of the diminished text, the com-

bined figures for the [other] uncials reveal a stand-off (425-455)***.  Hardly the over-

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

if they cannot get support decisive support from the ñfive old Uncialsò where are they 

going to find it?  Just about everywhere else we look in these summaries shows that they 

are on the losing end of the evidence.ò   

**The AV1611 contains 790,704 words, the NIV 726,606.  The NIV short-changes the 

reader by 64,098 words
22

. 

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

ern versions is still not overwhelming, with comparative figures of 579 versus 896 or ap-

proximately 2-3.  Only the papyri fragments decisively support the NIV in the doctrinal 

passages, 39-182 ï though not overall
8 p 129ff

.  The other uncials, besides Aleph, A, B, C, 

D, as a whole support the AV1611 Text by well over 2-1 and even the cursives favoured 

by the modern version supporters, consisting of about 18 known manuscripts, grouped in 

Families 1 and 13, by 3-1
9 p 17ff

.   

Concerning the observed departures of the AV1611 Text from the óMajority,ô see com-

ments at the beginning of this section.  Moorman states
11 p 27-28

: 

ñThere are a number of readings in the King James Version which on the basis of current 

information do 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. 

ñSEVERAL PRINCIPLES TO KEEP IN MIND 

ñIn the previous pages we have shown that the defence of the King James Bible has been 

the very last thing on the mind of Textual Criticism.  Almost all energy has been directed 

toward ñreconstructingò the text on the basis of a few old uncials, and ferreting out what 

little support can be gathered for these MSS.  The evidence I have gathered is probably as 

extensive as any now available.  Yet in comparison to what could be gathered by a first-

hand search of all the MSS, it is only a few scraps from the tables of men who treat the 

Authorised Version with scholarly contempt! 

ñOur extant MSS reflect but do not determine the text of Scripture.  The text was deter-

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

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

fore, in some instances the majority of MSS extant today may not reflect at every point 

what the true, commonly accepted, and majority reading was 500 years agoé 

ñCertainly 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 usually charac-

terized the Greek East.  We look to them for our spiritual heritage, and they were an im-

portant channel through which God preserved His Word.  This helps explain why there is 

a sprinkling of Latin readings in the Authorized Version.  Remember also that many of the 

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

ñChrist promised that the Holy Spirit would guide believers of each generation ñinto all 

truthò (John 16:13).  With regard to the text of Scripture, ñall truthò was found in one 
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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 Syriac ar-

eas. 

ñWhen a version has been the standard for as long as the Authorized Version, and when 

that version has demonstrated its power in the conversion of sinners, building up of be-

lievers, sending forth of preachers and missionaries on a scale not achieved by all other 

versions and foreign language combined; the hand of God is at work.  Such a version 

must not be tampered with.  And in those comparatively few places where it seems to de-

part from the majority reading, it would be far more honouring to Godôs promises of 

preservation to believe that the Greek and not the English had strayed from the original!ò 

Such references where White erroneously thinks otherwise will be dealt with in the 

course of this work.  To return to Wilkinsonôs assessment of the scope of the material 

available to the 1611 translators: 

ñWe give a further testimony from another eminent authority [Hoskier]: 

ññOur experience among the Greek cursives proves to us that transmission has not been 

careless, and they do represent a wholesome traditional text in the passages involving 

doctrine and so forth.ò 

ñAs to the large number of manuscripts in existence, we have every reason to believe that 

the Reformers were far better acquainted with them than later scholars.  Doctor Jacobus 

in speaking of textual critics of 1582, says: 

ññThe present writer has been struck with the critical acumen shown at that date (1582), 

and the grasp of the relative value of the common Greek manuscripts and the Latin ver-

sion.ò 

ñOn the other hand, if more manuscripts have been made accessible since 1611, little use 

has been made of what we had before and of the majority of those made available since. 

The Revisers systematically ignored the whole world of manuscripts and relied practi-

cally on only three or four.  As Dean Burgon says, ñBut nineteen-twentieths of those 

documents, for any use which has been made of them, might just as well be still lying in 

the monastic libraries from which they were obtained.ò  We feel, therefore, that a mis-

taken picture of the case has been presented with reference to the material at the disposi-

tion of the translators of 1611 and concerning their ability to use that material.ò 

These searching overviews contrast starkly with Whiteôs superficial treatment of the 

available sources, as will be seen. 

Wilkinson
12 p 257ff

 continues with noting the extreme care with which the 1611 translators 

approached their task, with the result ñthat each part of the work was carefully gone over 

at least fourteen times.  It was further understood that if there was any special difficulty 

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

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

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

he was notified to do so.ò 

No modern version is subjected to this degree of thoroughness in its preparation, or open-

ness.  Wilkinson further describes the secrecy that surrounded the compilation of the Re-

vised Version and Waite
23 p 83ff

 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 scripture assigned to his company.  Waite states that this was not done for mod-



 28 

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 or improv-

ing style. 

This disclosure further undermines Whiteôs notion that modern scholarship for todayôs 

versions is trustworthy. 

With reference to the unrivalled scholarship of the King James translators, more evidence 

of the guidance of God, Wilkinson cites McClure, author of the detailed history of the 

AV1611ôs compilation, entitled The Translators Revived: 

ññIt is confidently expected,ò says McClure, ñthat the reader of these pages will yield to 

the conviction that all the colleges of Great Britain and America, even in this proud 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 to convene out 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 confidence.  Very many self-styled óim-

proved versionsô of the Bible, or of parts of it, have been paraded before the world, but 

the religious public has doomed them all, without exception, to utter neglect.òò 

In the full version of his book, Wilkinson notes how the AV1611 was eulogised even by 

ñOne of the brilliant minds of the last generation, Faber, who as a clergyman in the 

Church of England, labored to Romanize that body, and finally abandoned it for the 

Church of Rome, cried out, ð 

ññWho will say that the uncommon beauty and marvellous English of the Protestant Bi-

ble is not one of the great strongholds of heresy in this country?òò
8 p 209

 

Unlike any of the modern versions, the AV1611 has held back the encroachment of the 

Devilôs church, as Wilkinson shows in the full version of his book, in answer to Faberôs 

lament: 

ñYes, more, it has not only been the stronghold of Protestantism in Great Britain, but it 

has built a gigantic wall as a barrier against the spread of Romanism. 

ññThe printing of the English Bible has proved to be by far the mightiest barrier ever 

reared to repel the advance of Popery, and to damage all the resources of the Papacy 

[McClure].ò 

ñSmall wonder then that for three hundred years incessant warfare has been waged upon 

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 in-

structing the lives of the millions who inhabit these territories. 

ñBehold what it has given to the world!  The machinery of the Catholic Church can never 

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., the Y.W.C.A., the 

Womanôs Christian Temperance Union, the Protestant denominational organizations, ð 

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 the Bible from which such 

splendid organizations have sprung?ò 

As his book shows, White would, along with all supporters of the modern versions, to sat-

isfy their egos.  The result has been for the English-speaking nations that they are ñlike a 



 29 

city that is broken down, and without wallsò Proverbs 25:28b, invaded by ñthe worst of 

the heathenò Ezekiel 7:24a, exemplified in Britain from the traitorous politicians selling 

out to the Vatican-inspired EU, to pornographers like Rupert Murdoch, to the Muslim in-

vaders who seek to claim Britain for Islam
24 p 5

. 

Fundamental Christians who abandoned the Authorised Holy Bible for the modern ver-

sions must share the major part of the blame for this horrific state of affairs. 

As God said to the prophet Jeremiah: 

ñThus saith the LORD of hosts, the God of Israel; Behold, I will bring upon this city 

and upon all her towns all the evil that I have pronounced against it, because they have 

hardened their necks, that they might not hear my wordsò Jeremiah 19:15. 

ñThis cityò and ñher townsò are the cities and towns of Britain, suffering the conse-

quences of rejecting Godôs words according to the Authorised 1611 Holy Bible that God 

gave Britain at such great cost, deceived into rejecting those words by professing funda-

mental Christians via the Romish modern versions such as the NIV.  See the Appendix, 

Table A5 for more details.  The references have been taken from the full version of Wil-

kinsonôs work. 

And the judgement is not done yet. 

Modern óScholarlyô Bitterness ï and Untrustworthiness 

Wilkinson gives further evidence of the untrustworthiness of modern scholars who aban-

doned the AV1611 for the modern versions and of Godôs guidance in the compilation and 

preservation of the 1611 Bible
12 p 262ff

. 

ñAnd [the Reformers] contended that the Received Text, both in Hebrew and in Greek, as 

they had it in their day would so continue unto the end of time.ò 

As the Lord Jesus Christ said, ñHeaven and earth shall pass away, but my words shall 

not pass awayò Matthew 24:35.  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. 

ñA testimony no less can be drawn from the 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 walls they are attacking in order to justify their war machineé 

ñDr. Hort, who was an opponent of the Received Text and who dominated the English 

New Testament Revision Committee, says: 

ññAn overwhelming proportion of the text in all known cursive manuscripts except a few 

is, as a matter of fact, identical.ò 

ñThus strong testimonies can be given not only to the Received Text, but also to the phe-

nomenal ability of the manuscript scribes writing in different countries and in different 

ages to preserve an identical Bible in the overwhelming mass of manuscripts.  The large 

number of conflicting readings which higher critics have gathered must come from only a 

few manuscripts, since the overwhelming mass of manuscripts is identical.ò 

This is not what James White would have his readers believe
3 p 36ff

.  He tries to sow doubt 

about Godôs preservation of His words by implying that manuscript scribes for the Re-

ceived Text manuscripts wilfully inserted man-made phrases in different Books of the 

New Testament to óharmonizeô them or make them read alike, e.g. Ephesians 1:2 and Co-
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lossians 1:2, with respect to the phrase ñand the Lord Jesus Christò preserved in the 

AV1611 but omitted by the RV, NIV, JB, NWT
8 p 83

 on a paucity of evidence
9 p 131

.  

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

to blasphemy.  Wilkinson continues. 

ñThe King James Bible had hardly begun its career before enemies commenced to fall 

upon it.  Though it has been with us for three hundred years in splendid leadership ð a 

striking phenomenon ð nevertheless, as the years increase, the attacks become more fu-

rious.  If the book were a dangerous document, 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 influence, 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 situation similar concerning the sacred books of any other religion, or even of Shake-

speare, or of any other work of literature. 

ñEspecially since 1814 when the Jesuits were restored by order of the Pope ð if they 

needed restoration ð have the attacks by Catholic scholars on the Bible, and by other 

scholars who are Protestants in name, become bitter.ò 

The óscholarlyô bitterness against the Holy Bible continues to the present, from Protestant 

fundamentalists
8 p 97ff

. 

ñ[Citing Palmer]ñFor it must be said that the Roman Catholic or the Jesuitical system of 

argument ð the work of the Jesuits from the sixteenth century to the present day ð 

evinces an amount of learning and dexterity, a subtility of reasoning, a sophistry, a plau-

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 reasoning, the ar-

gument is defective, assuming points which should be proved*; that it is logically 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 

inefficacious as proofs***.òò 

*Like Whiteôs assumption of alleged óharmonisationsô in the Received Text and AV1611.  

See above. 

**White uses the sophist term
3 p 43, 46, 153, 177

 ñexpansion of pietyò to infer that scribes for 

the majority of manuscripts added their own words to the Received Text manuscripts.  He 

insists, for example, that the words ñand the Lord Jesus Christò in Colossians 1:2, 

AV1611, ñJesusò instead of ñHeò in passages such as Matthew 4:18, AV1611, and 

ñLord Jesus Christò in passages such as Acts 15:11, AV1611, instead of ñLord Jesusò 

are manmade attempts ñto naturally expand the titles used of the Lordò 
3 p 37-8 45-6

.  This is 

why, in Whiteôs opinion, the Received Text or ñByzantine text-type is ñfullerò or 

ñlongeròò than 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 are not from the majority of manuscripts
9, 11

 and therefore donôt fit his explanation, 

which is in any case entirely unsupported by evidence and therefore amounts to nothing 

more than wild speculation.  Nevertheless, in the same context, he also repeats Westcott 

and Hortôs speculation that the Received Text ñcontains conflations [amalgams] of the 

other text-types.ò  That is, it was stitched together from other, competing texts, like those 

of Aleph and B.  Burgon
8, p 44, 113ff

 proved over a century ago that ñnot a shadow of proof 
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is forthcoming that any such recension [or conflation of the Received Text with other 

texts] as Dr Hort imagines [and later James White] ever took place at all.ò   

Of Westcott and Hortôs obsession with Aleph and B, (and Whiteôs, according to 

Moormanôs assessment of the sources for the modern readings and omissions White con-

dones and often prefers to the AV1611 Text), Burgon states
13, p 300-1

, ñThe one aim of 

those many hazy disquisitions of [Westcott and Hortôs] about óIntrinsic and Transcrip-

tional Probability,ô ï óGenealogical evidence, simple and divergent,ô ï and óthe study of 

Groups:ô ï the one reason of all their vague terminology, - and of their baseless theory of 

óConflation,ô ï and of their disparagement  of the Fathers:- the one raison dô ®tre of their 

fiction of a óSyrianô and a óPre-Syrianô and a óNeutralô text [or ñexpansions of pietyò or 

ñharmonisationò
3 p 37-8

]:-éAll is summed up in the curt formula ï Codex B!  Behold then 

the altar at which Copies, Fathers, Versions, are all to be ruthlessly sacrificed: - the tri-

bunal from which there shall be absolutely no appeal: - the Oracle which is to silence 

every doubt, resolve every riddle, smooth away every difficulty.  All has been stated, 

where the name has been pronounced of ï Codex BéEven Patristic evidence of the ante-

Nicene period órequires critical siftingô [Hort] ï if it shall be found to contradict Cod. B!  

óB very far exceeds all other documents in neutrality [i.e. authenticity] of Text.  At a long 

interval after B, but hardly a less interval before all other MSS., stands Alephô [Hort].  

Such is the sum of the matter!éA coarser, - a clumsier, - a more unscientific, a more stu-

pid expedient for settling the true Text of Scripture was surely never invented!ò 

***White
3 p 43

 alleges that the Alexandrian text ñis found in most papyriò and therefore 

represents ñan earlier, and hence more accurate, form of the text than the Byzantine [Re-

ceived] text-type.ò  His assertion is a barefaced lie.  The papyri were poor manuscripts 

and discarded for that reason.  Nevertheless, as mentioned above, they frequently agreed 

with the Received Text more often than with the Alexandrian text, showing that the Alex-

andrian text did not pre-date the Byzantine
8 p 124ff

. 

Wilkinson traces the history of attacks on the AV1611, beginning with this telling obser-

vation. 

ñWhen our time-honored Bibles are revised, the changes are generally in favor of 

Rome.ò 

See Appendix, also this authorôs work
8 p 210ff

, to verify the accuracy of Wilkinsonôs con-

clusion ï and the deceitfulness of James White
3 p 5

 in urging his readers to accept the al-

terations introduced to the AV1611 in favour of Rome by modern scholarship, an accep-

tance that White erroneously terms ñChristian freedom.ò  This so-called ófreedomô leads 

to corrupt modern versions like the NIV, NRSV that agree 80-90% with the Pope (JB) 

and Watchtower (NWT) in departures from the God-honoured Text of the 1611 Author-

ised Holy Bible. 

Citing the Catholic Encyclopaedia, Wilkinson describes in the full version of his book
12

 

how Rome instigated the attack on the AV1611 with one of her priests, Richard Simon
8 p 

41
. 

ññA French priest, Richard Simon (1683-1712), was the first who subjected the general 

questions concerning the Bible to a treatment which was at once comprehensive in scope 

and scientific in method.  Simon is the forerunner of modern Biblical criticism...  The use 

of internal evidence by which Simon arrived at it entitles him to be called the father of 

Biblical criticism.òò 

Catholic academics, according to Wilkinson, like Astruc and Geddes, sustained their 

criticisms of the AV1611 until the late eighteenth century, when the attack was joined by 
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unregenerate German higher critics such as Semler and Griesbach
8 p 121, 149ff, 12 p 268ff

, who 

influenced later new version 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 upon which 

the Received Text and the AV1611 are based and brought forth New Testaments com-

piled from the corrupt and severely limited texts of Alexandria. 

Catholic Allies and the Oxford Movement 

Cardinal Wiseman also strongly influenced these editors.  Wilkinson states in his full text. 

ñWiseman lived long enough to exult openly that the King James Version had been thrust 

aside and the pre-eminence of the Vulgate re-established by the influence of his attacks 

and those of other textual critics.ò 

He adds
12 p 274

. 

ñSuch were the antecedent conditions preparing the way to draw England into entangling 

alliances, to de-Protestantize her national church and to advocate at a dangerous hour 

the necessity of revising the King James Bible.ò 

Thanks to modern version editors and their supporters, we live with the results today.  See 

Dr Gippôs analysis below. 

In the full version of his book, Wilkinson sheds light on the significance of the Jesuit-

inspired Oxford Movement of the nineteenth century, with its aims of de-Protestantizing 

the Church of England, urging it back to Rome and displacing the 1611 Authorised Ver-

sion with a Catholic version of the Vulgate that later became the Revised Version of 

1881-4.   

Wilkinson describes the success of this movement as follows. 

ñWhy is it that in 1833, England believed that the Reformation was the work of God, but 

in 1883 it believed that the Reformation was a rebellion?  In 1833, England believed that 

the Pope was Antichrist; in 1883, that the Pope 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 hands of 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: 

ññIn my first term at the University (Oxford), the controversial fires were beginning to 

blaze... I had learnt, like other Protestant children, that the Pope was Antichrist, and that 

Gregory VII had been a special revelation of that being.  I was now taught that Gregory 

VII was a saint.  I had been told to honor the Reformers.  The Reformation became a 

great schism, Cranmer a traitor and Latimer a vulgar ranter.  Milton was a name of hor-

ror.òò 

Wilkinson then explains. 

ñThe attitude of Roman Catholics to the King James Version has ever been one of bitter 

hostility.  The Catholic Bishop of Erie, Pa., calls it that ñvileò* Protestant Version.  This 

attitude is further evinced through the feelings expressed by two eminent characters con-

nected with the Oxford Movement; one who critically described the Authorized Version 

before revision was accomplished; the other, after revision was well under way.ò 
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*As did Hort, with respect to the Textus Receptus underlying the AV1611
8 p 42 12 p 290-291

.  

Birds of a featheré 

ñDr. Faber, the brilliant associate of Newman, and a passionate Romanizer, called the 

King James Version, ñthat stronghold of heresy in England;ò and when revision began to 

appear as almost certain, Cardinal Wiseman expressed himself in these words: 

ññWhen we consider the scorn cast by the Reformers upon the Vulgate, and their recur-

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 over clamorous error.  For, in fact, 

the principal writers who have avenged the Vulgate, and obtained for it its critical pre-

eminence are Protestants [within the Church of England].ò 

ñThe famous Tract 90 did not leave this question untouched.  Though Cardinal Newman 

argued strongly for the orthodox Catholic position, that tradition is of equal, if not supe-

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

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

ññA further question may 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 

authorized by royal commands, which cannot be supposed to have any claim upon our 

interior consent.òò 

ñFurthermore, in the Dublin Review (June 1883), Newman says that the Authorized Ver-

sion ñis notoriously unfair where doctrinal questions are at stake,ò and speaks of its 

ñdishonest renderings.ò  This shows the Catholic attitude of mind toward the King James 

Version.ò 

Newmanôs ñinterior consentò appears similar to Whiteôs notions
3 p 5, 95

 of ñChristian 

freedomò and ñindividual responsibility.ò  White is clearly no more of a bible believer 

than Newman.  He too accuses the AV1611 of dishonesty
3 p 142

, insisting that the word 

ñhonestò as found in 2 Corinthians 8:21, Philippians 4:8 and 1 Peter 2:12 should be al-

tered to ñhonourableò or ñexcellentò as in the NASV. 

Naturally, White overlooked the first mention of the word in Luke 8:15 and how it is con-

trasted with ñdeceitfulnessò in the parallel passages in Matthew 13:22 and Mark 4:19.  

He is not a particularly careful student of the scriptures. 

Wilkinson describes how Newman became obsessed with ñsecuring endorsement for 

those Catholic readings of the accepted books which had been rejected by the Reformersò 

and states that ñRevision became the inevitable outcome of the Oxford MovementéAnd 

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 Dean of Roch-

ester remarked that it was time they raised a cry of ñNo Popery.òò 

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

lates that no conspiracy underlies the modern versions
3 p iv etc ï see earlier

 and that modern 

scholars whose works have continued in the tradition of the 1881 revisers
8 p 289ff

 have no 

ñmalevolent intentò and can therefore be trusted
3 p 130ff

.  Quite clearly, they canôt. 

Wilkinsonôs next chapter
12 p 277ff

 focuses on Cambridge academics, Drs Westcott and 

Hort, prime movers of the 1881 Revision underlying most modern versions ï for Eng-

landôs other premier institute of learning had also suffered Jesuit infiltration
12 p 284

.  He 

describes their higher (i.e. Germanic) criticism, their Mariolatry, their anti-Protestantism, 

their tendency to evolution, their ritualism (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, bristling with ñmalevolent 

intent.ò  Wilkinson quotes Hort as follows. 

ññThe errors and prejudices, which we agree in wishing to remove [i.e. AV1611 readings 

to be replaced by the RV], can surely be more wholesomely and also more effectually 

reached by individual efforts of an indirect kind than by combined open assault.  At pre-

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 go on qui-

etly; and I cannot help fearing that a premature crisis would frighten back many into the 

merest traditionalism [i.e. belief in the AV1611 as the pure word of God].òò 

Wilkinson deals extensively with the outworking of this conspiracy and shows that it was 

indeed ultimately a satanically inspired attack via the Jesuits of Rome against the Book of 

God.  Wilkinson thus further disposes of another of Whiteôs postulates, namely that the 

AV1611 was a mere work of men, one that he contemptuously dismisses
3 p 82

 as ña 

monument to those who labored to bring it into existenceé[via] a human process, and as 

in all of human life and endeavour, it did not partake of infallibility.ò 

How unlike the words of Dr Miles Smith, of the Oxford Group of 1611 translators
25 p 184

, 

who wrote the Preface to the 1611 Holy Bible
26 p 26-27

. 

ñYe are brought unto fountains of living water which ye digged not; do not cast earth into 

them with the Philistines, (Genesis 26:15) neither prefer broken pits before them with the 

wicked Jews (Jeremiah 2:13).  Others have labored, 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 yet with Esau sell your birthright for a mess of pottage (Hebrews 

12:16).ò 

Naturally, White ignored all of Dr Smithôs warnings.  Wilkinson, by contrast, describes
12 

p 284ff
 how the 1881 Revisers set the pattern for modern version committees as latter-day 

ñdogs to tear and abuse holy thingsò in order to supplant ñfountains of living waterò 

with their papal ñmess of pottage.ò 

ñFor years there had been a determined and aggressive campaign to take extensive liber-

ties with the Received 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 impunity.ò 

The Revision Conspiracy 

Concerning the Revisersô hostility to the Received Text, Wilkinson states that twice they 

had petitioned the Crown to appoint a royal commission for the purpose of the Revision.  

The Crown refused.  This double refusal shows that all the modern versions from the RV 

onwards are not of God, because they were not sanctioned by a king, unlike the AV1611, 

which was.  The modern versions therefore have no power with God. 

ñWhere the word of a king is, there is power: and who may say unto him, What doest 

thou?ò Ecclesiastes 8:4.  ñThe kingôs wordò is the final authority, 2 Samuel 24:4.  It is 

now vested in the AV1611.  The Revisers tried to usurp this God-ordained authority. 

As Wilkinson states of the then leaders of the campaign for revision of the AV1611,  
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ñDr. Moulton [a member of the Revision Committee and instrumental in selecting its 

members] looked 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 manu-

scripts which formed the base of the King James.  Furthermore, he said, speaking of the 

Jesuit New Testament of 1582, ñThe Rhemish Testament agrees with the best critical edi-

tions of the present day.ò  Dr. Moulton, therefore, not only believed the manuscripts 

which were recently discovered to be similar to the Greek manuscripts from which the 

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

Tischendorf, and Tregelles, built largely upon the same few manuscripts, as ñthe best 

critical editions.ò  Since he exercised so large an influence in selecting the other mem-

bers of the Committee, we can divine at the outset the attitude of mind which would likely 

prevail in the Revision Committee.ò 

Wilkinson elaborates as follows, noting the stark contrast between the openness of the 

1611 translation work and that of the Revisers. 

ñWhen the English New Testament Committee met, it was immediately apparent what 

was going to happen.  Though for ten long years the iron rule of silence kept the public 

ignorant of what was going on behind closed doors, 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 carried along by a triumvirate consisting of Hort, Westcott, 

and Lightfoot.  The dominating mentality of this triumvirate was Dr. Hort who with West-

cott had worked together before this for twenty years, in bringing out a Greek New Tes-

tament constructed on principles which deviated the farthest ever yet known from the Re-

ceived Text.  [Westcott and Hort] came prepared to effect a systematic change in the 

Protestant Bible.ò 

As Hort made plain.  Wilkinson again. 

ñAs early as 1851, before Westcott and Hort began their twenty years labor on their 

Greek text, Hort wrote, ñThink of that vile Textus Receptus.ò  In 1851, when he knew lit-

tle of the Greek New Testament, or of texts, he was dominated with the idea that the Re-

ceived Text was ñvileò and ñvillainous.ò  The Received Text suffered fatal treatment at 

the hands of this master in debate.ò 

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 and Hort ñwere determined at the outset to be greater than the rules, and to 

manipulate them.ò 

By their dominance of the committee, Westcott and Hort were able to include on it a Uni-

tarian, Dr G. Vance Smith.  It is therefore easy to understand the outcome of the commit-

teeôs proceedings, as Wilkinson shows. 

ñThe minority in the Committee was represented principally by Dr. Scrivener, probably 

the foremost scholar of the day in the manuscripts of the Greek New Testament and the 

history of the Text.  If we may believe the words of Chairman Ellicott, the countless divi-

sions in the Committee over the Greek Text, ñwas often a kind of critical duel between 

Dr. Hort and Dr. Scrivener.ò  Dr. Scrivener was continuously and systematically out-

voted.ò 

Thus the words of God are decided by majority vote, perhaps an expression of ñindivid-

ual responsibility,ò to cite James White
3 p 95

. 
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The results of the voting related back to Hortôs obsession with the corrupt Codex B, Vati-

canus, as Wilkinson shows. 

ñThe new Greek Testament upon which Westcott and Hort had been working for twenty 

years was, portion by portion, secretly committed into the hands of the Revision Commit-

tee.  Their Greek Text was strongly radical and revolutionary.  The Revisers 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 New Testament followed by the 

Revision Committee.  And this Greek text, in the main, follows the Vatican and Sinaiticus 

manuscriptsé 

ñHortôs partiality for the Vatican Manuscript was practically absolute. 

ñWe can almost hear him say, The Vaticanus have I loved, but the Textus Receptus have I 

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 a reading, that reading should be accepted 

as apostolic.  This attitude of mind involved thousands of changes in our time-honored 

Greek New Testament because a Greek text formed upon the united opinion of Codex B 

and Codex Aleph would be different in thousands of places from the Received Text.  So 

the Revisers ñwent on changing until they had altered the Greek Text in 5337 places.òò 

36,000 changes were made in total, with according to Canon Cook, ñThe Vatican Co-

dex,..sometimes alone, generally in accord with the Sinaitic, is responsible for nine-tenths 

of the most striking innovations in the Revised Version.òò 

Those are changes perpetuated in the modern versions; e.g. NIV, NRSV and NKJV in the 

footnotes.  See Appendix, Tables A5-A8, showing that the NIV, NRSV agree 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 depar-

tures from the AV1611 that the Revisers adopted and were later reproduced in modern 

versions like the NIV and NRSV
9 p 61ff

 - this author has listed 86 verses with important 

doctrinal implications that show how the RV and NIV repeatedly agree together against 

the AV1611
8 p 258ff

.  At least 60 of these verses reveal agreement between the DR, RV and 

NIV.  Although the Appendix suggests that overall agreement between the JR, DR and 

the NIV against the AV1611 may be less than 30-40% (still a sizable proportion) for the 

whole of the New Testament they appear to match repeatedly where important doctrinal 

passages are encountered. 

And it must always be remembered that Westcott and Hortôs main sources, Codices 

Aleph and B were wholly untrustworthy.  See 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 versions
8 p 117-118, 13 p 30-

31
.  Note that the first citation is originally from Burgonôs The Traditional Text, p 84, of 

which Donald Waite has provided a summary
10

. 

ñThe five Old Uncialsô (Aleph A B C D) falsify the Lordôs Prayer as given by St. Luke in 

no less than forty-five 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 their eccentric ten-
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dency, that in respect of thirty-two out of the whole forty-five words they bear in turn soli-

tary evidence.ò 

Mark 2:1-12 is another example: 

ñIn the course of those 12 verses...there will be found to be 60 variations of read-

ing...Now, in the present instance, the ófive old uncialsô CANNOT BE the depositories of 

a tradition, - whether Western or Eastern, - because they render inconsistent testimony IN 

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

but a plain 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 ex-

amination, who should be observed to bear contradictory testimony EVERY TIME?ò 

Burgon also affirmed the contrast between Westcott and Hortôs sources and the Tradi-

tional Text underlying the 1611 Authorised Bible.  See Burgonôs comments earlier about 

995 manuscripts out of every thousand and Waiteôs accompanying assessment
10

. 

ñWe have, in our day, over 99% of the evidence of our manuscripts favoring the type of 

text that underlies our King James Bible.  Some 5,210 of the 5,255 of our manuscripts 

favor the Traditional Text that underlies our King James Bible.  Less than 1% of the 

manuscripts side with the false texts of Westcott and Hort and their modern counterparts, 

the Nestle-Aland and the United Bible Societies [and the NIV, NRSV].  The Westcott and 

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

so small.ò 

White therefore resorts to his phantasmagoric notions of ñexpansions of pietyò in the 

AV1611.  See above. 

Though even Hort was forced to acknowledge that
12 p 294

 ñthe Received Text, by his own 

admission, had for 1400 years been the dominant Greek New Testament.ò 

Surely the strongest possible evidence of Godôs providential preservation of His words, 

culminating in the publication of the 1611 Authorised Bible ï though not, of course, to 

those who, like ñJannes and Jambreséresist the truth: men of corrupt minds, repro-

bate concerning the faithò 2 Timothy 3:8.  Also like James White. 

In the end, Wilkinson
12 p 298ff

 describes the Revisers as ñwreckers not builders.ò   

ñEver since the Revised Version was printed, it has met with strong opposition.  Its devo-

tees reply that the King James met opposition when it was first published.  There is a vast 

difference, however.  Only one name of prominence can be cited as an opponent of the 

King James Version at its birth [Hebraist Hugh Broughton
8 p 238-9

].  The King, all the 

church of England, in fact, all the Protestant world was for it.  On 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. 

ñWhen God has taught us that ñall Scripture is given by Inspirationò of the Holy Spirit 

and that ñmen spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost,ò the Holy Spirit must be 

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 them-

selves, has led the true people of God for centuries, can be whipped into fragments and 

set aside for a manuscript found in an out-of-the-way monastery, and for another of the 

same family, which has lain, for man knows not how long, upon a shelf in the library of 

the Popeôs palace.  Both these documents are of uncertain ancestry, of questionable his-

tory, and of suspicious character.  The Received Text was put for centuries in its position 
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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 few decades to exalt as divine 

principle.ò 

Wilkinson thus provides more evidence that the AV1611 was indeed of God as the ulti-

mate refinement of His word and not, as James White insists
3 p 82

, the flawed outcome of a 

mere ñhuman process.ò   

As Dr Vance shows, the AV1611 completes the refining process that Psalm 12:6, 7 de-

scribes. 

ñThe words of the LORD are pure words: as silver tried in a furnace of earth, purified 

seven times.ò 

Whiteôs shallow objections
3 p 243

 to this conclusion will be discussed subsequently.  Dr 

Ruckman and Dr Vance
27

 have 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 (Genesis, 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 

¶ A received English text from AD 1611 to AD 2006 

Dr Vance then lists the fulfilment of Psalm 12:6 in English, derived from The Rules to be 

Observed in the Translation of the Bible, Rules 1 and 14: 

¶ Tyndaleôs Bible (15250 

¶ Coverdaleôs Bible (1535) 

¶ Matthewôs Bible (1537) 

¶ The Great Bible (1539) 

¶ The Bishopsô Bible (1568) 

¶ The Geneva Bible (1582) 

¶ The King James 1611 Authorised Version 

Apart from minor refinements in subsequent editions, Godôs refining process was com-

plete with the publication of the AV1611. 

Comparing that refining process to the wrecking process of the Revisers, Wilkinson 

states. 

ñWhen a company of men set out faithfully to translate genuine manuscripts in order to 

convey what God said, it is one thing.  When a committee sets itself to revise or translate 

with ideas and a ñscheme,ò it is another thing.  But it may be objected that the transla-

tors of the King James were biased by their pro-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 that of the influence of Darwinism, higher criticism, in-

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 reject the authority of the Bible as supreme.ò 

As does James White.  His condescending references
3 p iv, vii

 to ña seventeenth-century 

Anglicanégreat, yet imperfect translation of the Bible,ò with the term ñBibleò unspeci-

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 Bible than an unregenerate German óhigher criticô 

like Griesbach or a subversive, Romanising reviser like Westcott, Newman and Hort. 

See again, Appendix, Table A5 for the many references that reveal popular modern ver-

sions like the NIV and NRSV to be merely rehashed Westcott and Hort, i.e. RV, often 

supported by the Jesuit and Douay-Rheims versions.  The results show that the NIV, 

NRSV agree with the JR, DR, RV 44% against the AV1611 and 87% with the RV against 

the AV1611. 

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

that the footnoted readings in this version
8 p 55ff

 usually support the NIV (and therefore 

NRSV) text and according to the editors
28

 constitute ña clearly defined presentation of 

the variantséfor the benefit of interested readers representing all textual persuasions.ò 

In other words, the NKJV is as óCatholicô as its contemporaries and would give anti-

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 

ññIt is certainly a remarkable circumstance that so many of the Catholic readings in the 

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

by Protestants as corruptions of the pure text of Godôs Word, should now, in the last 

quarter of the nineteenth century*, be adopted by the Revisers of our time-honored Eng-

lish Bibles.òò 

*And the twentieth. 

Wilkinson provides abundant testimony to show that Catholic priests were pleased with 

the RV readings.  For example. 

ñA Catholic priest says that the Revised Version confirms readings of the Catholic Ver-

sion: 

ñFrom the Very Revelation Thomas S. Preston, of St. Annôs (R. C.) Church of New York, 

ð ñThe brief examination which I have been able to make of the Revised Version of the 

New Testament has convinced 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. 

ññIt is to us a gratification to find that in very many instances they have adopted the 

reading of the Catholic Version, and have thus by their scholarship confirmed the cor-

rectness of our Bible.òò 

ñOur [RC] Bibleò being one that James White repeatedly endorses, as will be shown ï 

see also Appendix, Table A1.  Wilkinson continues. 

ñA Catholic Bishop [Mullen, Canon of the Old Testament] considers that the Revised 

Version is like the Douay Bible: 

ññAnd there is no reason to doubt that, had King Jamesô translators generally followed 

the Douay Version, the convocation of Canterbury would 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 pages are filled.òò 

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

Wilkinson again. 

ñFrench and German Catholic authorities approve the critical features of the Greek text 

which underlies the Revised Version: 

ñIn the Bulletin Critique of Paris for Jan. 15, 1881, the learned Louis Duchesne opens 

the review of Westcott and Hort with these words: óVoici un livre destine a faire epoque 

dans la critique du Nouveau-Testament.ô  (Here is a book destined to create a new epoch 

in New Testament criticism.)  To this Catholic testimony from France may be added 

German Catholic approval, since Dr. Hundhausen, of Mainz, in the óLiterarischer Hand-

weiser,ô 1882, No. 19, col. 590, declares: 

ñóUnter allen bisher auf dem Gebiete der neutestamentlichen Textkritik erschienenen 

Werken gebuhrt dem Westcott-Hort-schen unstreitig die Palme.ô  (Among all printed 

works which have appeared in the field of New Testament textual criticism, the palm be-

longs unquestionably to the Westcott-Hort Text.)ò 

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

Revisionôs Romanizing Aftermath 

Unlike White, who attempts without substantiation to charge bible believers with spread-

ing
3 p iv

 ñdisruption and contention,ò Wilkinson describes the ófruitsô of ñconfusion and 

doubtò that accompany the new óbiblesô
12 p 304ff

 following rejection of the AV1611 Text 

by the undoubtedly influential ñRomanizing portion of the Church of Englandò that in-

cluded Drs Westcott and Hort, the main architects of the RV.  Westcott and Hort were 

themselves ñgreat admirers of Newmanò
12 p 308

. 

ñBecause of the changes which came about in the nineteenth century, there arose a new 

type of Protestantism and a new version of the Protestant Bible.  This new kind of Protes-

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 true Protestant Bible and one which 

reproduced readings rejected by the Reformersé 

ñThis new Protestantism captured most of the Church of England, permeated other Prot-

estant denominations in Great Britain, and flooded the theological seminaries of Amer-

ica.  One college professor, alarmed at the atmosphere of paganism which had come into 

American universities and denominational colleges, investigated them and reported that 

ñninety percent or more teach a false religion as well as a false science and a false phi-

losophy.ò 

ñFalse science teaches the origin of the universe by organic development without God, 

and calls it evolution.  German philosophy early taught the development of humanity 

through the self-evolution of the absolute spirit*.  The outstanding advocates of this latter 

philosophy, Schelling and Hegel, were admitted pantheistséò 

*Or as the unregenerate, hell bound and late Roman Catholic bible-rejecter, Frank Sinatra 

declared
29

, in a piece of diabolical duplicity that became a chart-topping sensation: 

ñAnd now, the end is near, and so I face, the final curtain. 

ñMy friend, I'll say it clear,  
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ñI'll state my case, of which I'm certain. 

ñI've lived, a life thatôs full, I've travelled each and every highway. 

ñAnd more, much more than this, I did it my way.ò 

Wilkinson was a visionary.  The scriptureôs comment on Sinatraôs heathen deception 

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

ñAll we like sheep have gone astray; we have turned every one to his own way; and the 

LORD hath laid on him the iniquity of us allò Isaiah 53:6. 

Concerning evolution, stemming from false science and rejection of the true Bible, Scott 

M. Huse
30 p 124

 states: 

ñThe fruit of evolution has been all sorts of anti-Christian systems of beliefs and practice.  

It has served as an intellectual basis for Hitlerôs nazism and Marxôs communism.  It has 

promoted apostasy, atheism, secular humanism, and libertinism* as well as establishing a 

basis for ethical relativism, which has spread through our society like a cancer.  The 

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

philosophy.ò 

*Again, see Sinatra above. 

And as Dr Gipp states
31 p 113

 on the fruits of false science and rejection of the true Bible: 

ñTodayôs modern translations havenôt been able to spark a revival in a Christian school, 

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 school. 

2. Abortion on demand legalised. 

3. Homosexuality accepted nationally as an ñalternate life styleò. 

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. 

ñIf this is considered a ñrevivalò then letôs turn back to the King James to STOP it.ò   

James White is as dismissive of Dr Gippôs efforts in support of the AV1611 as he is of 

those of Gail Riplinger but he avoids taking issue with Dr Gippôs conclusions above. 

Wilkinson continues: 

ñThe new [pantheistic] theology changed the Protestant conception of Christ; then very 

naturally it changed all the fundamental doctrines and consequently made the Bible sec-

ondary as the fountain of faith, while nominally giving to the Bible its customary usages.  

However, like the Gnostics of old, this new theology would not scruple to change pas-

sages to support their theology.ò 

Note that this Gnostic ópantheismô is in harmony with Newmanôs notion of hosts of in-

termediate spiritual beings, Romanist ósaintsô and New Age avatars.  See comments ear-

lier. 

White persistently neglects to mention the Romanising nature of the departures of the 

modern versions, RV, NIV, NRSV, NKJV footnote(s) f.n., from the AV1611.  The Ap-

pendix shows that the older Catholic bibles like the Douay-Rheims retained various 

AV1611 readings but inspection of Moormanôs treatises
9
 will confirm that the Catholic 
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manuscripts, Codices Aleph and B, Sinaiticus and Vaticanus, are 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. 

ñWhy was it that at so late a date as 1870 the Vatican and Sinaitic Manuscripts were 

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 

ñsystematic depravationò?  On this Dean Burgon says: ñThe impurity of the texts exhib-

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, demon-

strably, nothing else but specimens of the depraved class thus characterized.ò 

ñDr. Salmon declares that Burgon ñhad probably handled and collated very many more 

MSS, than either Westcott or Hortò and ñwas well entitled to rank as an expert.ò   Never-

theless, there has been a widespread effort to belittle Dean Burgon in his unanswerable 

indictment of the work of Revision.  All assailants of the Received Text or their sympa-

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

labor to minimize his arguments.ò 

óOur critic,ô an academic of over twenty yearsô experience of teaching New Testament 

Greek, was in this category
8 p 289

 and like others of his ilk, ñdismissed Burgon perempto-

rily.ò  Hardly a óscholarlyô approach!  Wilkinson continues. 

ñConcerning the depravations of Codex Aleph, we have the further testimony of Dr. 

Scrivener.  In 1864 he published ñA Full Collation of the Codex Sinaiticus.ò  In the In-

troductions he makes it clear that this document was corrected by ten different scribes ñat 

different periods.ò  He tells of ñthe occurrence of so many different styles of handwriting, 

apparently due to penmen removed from each other by centuries, which deform by their 

corrections every page of this venerable-looking document.ò  Codex Aleph is ñcovered 

with such alterations, brought in by at least ten different revisers, some of them system-

atically spread over every page.òò 

Prompting from Wilkinson a searching question. 

ñWhy should ten different scribes, through the centuries have spread their corrections 

systematically over every page oféSinaiticus?  Evidently no owner of so costly a docu-

ment would have permitted such disfigurements unless he considered the original Greek 

was not genuine and needed correcting.ò 

Wilkinsonôs observation heralds the modern practice of ódo-it-yourselfô bibles, to which 

White confesses when he describes
3 p 26

 certain NIV readings as ñtoo interpretive for my 

tastes.ò  But two pages earlier, he supports the NIVôs rendering of Luke 9:44 against the 

AV1611.  Elsewhere
3 p 94-5

, he urges the exercise of ñindividual responsibility,ò to God 

ñfor our beliefs and our actionsò and insists that ña man is responsible to learn Godôs 

Word as best he can, and to follow what he learns.ò  White also mentions ñthe Bibleò in 

this context but once again does not specify which Bible it is.  Nor does he care to 

enlighten the reader with a definition of ñGodôs Wordò that ña man is responsible to 

learnéas best he canéò 

Then he makes the outrageous statement
3 p 161

 that ñScripture [a selection of modern ver-

sions in this instance, including the NIV] records Jesusô call to take up the cross in three 

places and this is sufficient.ò 
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White here dictates to the Lord Himself what should or should not be included in the ex-

pression ñall scripture is given by inspiration of Godò 2 Timothy 3:16.  It is difficult to 

imagine greater arrogance than this, unless it is Pope Boniface VIIIôs declaration
32

 ñWhat 

therefore can you make of me but God?ò 

Yet Boniface VIIIôs declaration is only marginally more arrogant than that of James 

White, who has clearly taken it upon himselfto construct ñthe [DIY] Bibleò as the above 

examples reveal. 

(White has actually confused the expression ñtake up his crossò Matthew 16:24, Mark 

8:34, Luke 9:23 with ñtake up the crossò Mark 10:21, which the NIV omits, along with 

the JR, DR, JB, NWT.  See Appendix, Table A1.  Moorman
9 p 80

 shows that evidence in 

favour of the AV1611 reading is overwhelming and comments, ñThere has always been 

an attempt to take the cross out of discipleship.ò) 

A Serious Warning 

Wilkinson has a serious warning for White and other self-made bible manufacturers
12 p 

310-11
. 

ñWhen Doctors Westcott and Hort called ñvileò and ñvillainousò the Received Text 

which, by the providence of God, was accounted an authority for 1800 years, they opened 

wide the door for individual and religious sects to bring forth new Bibles, solely upon 

their own authorityé 

ñWill not God hold us responsible for light and knowledge concerning His Word?  Can 

we escape His condemnation, if we choose to exalt any version containing proved corrup-

tions?  Shall we not rather, avoid putting these versions on a level with Godôs true Bi-

ble?.. 

ñUniformity in expressing the sacred language of the one God is highly essential.  It 

would be confusion, not order, if we did not maintain uniformity of Bible language in our 

church services, in our colleges and in the memory work of our children.  ñFor God is 

not the author of confusion, but of peace, as in all churches of the saintsò 1 Corinthians 

14:33.  It is not those who truly love the Word of God, who wish to multiply various ver-

sions, which they design shall be authorized for congregational use or exalted as author-

ity for doctrineé let us have a uniform standard version.ò 

An eminently sensible request.  One pathetic result of ignoring it is the impossibility now, 

in many churches, of the venerable and edifying practice of responsive reading, in full 

accord with Paulôs exhortation. 

ñLet the word of Christ dwell in you richly in all wisdom; teaching and admonishing 

one another in psalms and hymns and spiritual songs, singing with grace in your 

hearts to the Lordò Colossians 3:16. 

White is unable to produce any ñuniform standard versionò that would fulfil Paulôs ex-

hortation but on page v, continuing to chip away at the efficacy of the Authorised Ver-

sion, White insists that, ñmen and women led fine Christian lives for fifteen hundred 

years before the KJV came on the scene.ò   

Wilkinson answers this distortion as follows, in the conclusion to his work, emphasising 

again how the 1611 Authorised Holy Bible was indeed the work of God, not that of man. 

ñEating the bread of poverty and dressed in the garments of penury, the church in the 

wilderness followed on to serve the Lord.  She possessed the untampered manuscripts of 

holy revelation which discountenanced 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.  In terror, 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 blood.  The word lived, unconquered.ò 

In other words, the pre-1611 men and women of God laboured, suffered and not infre-

quently died martyrsô deaths to lay the foundations for Godôs Book that was to come, a 

resounding fact of history that White has neither the grace nor the discernment to ac-

knowledge.  Wilkinson continues. 

ñThe pathetic question of Pilate, ñWhat is Truth,ò is not more pathetic than the error of 

those who say that only by balancing one version against another, or by examining the 

various manuscript readings, ð those of apostates as well as those of the faithful, ð can 

we arrive at approximate truth [see Whiteôs
3 p 7

 recommendation for the purchase of 

ñmultiple translations of the Bibleò]é 

ñThe Authorized Version was translated in 1611, just before the Puritans departed from 

England, so that they carried it with them across stormy seas to lay the foundation of one 

of the greatest governments the world has ever known.  The Authorized Version of Godôs 

Holy Word had much to do with the laying of the foundation of our great country. 

ñWhen the Bible was translated in 1611, God foresaw the wide extended use of the Eng-

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 say, ever made in 

any language. 

ñé[But] when apostasy had cast its dark shadow over the Western lands of opportunity, 

God raised up the men of 1611.  They were true Protestants.  Many of their friends and 

associates had already fallen before the sword of despotism while 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 the old systems of the past.ò 

And, it seems, to James White, who is keen not only to compile his own óbibleô by means 

of the balancing act Wilkinson refers to above but also to justify the kind of subversion 

that Wilkinson describes as follows. 

ñThen arose the pantheistic theology of Germany, the ritualistic 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 influence 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 insidious program.ò 

The 1611 Authorised Holy Bible - Undefeated 

As now but the AV1611 continues on undefeated.  Wilkinson continues. 

ñNevertheless, in a remarkable way, God has honored the King James Version.  It is the 

Bible of the 160,000,000 English-speaking people [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.  One writer claims 886.  
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ñIt is the Book of the human race.  

ñIt is the author of vastly more missionary enterprises than any other version.  

ñIt is Godôs missionary Book.ò 

Whiteôs Main Postulates Refuted 

Inspection of Wilkinsonôs and related research thus far disposes of four of Whiteôs main 

postulates that are evident in his book - even if not listed explicitly.  The research has 

shown that: 

¶ Rome was fully behind a conspiracy to subvert the 1611 Authorised Holy Bible.  

It continues to this day. 

¶ The Greek manuscripts underlying the modern versions, RV, NIV, NRSV, NKJV 

margins or footnote(s) f.n. (and even its text in translation with respect to Acts 

3:13, 26, 4:27, 30 on the Lordôs Deity
8 p 77, 182ff

 ï see also Ruckman
33 p 7

 on 2 Co-

rinthians 2:17, 1 Timothy 6:10, 2 Timothy 2:15 as mistranslated by the NKJV) 

have been deliberately and repeatedly corrupted.  Contrary to Whiteôs unproven 

assertions
3 p 43, 46, 153, 177

 about ñexpansions of pietyò and careless copying of the 

Received Text manuscripts, even the arch-reviser Dr Hort was forced to acknowl-

edge the relative uniformity of the manuscripts underlying the AV1611, in spite of 

their widely differing sources. 

¶ Modern scholarship, deriving from unregenerate German higher critics, Catholic 

priests and apostate Anglican clergy is not trustworthy. 

¶ The AV1611 is ñGodôs missionary book,ò brought about by Godôs intervention in 

human history and as such it is the pure word of God
34

 ñwithout admixture or er-

ror.ò  It is 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 White makes in 

his Introduction. 

ñThe KJV Only controversy feeds upon the ignorance among Christians regarding the 

origin, transmission and translation of the [unspecified] Bibleò
3 p v

. 

Whiteôs assertion is a lie, especially insofar as he includes Dr Otis Fullerôs book Which 

Bible? in his bibliography, containing Dr Wilkinsonôs comprehensive treatise on the his-

tory of the true scriptures, culminating in the AV1611 and the counterfeit versions of 

Rome.  Moreover, Dr Ruckman
1 p 180

 recommends a page of sources to study ñregarding 

the origin, transmission and translation of the Bible,ò including commentators, several 

Greek editions and lexicons, textual critics and the 1611 Holy Bible itself, versus a vari-

ety of modern versions. 

ñThis book is written because of a desire for peace in the church of Jesus Christéa peace 

that comes from single minded devotion to the things of Godò
3 p vi

. 

Observe that Whiteôs book was not written for the sake of ñrighteousnessò or ñpurityò or 

ñdevotion to the words of God, or Jesus Christ, or God Himselfò
1 p 307-8

.  And it was not 

written to determine any ófinal authority in matters of faith and conduct.ô  What are ñthe 

things of Godò?  White does not say.  His book is a smokescreen. 

ñThis book is not written to push one particular translation of the [unspecified] Bible 

over another.  There is no desire to get everyone to read the NASB, or the NIV, or the 
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NKJV, or the RSV, or any other ñmodernò translation.  On the other handéThis book is 

not against the King James Versionò
3 p vi

. 

But it is, in nearly all of the 241 passages of scripture where White compares the AV1611 

with other versions.  His comments on these passages indicate that any version is óprefer-

able,ô provided it conflicts with the AV1611, e.g. on Matthew 1:25, 8:29, 20:16, 25:13, 

27:35, Mark 6:11, 10:21, Colossians 1:14
3 p 156ff

.  In all these passages, the AV1611 is al-

leged to be at fault for adding to the words of God, via parallel influence - for which 

White can produce no evidence whatsoever - and therefore its readings should be rejected 

in favour of any of the modern alternatives.   

Inspection of Moormanôs work
9
 shows that White is lying again. 

ñThe author of this work is a biblical conservativeéthere are a number of Bible transla-

tions that I would not personally recommendò
3 p vii

. 

See remarks in the Introduction  on Whiteôs ñbiblical conservativismò and note Dr 

Ruckmanôs observation that White does not dare specify even one version that he would 

not recommend.  The Appendix shows why ï 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. 

ñI encourage the thinking that is marked by wisdométhat examines the facts and holds to 

the highest standard of truth.  Christians should not engage in circular reasoning and 

unfair argumentationò
3 p vii

. 

So why didnôt White examine any of the detailed facts that Wilkinson put forth, to show 

that the AV1611 is óthe standardô?  Dr Ruckman
1 p 228

 points out that, in addition to not 

defining his ñhighest standard of truth,ò White
3 p 95, 128

 then alters it to ñhighest standards 

thereof,ò plural, then shifts his ground again, from ñexact same standards,ò (by which to 

judge the KJV), to ñOur standardò which turns out not to be a óstandardô at all. 

It turns out to be an unanswered question.  ñWhat did the original author of scripture say 

at this point?ò 

But as Dr Ruckman rightly says
1 p 24, 227

, ñNo question can be a ñstandardò.ò  Dr Ruck-

man
1 p 22-27

 actually lists no fewer than ten óstandardsô that White attempts to apply in or-

der to overthrow the words of the AV1611 as the óstandard,ô without ever explicitly de-

fining or substantiating them. 

And he explains why it is White who engages in the kind of ñcircular reasoning,ò of 

which he repeatedly accuses bible believers.  See remarks under Introduction . 

The ócircleô operates like this.  The Christian must test all of his beliefs by ñthe Scrip-

tures.ò  But the only ñscripturesò are the non-existent ñoriginal autographsò and there-

fore no óbible,ô certainly not the AV1611, is actually ñthe scriptures.ò  These can only be 

reconstructed by comparison of the variants in the manuscripts by enlightened individuals 

like James White, who will always unerringly choose the variant that best reveals ñthe 

original intent of the author.ò  These selected variants will then make up the texts of the 

MEVs, more óenlightenedô versions, whether in Greek or English, that should then be 

used to overthrow the AV1611 by means of ñthe Scripturesò that the ordinary believer 

does not have but which James White and co. will happily concoct for the purpose of 

enabling the Christian to test his beliefs by ñthe Scriptures.ò 

Thus completing the circle.  In other words, óthe KJV has errors in it, because the critics 

say so and the critics are always right in this respect ï because the KJV has errors in it.ô 
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As Job said
1 p 23

, ñNo doubt but ye are the people, and wisdom shall die with youò Job 

12:2. 

ñFor those who come to this discussion with deep and long-standing commitments to the 

Authorized Versionéplease consider well the necessity of examining your beliefs, no mat-

ter how cherished they may be, on the basis of Godôs truthéWe all must constantly test 

our faith by Scripture, and we must pray for a willingness to abandon those beliefs that 

are found to be contrary to Godôs revealed truthò
3 p vii-viii

. 

Dr Ruckman
1 p 311-12

 rightly observes of this statement, that according to his ñdeepest 

Christian conviction,ò White has no ñscriptureò because he has no ñverbally inspired, 

original autographs.ò  He failed to define either ñGodôs truthò or ñGodôs revealed truthò 

and was unable to specify any portion of ñScriptureò.  He only ever referred to ótransla-

tionsô ñof the [unspecified] Bible.ò  Dr Ruckman is quite right in condemning Whiteôs 

book as ñ271 pages of revived ñHortismòépresented as ñGodôs truthò in order to justify 

sin.ò 

The verse comparisons listed in the Appendix have partly refuted Whiteôs two other main 

postulates, namely that the modern versions often give superior readings to the AV1611 

and do not attack the Deity of the Lord Jesus Christ.   

Further refutation will follow as the successive chapters in Whiteôs book are reviewed. 
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Chapter 1 ï ñKing James Onlyò 

Whiteôs aim in this chapter is to categorise the óKJV-Onlyô adherents into five groups, of 

which ñthe most radicalò come under the heading of ñThe KJV as New Revelation,ò  

White
3 p 4

 states that bible believers in this group believe that ñthe Greek and Hebrew 

texts should be changed to fit the readings found in the KJV!ò 

He gives no further elaboration and overlooks the fact that some manuscripts do exhibit 

evidence of changes.  See comments under Rome Rejoices at Revision, from Dr Scriv-

ener, who noted as many as ten different scribes inserting changes into Sinaiticus.  Wil-

kinson noted how many early corrupters of Greek manuscripts claimed to be ñcorrecting 

them.ò 

In this respect, David Cloud
6 Part 1

 states, ñIn the first century, even as the New Testament 

Scripture was being given, the Apostles were already hounded by false teachers who were 

corrupting the Word of God (2 Cor. 2:17). This attack increased tremendously during the 

next two centuries.  The Lord Jesus and the Apostles warned repeatedly that false teach-

ers would attempt to corrupt the truth (i.e., Matt. 7:15; 24:3-5,11,24; 2 Cor. 11:1-15; 

Gal. 1:6-9; Col. 2:8; 1 Tim. 4:1-4; 2 Tim. 3:13; 2 Pet. 2:1-22; 1 John 2:18-26; 4:1; Jude 

4).  Church history bears out these warnings.ò 

See also comments under Early Conspirators and Corrupters.  Since Wilkinson has 

demonstrated that the AV1611 Text has been the true standard of scripture for many cen-

turies, it would not be unreasonable for the texts of corrupted manuscripts to be altered so 

that they did match the AV1611. 

Dr Thomas Holland
4
 has this comment. 

ñThis is another example of Mr. White not doing his homework.  It is common to refer to 

the Greek texts of modern versions as ñthe original.ò  Since Dr. Ruckman sees these texts 

as corrupt, he often makes 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 modern tex-

tural critics.  As to the 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.  Luther A. Weigle quotes Sir Frederic Kenyon, who stated in 1936, ñIt is the simple 

truth that, as literature, the English Authorized Version is superior to the original 

Greek.ò  [ñThe New Oxford Annotated Bible With the Apocrypha (Revised Standard Ver-

sion),ò Oxford University Press 1977, p. 1553].  Neither Kenyon, Weigle, nor the com-

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.  Perhaps White will target these men in his next book on the subject.ò 

Dr Ruckman
1 p 289-92

 comments that not only is Whiteôs statement ï and his similar re-

marks in his notes
3 p 6

 on the chapter - bereft of examples, but it is also the way that Ro-

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 illustrate how the AV1611 readings and their underly-

ing Greek texts are superior to the Westcott-Hort 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, John 1:18, 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, 11:31, Colos-
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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 3:1, 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 agreement of many of the modern renderings as found in the 

NIV, NRSV with Catholic texts, JR, DR, JB and with Watchtowerôs NWT, shows that 

they are the kind of Romish corruptions, in both Greek and English, about which Wilkin-

son warned repeatedly and which the Reformers and King James translators rightly re-

jected.   

These corruptions should be changed back to conform to the AV1611. 

In 1979, nearly 500 of them were, in Nestleôs 26
th
 edition

8 p 36-8
.   

White is either ignorant of the facts, or deliberately trying to obfuscate. 

Under the heading of The Role of Christian Freedom, White
3 p 5

 says, ñThe use of a par-

ticular English translation of the Bible is surely a personal choice.ò 

Again, he makes no mention of what the óBibleô is, or of bible-belief, only ñuseò and 

fails to substantiate the statement with any scripture or qualify it as a matter for prayer. 

The Holy Bibleôs comment is apposite. 

ñThe wicked, through the pride of his countenance, will not seek after God: God is not 

in all his thoughtsò Psalm 10:4. 

Clearly not where Whiteôs selection of scripture is concerned
1 p 443

.   

White also states on this page, ñIf people wish to use the KJV, they should feel free to do 

soé[but] it cannot be expected that this freedom would be given by those who have 

joined the KJV Only movement.ò 

Dr Holland
4
 comments as follows. 

ñHere, White has confused conviction for the Authorized Version with confinement to the 

Authorized Version.  Of course the KJV advocate will sound more dogmatic.  He is speak-

ing from the conviction that he has a perfect Bible.  However, this conviction does not 

confine others and people are free to use whatever translation they wish to use.  The 

translators of the NIV wrote in the preface, ñLike all translations of the Bible, made as 

they are by imperfect man, this one undoubtedly falls short of its goals.ò  The KJV advo-

cate agrees that the NIV and all other modern versions are imperfect and fall short.  Still, 

anyone is free to read and believe them.ò 

White concludes this chapter with the statement, ñ[KJV Onlyists] very often make my use 

of anything but the KJV an impediment to our relationship.  That sharing in the gospel of 

Christ can be disrupted by such an issue should cause anyone a momentôs reflection, and 

more than passing concern.ò 

ñSharing in the gospel of Christò is not the issue.  The issue is what constitutes ñthe word 

of God, which liveth and abideth for everò 1 Peter 1:23 and where it may be readily ac-

cessed between two covers.  Dr Wilkinsonôs treatise ï see earlier ï has resolved that issue 

satisfactorily for any honest individual.  When any individual such as James White then 

decides that he is at liberty to alter that word
3 p 5, 26

 according to ñpersonal choiceò and 

ñmy tastes,ò he ought not to be surprised to encounter with bible believers ñan impedi-

ment to our relationshipò ï however 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 bible-rejecters of his day. 

ñFor ye have perverted the words of the living God, of the LORD of hosts our Godò 
Jeremiah 23:36b. 

In his concluding note for this chapter, White states, ñWe strongly encourage Christians 

to purchase and use multiple translations of the Bible [unspecified]éCross-reference be-

tween such fine translations as the New King James Version, the New American Standard 

Bible, and the New International Version will allow the student of the Bible [unspecified] 

to get a firm grasp upon the meaning of any particular passage.ò 

So is the New American Standard Bible the óBible,ô or merely a translation of the óBi-

bleô?  White does not say.  Although he professes that his book ñis not against the King 

James Version,ò he does not recommend it as a ñtranslationò for Christians ñto purchase 

and use.ò  Why not? 

Moreover, how could anyone get ña firm graspò on ñany particular passageò when: 

¶ It may be found in the text of one of the three versions that White recommends, 

the NKJV 

¶ But denied in the footnotes of that same version 

¶ And omitted from the texts of the other two versions, NIV, NASV, though possi-

bly suggested in the footnotes of these. 

The result is unbiblical confusion, ñFor God is not the author of confusionò 1 Corinthi-

ans 14:33.   

Cloud has this observation
6 Part 3

.  His remarks also apply to the NASV but as indicated, 

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 from ñthe scripture of truthò Daniel 10:21, the AV1611, 

as found in all three of Whiteôs recommended versions.   

See also the Appendix, Tables A1, A5. 

ñThere are 17 verses omitted outright in the New International Version - Mt. 17:21; 

18:11; 23:14; Mk. 7:16; 9:44; 9:46; 11:26; 15:28; Lk. 17:36; 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. 16:9-20 

from the rest of the chapter with a note that says, ñThe two most reliable early manu-

scripts do not have Mk. 16:9-20,ò thus destroying the authority of this vital passage in the 

minds of the readers and effectively removing another 12 verses.  Jn. 7:53--8:11 is also 

separated from the rest of the text with this footnote: ñThe earliest and most reliable 

manuscripts do not have Jn. 7:53--8:11.ò  Hence another 12 verses are effectively re-

moved from the Bible.  The NIV questions four other verses with footnotes - Mt. 12:47; 

21:44; Lk. 22:43; 22:44.  This makes a total of 45 entire verses which are removed en-

tirely or seriously questioned.  In addition there are 147 other verses with significant por-

tions missing.  This is a huge portion of Scripture which is affected by textual changes, 

and yet White claims there is no serious problem.  I donôt agree, and I will not be brow 

beaten into submission by men who seem to be infinitely patient with the corruption of the 

biblical text.  I am not impressed with their broadmindedness in this matter.ò 

As the Lord Jesus Christ said, of which White should take careful note. 
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ñBroad is the way, that leadeth to destruction, and many there be which go in thereatò 

Matthew 7:13b. 

A further point that White overlooks is that his recommendation ñto purchase and use 

multiple translations of the Bibleò fails to consider Christians in the developing world, 

their families and their churches.   

How are they supposed to afford ñmultiple translations of the Bibleò? 

James White fails to address this question. 

He is not very missionary minded.  See Dr Mrs Riplingerôs remarks in point 2 of Conclu-

sions from the Study in Authorôs Introduction. 
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Chapter 2 ï ñIf It Ainôt Brokeéò 

White uses this chapter to accuse AV1611 bible believers of being mere ótraditionalists,ô 

who have their counterpart in church history amongst individuals who opposed Erasmus 

ñfor daring to ñchangeò [Jeromeôs Vulgate]ò with his Greek New Testament
3 p 15-17

.  

AV1611 bible believers are therefore ñanti-biblical,ò according to White, who continues 

to leave the term óbibleô undefined explicitly. 

White bases his accusation on the following statement
3 p 10

. 

ñKJV Only individuals are not generally interested in church history as a subject.ò 

No doubt sensing that this outrageous lie will inevitably attract criticism, White qualifies 

it by adding, ñSurely there are some who take an interest in it, but by and large such peo-

ple suffer from the same apathy about our Christian heritage as most other Protestants in 

America.ò 

Where is the evidence that supporters of modern versions are any different in this respect?  

White furnishes none.  He has a double standard in this respect, a term that he uses re-

peatedly to denigrate AV1611 bible believers
3 p 107, 162, 170, 173, 232, 236, 244

.   

Cloud notes
6 Part 1

 with respect to Whiteôs assertion above. 

ñThis is one of the strangest statements in this strange book.  I donôt know what people 

White has in mind, and I donôt know what part of Mars he has been living on, but many of 

the King James Bible defenders with whom I fellowship are keenly interested in church 

history.  Many of them, including me, have built extensive libraries in this area of re-

search.  I have rare books on the history of the Waldensians, the Baptists, the Roman 

Catholic Church, etc., which I 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.  I 

have diligently searched out volumes on the subject of the text and transmission of the 

Bible, and on visits to serious theological libraries, including the British Library, I have 

added to my collection via copies of rare books on microfiche and photocopies of rare 

books which I have not been able to purchase outright.  My personal library on the his-

tory of the English Bible and the transmission of the Scripture text is a very serious col-

lection. White might reply, ñYou are an exception, Brother Cloud,ò but in my experience 

and knowledge of KJV defenders, I can say that he is wrong. I personally know hundreds 

of King James Bible defenders who love church history and have studied it diligently.ò 

In addition to Wilkinsonôs extensive research into church history, this writer can confirm 

that virtually all the authors that White vilifies
3 p v, 18, 56-7

 as ñKing James Onlyò have writ-

ten most informative church histories, as they relate to the preservation of the scriptures.  

White even cites the book Final Authority by Dr Bill Grady in his Introduction but re-

fuses to acknowledge this detailed work for the wealth of historical information it pro-

vides with respect to the scriptures.  Likewise, The History of the New Testament Church, 

Volumes 1 and 2, and The Christianôs Handbook of Biblical Scholarship by Dr Ruckman, 

In Awe of Thy Word, by Dr Mrs Riplinger,* Famine in the Land by Norman Ward, God 

Only Wrote One Bible by Jasper James Ray and An Understandable History of the Bible, 

by Dr Sam Gipp.  White mentions the works by Gipp, Ray 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 not truly his-

torical but ñmeant to evoke emotional, rather than rational, responses.ò 

Again, White is lying.   



 53 

One of his references is that of Ward
35 p 46

, who states, in part, ñIn 312 A.D. the Roman 

emperor Constantine made one of the worldôs most questioned conversions to Christian-

ityéFollowing his conversion, Constantine asked a fellow named Eusebius 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 produced for Constantine were based on the corrupt work of Origen. 

ñBy the end of the 4
th
 Century, Latin had displaced Greek as the universal language of 

the Western Empire.  The New Testament had been translated into Latin around 150 A.D.  

This Old Latin translation, however, was a translation based on the Majority tradition 

and therefore totally unsuitable for use in the paganized Roman church.  A new transla-

tion based on the Alexandrian tradition was obviously the answer.  This translation was 

made by Jerome and became known as Jeromeôs Latin Vulgate.ò 

The reader may check Whiteôs other page references for their actual contents.  Even if 

expressed with the vehemence of a genuine believer in ñthe scripture of truth,ò Daniel 

10:21, they reveal similarly objective historical details, which closely match the entirely 

ñrationalò treatise of Dr Wilkinson. 

Moreover, White
3 p 97ff

 later accuses Gail Riplinger of ñout-of-context citations and edited 

quotationsò in her 700-page work New Age Versions, while he himself supplies no cita-

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 from Dr Ruckman, Dr Mrs Riplinger, Dr Gipp and other bible-believing authors.   

*This 1200-page study appeared 10 years after White published his book but Dr Mrs Rip-

lingerôs New Age Versions contains much of the historical material in outline and White 

has yet even to acknowledge her exhaustive researches on his web site
36

, such is his on-

going and ungodly Calvinistic contempt for this gracious and courageous sister in Christ. 

Whitney has this observation of Whiteôs demeanour when dealing with anyone who 

would question his assertions. 

ñI corresponded with Mr. White about his book.  I asked him some questions regarding 

his book and his beliefs that were essentially designed to set him up.  When I got to some 

of the before mentioned points in this article, he cut off communication saying that I was 

like Dr. Ruckman and wasnôt worth the time.  I never called him a name or cut him down.  

The man, when confronted with evidence that contradicts what he wrote, threw out a 

flurry of statements like ñyou can't trust any quote Dr. Ruckman has in his books,ò and 

then cut me off.  The impression I got from him is that he thinks that his position is abso-

lutely correct and any other position is inferior, the same attitude he accuses his oppo-

nents of having.  He also admitted to me that his Reformed beliefs have influenced his 

views on the bible.  If this is the case, then should we not question his motives? 

ñCan we trust a Hyper-Calvinist with the Bible issue? 

ñMr. White is a hyper-Calvinist.  He is a member of a reformed Baptist church.  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 caution as we should with any other hy-

per-Calvinist.  I personally believe that he thinks his view of biblical transmission is the 

predestinated way that God did it and no other way is valid.ò 

Whiteôs brusqueness when responding to Tom Whitney is reminiscent of óour critic,ô who 

features in this writerôs book
8 p 97ff

, ñO Biblios.ò  He too was a hyper-Calvinist. 
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Whitney has further comments on Whiteôs double standards and his tendency towards 

dogmatic assertion by which he accuses bible believers of being mere ótraditionalists.ô 

ñWhite accuses his opponents of using double standards (107).  Does he use double stan-

dards in his book?  White attacks Erasmus for being a catholic who believed in some he-

retical catholic doctrine, 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 of the com-

mittee members for a United Bible Societiesô text* (a text similar to the Nestle-Aland text) 

is a catholic (Carlo M. Martini).  He implies that we should not trust a catholic scholar 

(especially Erasmus pp. 84-85), but does not tell the reader that catholic scholars accept 

Nestleôs text (25
th
 edition) as the standard for their bibles (Jerusalem and New American) 

and that the Catholic Church uses translations based on this text.  Based on his implica-

tion stated above, if the catholic church accepts it, why should we? 

ñ*The Greek New Testament, Edited by Kurt Aland, Matthew Black, Carlo M. Martini, 

Bruce M. Metzger, and Allen Wikgren, Third Edition, United Bible Societies, copyright 

1966, 1968, 1975ò 

White also repeatedly fails to inform the reader about the agreement between the ñfine 

translationsò such as the NIV, NASV that he recommends
3 p 7

 and Catholic bibles, such 

as the JR, DR, JB and Watchtowerôs NWT.  More double standard.  Whitney continues. 

ñHe says that his opponents use tradition (9-10) to support their views, but does not tell 

the reader that the committee who produced Nestleôs 27
th
 edition wrote the following, 

ñThe criteria used for determining the text are traditionally those of internal and external 

criticism,ò (49).  Is their tradition superior?  What basis (biblical?) do we use to deter-

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 are superior?  How can we apply them ñwith an 

appropriate sense of balance?ò if we don't know what they are, Mr. White?ò 

No wonder White cut Whitney off, if he asked questions like these! 

White began this chapter
3 p 9

 with the statement that ñWe are not to be so attached to our 

traditionséthat we are unwilling to improve ourselves or our service to Christ.  Balance 

is the key.ò  He concludes the chapter
3 p 17

 by saying, ñTraditions must be tested, and that 

includes traditions that touch on the use of particular translations or texts.ò 

To which it may be answered that this work has shown how thoroughly Wilkinson re-

searched ñtraditions that touch on the use of particular translations or texts.ò   

The results of his research demonstrate that Whiteôs allegedly ñbalancedò attempts to 

label bible believers as mere ótraditionalistsô without historical foundation for their com-

mitment to the AV1611 as the pure word of God ñwithout admixture or errorò are as 

Belshazzar in Daniel 5:27. 

ñTEKEL; Thou art weighed in the balances, and art found wanting.ò 
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Chapter 3 ï ñStarting at the Beginningò 

White uses this chapter to describes methods of translation, manuscript sources, and 

variations in readings in these sources in order to persuade the reader that God actually 

preserved His words in the mutilated Alexandrian manuscripts more accurately than in 

the majority of manuscripts stemming from Antioch of Syria, which in Whiteôs wholly 

unsubstantiated opinion
3 p 43, 46, 153, 177

 suffered from ñexpansions of piety.ò 

As the reason for including this chapter, White states
3 p 19

 ñWe cannot avoid dealing with 

[ñmanuscripts,ò ñtext-types,ò and ñtextual variantsò] if we are going to be thorough in 

replying to those who present the AV as the only true English translation of the [unspeci-

fied] Bible.ò  He makes reference in this context to ñany Christian who can read and un-

derstand the Bibleò but once again, fails to state where ñthe Bibleò can be obtained be-

tween two covers. 

It should be remembered that. 

¶ The scriptures draw a distinct difference
8 p 10ff

 between Antioch, where ñ the dis-

ciples were called Christians first in Antiochò Acts 11:26 and which had the first 

bible teachers, Acts 13:1, and Alexandria, in Egypt, ñthe iron furnaceò Deuter-

onomy 4:20, whose greatest bible teacher, Apollos, did not have a complete bible 

for those times and whose bible óversionô had to be corrected by Christians of An-

tioch, via Ephesus, Acts 18:19, 22, 24-26. 

¶ 95-99% of the manuscript evidence favours the readings of the AV1611 against 

the modern versions that White favours.  See remarks by Burgon, in the comments 

on Whiteôs Int roduction, by Wilkinson in the comments under Early Conspira-

tors and Corrupters and by Waite, under The Revision Conspiracy. 

¶ The manuscripts of Antioch enjoyed a much greater circulation than those of Al-

exandria, which the Lord ignored.  See Catholic Corrupters and Centuries of 

Warfare. 

¶ That the mutilated Alexandrian manuscripts found their way to Rome, to become 

the basis for Jeromeôs corrupt Vulgate, is explained by Acts 27:6, 28:11, with ref-

erence to ña ship of Alexandria,ò which conveyed Paul to Rome as a prisoner. 

See also this authorôs summary
8 p 105ff

 of ñmanuscripts,ò ñtext-types,ò and ñtextual vari-

antsò for a further discussion of Antiochan versus Alexandrian manuscript sources. 

White counts himself
3 p 20

 as among ñthose of us who know [Greek and Hebrew].ò  

Clearly he intends that the reader should trust his scholarship with respect to these lan-

guages.  But how óscholarlyô is James White? 

Cloud
6 Part 1

 writes ñMany 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 p.).  White was educated at 

Southern Baptist Grand Canyon University and at Fuller Theological Seminary, both 

hotbeds of New Evangelical (and worse) compromise.  It does not surprise me to see him 

parroting the tired theories of the undependable textual critics.  What does surprise me is 

how widely Whiteôs book has been accepted in Fundamental Baptist circles.ò 

Some years ago, Texe Marrs, Power of Prophecy, www.texemarrs.com, noted that
37

 

ñWhiteôs book hasémet with indifference since its release and has flopped in the Chris-

tian marketplace.  Notable, the book was published by Bethany House, a press that, until 

the advent of Mr Whiteôs óscholarlyô tome, had mostly gained a measure of fame for pub-

http://www.texemarrs.com/
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lishing a series of romance-type, feminine, western noveletteséInterestingly, Mr Whiteôs 

book attacking the King James Bible is endorsed by a Mr Norm Geisler ï his name is 

right on the cover.  Now, Geisler also just happens to be a strong promoter of the ungodly 

Catholics and Evangelicals together, the unity document put together by Chuck Colson 

and apostate Catholic priest Richard Neuhaus.  Thatôs the papal-approved treatise which 

warns Protestants not to evangelise Catholics, among other atrocities.  It is telling that 

White uses the pro-Catholic, ecumenical Norman Geisler to publicly endorse his book.ò 

Also telling that many of the RV, NIV, NRSV departures from the AV1611 that White 

supports also match the Catholic JR, DR, JB and Catholic-based NWT with respect to 

these departures.  See Appendix. 

This site
38

 has further comment on Whiteôs óscholarship.ô 

ñIt seems that right after her book came out, Riplinger successfully addressed the issue of 

the KJV- only Controversy with James White through her website and the radio inter-

views she had. 

ñWhite responded: He went back and did some re-editing of his book for future editions, 

[Did you catch that point: He Re-Edited his own book !!!! and then put out a revised edi-

tion, which then gave the impression that Gail had misquoted him.  Compare 1) what Rip-

linger wrote with 2) the FIRST Edition of the KJV-Only Controversy by James White]  

ñbut this re-edited version did not respond to Gailôs points.  What continues to disturb us 

is that Even If only 50% of what Gail said* ï was in fact, accurate, this would still be 

(and is) a major indication of a major problem with those Modern Versions.ò 

*The siteôs owners regard Gail Riplingerôs work as 100% correct.  They explain that they 

are using a hypothetical óworst case scenario.ô  The site continues. 

ñNo one seems to have noticed that James White is a consultant to the NASB revision, 

and therefore has a financial relationship with the Lockman Foundation.  Some evangeli-

cals were sucked into doing a revision...in the 1940s and 1950s that became the NASB, 

and ever since they made that decision (which was one to fundamentally support the 

Westcott/Hort text), this put them at odds with the historic manuscripts of the Bible.  D. A. 

Carson pleaded for ñrealismò in one of his books (he seems to like the Nestle-Aland text 

very much), but no one noticed that he is a translator for the New Living Translation. 

ñDid anyone really think that either D. A. Carson or James White would contradict Mod-

ern Versions that they played a part in translating ?ò 

A good question.  No wonder Whiteôs book is so anti-conspiracy ï see remarks under 

Whiteôs Introduction.  He seems to be part of one himself, to exalt the NASV and its 

close companion the NIV against the God-honoured AV1611, as part of the on-going 

warfare that Wilkinson described.  Whiteôs motives for so doing can only be guessed at 

but it is probably a lucrative project.   

As the Apostle Paul observed ñFor the love of money is the root of all evilò 1 Timothy 

6:10.   

White then repeats
3 p 21

 the familiar refrain, beloved of bible-critics, ñGreekéfar exceeds 

English in its ability to convey intricate meanings and delicate turns of thought.ò 

So why didnôt God preserve it as a contemporary language?  Why is New Testament 

Greek a dead language
8 p 101

 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 biblical Eng-

lish of the AV1611. 

For example, she
39 p 440ff

 states that ñThere are at least 7 reasons why we must preserve 

the churchôs treasure, the King James Bible, with its endings on verbs, like ólovestô and 

comethôé 

1. The endings reveal the underlying Greek and Hebrew verb tenses, making reading 

comprehension easier. 

2. The endings make vital theological distinctions.  (She illustrates with the wording 

of Matthew 23:37 and Luke 13:34, where the st AV1611 word endings for ñkill-

estò and ñstonestò indicate that the Lord is rebuking the scribes and Pharisees of 

Jerusalem, not the city itself, otherwise He would have used the th third person 

singular endings for ñkillethò and ñstoneth.ò  Compare Ezra 4:19, ñthe city of old 

time HATH made insurrection.ò  The NKJV and NASV are doctrinally in error 

in these passages because they use ñkillsò and ñstonesò for the modern third per-

son singular, erroneously with reference to the city.  (The NIV happens to get the 

readings correct, using the expression ñyou who killéand stoneò but fails to indi-

cate that the ñyouò is an insert in Matthew 23:37, which is therefore italicised in 

the AV1611 and inserts ñyouò after ñJerusalemò in Luke 13:34 without inform-

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 read and comprehend 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 ñseparate from sinnersò element of the Holy Bibleôs vocabulary. 

6. The endings contribute to the rhythmic ñcomfortò of the scriptures (Romans 
15:4).  The alternative sound, zzzzzzzzzzzzz, is not conducive to the ñcomfort of the 

scripturesò (lovezzz, comezzz).  Unnecessarily, new version readers (and no-Bible 

readers) pop pills like prozzzzzac.  (White
3 p iv

 accuses bible believers of distract-

ing pastors and elders via KJV-Onlyism from ñtime that should be spent in minis-

try to families, the sick, the hurting.ò  So why has he overlooked something so ba-

sic as the built-in comfort ministry of the AV1611 word endings ï in addition to 

supporting bibles such as the NIV, NASV, NRSV that omit the phrase ñto heal 

the brokenheartedò in Luke 4:18, along with the JB, NWT
8 p 69

?  White
3 p 97-8

 

evens refers to the incident in which Gail Riplinger
14 p 453-4

 first realised this omis-

sion, when she was endeavouring to comfort a distraught young female under-

graduate but White omits this part of the incident and in turn fails to mention that 

the phrase is found in ALL Greek manuscripts EXCEPT Aleph and B.  He is more 

than óinconsistentô ï which charge he repeatedly levels at bible believers, see re-

marks under Whiteôs Introduction ï he is a lying hypocrite.) 

7. Missionaries need these endings to bridge the language gap between English and 

many of the worldôs languages which have these same endings.ò 

Mrs Riplinger follows up the above points with detailed documented evidence.  In addi-

tion to her concern for comforting ñthe brokenhearted,ò which far outstrips Whiteôs, to 

judge by his book, she demonstrates a heartfelt preoccupation with childrenôs understand-

ing of the scriptures and with the challenges that missionaries face.  Whiteôs book fails to 

address either of these concerns to any appreciable extent. 
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White
3 p 23-25

 then tries to justify the NIVôs paraphrased rendering of Luke 9:44, asserting 

that the AV1611 reading ñLet these sayings sink down into your earsò is inferior be-

cause ñwe do not speak this way any longer.ò 

Whiteôs limited research compared to Gail Riplingerôs ï see above ï explains his lack of 

understanding in this respect.  Dr Thomas Holland
4 

puts matters in proper perspective, 

outlining the danger of paraphrasing or ñthought-for-thought translationò as found in the 

NIV. 

He states ñWhite insists that modern versions are better because they are more under-

standable.  To illustrate he uses two foreign phrases, in reality idioms, to make his case 

(p. 23).  ñThe French have a saying that goes, óJôai le cafard.ôò  The literal translation 

would be, ñI have a cockroach,ò but the understood meaning is, ñI am depressed,ò or ñI 

have the blues.ò  He also uses the example of the German phrase ñMorgenstundô hat 

Gold im Mundô,ò which means, ñMorning hours have gold in the mouth,ò or to fit our 

English expression, ñThe early bird catches the worm.ò  These examples allegedly show 

why dynamic equivalent translations such as the NIV are ñbetterò than a literal transla-

tion such as the KJV.  The scriptural reference he gives comes from Luke 9:44 which 

reads, ñLet these sayings sink down into your earsò (KJV), as opposed to ñListen care-

fully to what I am about to tell youò (NIV). 

ñThe dynamic equivalent translation discards the doctrine of the preservation of Godôs 

words and promotes thought-for-thought translation instead.  One could argue the accu-

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 example White uses proves the point. For the 

English reader, is the phrase, ñLet these sayings sink down into your earsò as difficult to 

comprehend as the connotation of the French idiom, ñI have the cockroachò?  Surely, 

White could have provided us with a better example.ò  

In his note on this discussion, White
3 p 49

 naturally insists that the NASVôs use of 

ñwordsò in the passage is superior to the AV1611 reading ñsayings.ò  The underlying 

Greek term is the familiar is the familiar word logos.  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 

has ñsayingsò denoting an arrangement of words. 

The NASV has ñwords,ò Matthew 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, 9, 10, ñmatters,ò Luke 1:65, ñthings,ò Luke 

2:51 ï detracting from what the Lord had said, Luke 2:47-50, ñdiscourse,ò Luke 7:1, 

ñsayingsò (!), Luke 9:28, John 10:19, 14:24, ñsaying these things,ò Acts 14:18, ñthisò 

(Italics) Acts 19:28. though the AV1611ôs plural ñsayingsò is superior because Demetrius 

makes five major points in the speech to his fellow craftsmen, Acts 19:25-27.  

The NASV is clearly not as ñperfectly formalò as White would have his readers believe.  

He is lying again. 

Where logos is in the singular form, the AV1611 has ñsayingò in Matthew 15:12, 19:11, 

22, Mark 7:29, 8:32, 9:10, 10:22, Luke 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 has ñstatement,ò Matthew 15:12, 19:11, 22, 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 3:8, ñanswer,ò 

Mark 7:29, ñmatter,ò Mark 8:32, ñwords,ò Mark 10:22, John 7:40, 19:13, Acts 16:36, 
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ñsaying,ò John 4:37, 21:23, Romans 13:9, 1 Corinthians 15:54, ñword,ò John 4:39, John 

8:51, 52, 55, 12:38, 15:20, 18:9, 32, ñremark,ò Acts 7:29. 

Again, the NASV is clearly not as ñperfectly formalò as White would have his readers 

believe and again, he is lying. 

White then attempts to prove that the AV1611 reading in Amos 4:4, ñyour tithes after 

three yearsò is inferior to the NASV, NKJV reading ñyour tithes every three daysò be-

cause the NKJV reading is ñthe literal rendering of the Hebrew text.ò 

However, as Dr Ruckman points out
40 p 265

, The Av1611 is correct because the verse re-

fers to the Jew keeping the letter of the law: 

ñAt the end of three years thou shalt bring forth all the tithe of thine increase the same 

year, and shalt lay it up within thy gates:ò Deuteronomy 14:28. 

ñWhen thou hast made an end of tithing all the tithes of thine increase the third year, 

which is the year of tithing,ò Deuteronomy 26:12a. 

Dr Ruckman also indicates that the reading ñyour tithes every third day,ò which the 

NASV, NKJV effectively copy, is from the Septuagint, as indeed it is
41

.  However, the 

literal translation is incorrect because it conflicts with the procedure for tithing found in 

Deuteronomy. 

White then makes the extraordinary statement
3 p 26

, ñthe NIV provides numerous examples 

of dynamic translations for which it has been severely criticizedéñfleshò in Paulôs epis-

tles as ñsinful natureò [is] a bit too interpretive for my tastes.ò 

See remarks under Revisionôs Romanizing Aftermath and the comments on Whiteôs first 

chapter.  Whiteôs
3 p vii

 ñhighest standard of truthò is his own opinion, as Dr Ruckman 

emphasises
1 p 24-27

. 

Returning to the subject of Bible history, White states with respect to a widespread lack 

of knowledge on the history of bible transmission, ñThis lack of study not only provides 

the breeding ground of the KJV Only controversy, but it is an ñopeningò through which 

cultic groups often enter into the thinking of the unsuspecting believer.ò 

See remarks earlier on bible transmission under Whiteôs Introduction, Whiteôs Main 

Postulates Refuted and on Whiteôs Chapter 2.  Dr Ruckman observed
1 p 193-4

 Whiteôs ñin-

consistencyò in that he condoned removal of the word ñstudyò from 2 Timothy 2:15
3 p 140

 

but now expects his readers to engage in bible ñstudy.ò  Dr Ruckman adds that White 

does not identify any ñcultic groupsò nor does he specify what ñthe unsuspecting be-

lieverò is supposed to believe in.   

One wonders how White will answer the following question at the Judgement Seat of 

Christ, Romans 14:10. 

ñHow hast thou plentifully declared the thing as it is?ò Job 26:3b. 

His failure to do so reinforces the comment above that White has no ófinal authorityô in 

matters of faith and practice other than his own opinion.  See also remarks under Whiteôs 

Main Postulates Refuted. 

White would do well to reflect on the wisdom of Solomon. 

ñHe that trusteth in his own heart is a fool: but whoso walketh wisely, he shall be deliv-

eredò Proverbs 28:26. 
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White
3 p 33ff

 then describes Codex Sinaiticus or Aleph as ñvilified more than any other 

manuscript by the KJV Only advocatesò because ñat best unbalancedò claims are made 

for Aleph and Vaticanus B but ñthis is hardly a reasonable chargeò to ñaccuse modern 

textual critics of ñworshipingò Aleph and B.ò  

The charge is entirely reasonable.  See Burgonôs remarks on Aleph and B in Modern 

óScholarlyô Bitterness ï and Untrustworthiness and Wilkinsonôs in The Revision Con-

spiracy. 

ñHortôs partiality for the Vatican Manuscript was practically absolute. 

ñWe can almost hear him say, The Vaticanus have I loved, but the Textus Receptus have I 

hated.ò 

Burgon said further
13 p 350

 about Westcott and Hortôs fixation with Vaticanus. 

ñThe Nemesis of Superstition and Idolatry is ever the same.  Phantoms of the imagination 

henceforth usurp the place of substantial forms.  Interminable doubt, [James White
3 p 95

: 

ñThose who offer absolute certainty do so at a cost: individual responsibilityò] - 

wretched misbelief, childish credulity, - judicial 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.  Henceforth, it is observed to mistake its own fan-

tastic creations for historical facts: [Whiteôs
3 p 38, 43, 46, 156, 177

 ñexpansions of pietyò and 

ñharmonisationò] to believe things which rest on insufficient evidence, or on no evidence 

at all [White
3 p 33

 terms Vaticanus B ñanother great Codex.ò  See remarks under Early 

Conspirators and Corrupters].ò 

Westcott and Hort did idolise, or worship, Aleph and B.  Later modern version editors are 

not greatly different.  Note again that the NIV translators refer to Aleph and B as ñThe 

most reliable early manuscriptsò with respect to the allegedly disputed passages, Mark 

16:9-20 and John 7:53-8:11
8 p 66, 74

. 

Where the modern editors wish to alter the AV1611 Text, they repeatedly follow Aleph 

and B ï although they will use another source if Aleph and B agree with the AV1611, 

e.g. Luke 24:12, where D is used to overthrow the AV1611
8 p 291ff

.  See also Moormanôs 

extensive documentation
9, 11

. 

White then adds, ñCodex Sinaiticus is not nearly as bad as its enemies would sayéIt is 

not infallible, nor is it demonic.  It is instead a great treasureéfor all time a tremen-

dously valuable asset to our knowledge of the New Testament text.  Those who say it is 

ñcorruptò normally mean it is different in places than the traditional text that underlies 

the KJV.  Others accuse it of being so full of errors as to be almost useless.  There are 

indeed many corrections in the text of Aleph, butéA handwritten text that is used for 

1,500 years is going to collect a few corrections along the way!ò 

White gives no standard of infallibility, other than his unspecified ñhighest standard of 

truth.ò  See Introduction .  A few months before his death
42

, Charles Haddon Spurgeon 

said this. 

ñIf this Book be not infallible, where shall we find infallibility?  We have given up the 

Pope, for he has blundered often and terrible, but we shall set up instead of him a horde 

of little popelings, fresh from college. 

ñAre these correctors of Scripture infallible?  Is it certain that our Bibles are not right, 

but that the critics must be so?  But where shall infallibility be found?  The depth saith, óIt 
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is not in meô yet those who have no depth at all would have us imagine that it is in them; 

or else by perpetual change they hope to hit upon it!ò 

Enter James White ï and the NIV translators, whose work ñis never wholly finished.ò  

See Preface to the NIV and remarks under Early Conspirators and Corrupters. 

White also gives no indication of how Sinaiticus was ñusedò such that it required so 

many corrections.  Moreover, he cannot provide any equivalent example from the manu-

scripts underlying the Received Text and fails to appreciate that even Dr Hort remarked 

on the near-identical nature of the majority of cursive manuscripts.  See remarks under 

Modern óScholarlyô Bitterness ï and Untrustworthiness.  See also Wilkinsonôs com-

ments on the two streams of bibles, under Whiteôs Introduction. 

White naturally tries to explain away this uniformity by means of sheer speculation
3 p 38

 

on alleged ñharmonisationò of these manuscripts ï in spite of their wide-ranging and 

geographically independent locations, see remarks under Godôs Book ï the 1611 Author-

ised Holy Bible ï but fails to explain why scribes of the cursives or Traditional Text 

manuscripts were óharmonisersô while those associated with Sinaiticus were ócorrectors.ô  

Why wouldnôt both groups manifest the same scribal tendencies, if, as even White ac-

knowledges, the AV1611, deriving from the majority of near-identical cursives is
3 p vii

 ña 

great, yet imperfect translation of the [unspecified] Bibleò and Sinaiticus is ña great 

treasure.ò 

Yet again, therefore, White is being inconsistent, especially insofar as he fails to discuss 

the contents of Aleph and B
8 p 13-14

.  See remarks under Early Conspirators and Corrupt-

ers.  He also fails to address Burgonôs objections to Aleph and B, noted earlier and those 

of Dr Scrivener.  See remarks under The Revision Conspiracy, Revisionôs Romanizing 

Aftermath and Godôs Book ï the 1611 Authorised Holy Bible. 

(In his notes on this chapter, White
3 p 49

 makes the strange statement that ñthe vast major-

ity of ñByzantineò manuscripts were copied by Roman Catholic monks in the centuries 

prior to the Reformationò and accuses bible believers of overlooking this apparent ófact.ô  

Whiteôs assertion is patently false.  See Wilkinsonôs remarks under Whiteôs Introduction.  

ññEpiphanius, in his polemic treatise the óPanarion,ô describes not less than eighty he-

retical parties.ò  The Roman Catholics won.  The true church fled into the wilderness, 

taking pure manuscripts with heréñThe first stream [of bibles] which carried the Re-

ceived Text in Hebrew and Greek, began with the apostolic churches.  [It] was pro-

tectedéby the Syrian Church of Antioch which produced eminent scholarship; by the 

Italic Church in Northern Italyéthe Gallic Church in southern France and by the Celtic 

Church in Great Britain; by the pre-Waldensian, the Waldensian and the churches of the 

Reformation.ò  These churches were not Catholic Churches and the copyists were not 

Catholic monks.  Recall that Wilkinson describes in detail how Rome sought to over-

throw the Received Text derived from the Byzantine manuscripts with her corrupted 

manuscripts of Alexandria.  See his remarks under Catholic Corrupters and Centuries of 

Warfare.  ñThe Latin Vulgate, the Sinaiticus, the Vaticanus, the Hexapla, Jerome, Euse-

bius, and Origen, 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 Bible of the 

Waldenses, and, a result of this difference, the Waldenses were the object of hatred and 

cruel persecution.ò 

Note also Dr Mrs Riplingerôs observation
39 p 967-8

.  ñWe are sometimes given the false im-

pression that during the Middle Ages, the only Bibles were those produced by a few 
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monkséOn the contrary, F. Somer Merryweather asserts that ñsecular copyistséwere an 

important class during the Middle Agesò and ñancient manuscripts were by no means so 

very scarceéò  ñThe price for copying a Bible was only ñeighty Bolognese livereséò  

Those seeking their skills ñwere particularly numerous in the tenth centuryéòò 

The conclusions of genuine scholars such as Burgon, who actually studied the old codices 

are as follows
13. p 11, 16,  314-317, 319-320, 325, 337, 343, 344, 376, 397

. 

ñB, Aleph, C, D, but especially B and Aleph, have within the last twenty years established 

a tyrannical ascendancy over the imagination of the Critics, which can only be fitly spo-

ken of as a blind superstition.  It matters nothing that all four are discovered on careful 

scrutiny to differ essentially, not only from ninety-nine out of a hundred of the whole body 

of extant MSS. besides, but even from one another.  This last circumstance, obviously fa-

tal to their corporate pretensions, is unaccountably overlooked.  And yet it admits of only 

one satisfactory explanation: viz. that in different degrees they all five [including A] ex-

hibit a fabricated text.  Between [B and Aleph] there subsists an amount of sinister re-

semblance, which proves they must have been derived at no very remote period from the 

same corrupt original [Yet]éIt is in fact easier to find two consecutive verses in which 

these two MSS. differ the one from the other, than two consecutive verses in which they 

entirely agreeé 

ñWe venture to assure [the reader], without a particle of hesitation, that Aleph B D are 

three of the most scandalously corrupt copies extant: - exhibit the most shamefully muti-

lated texts which are anywhere to be met withéthe depositories of the largest amount of 

fabricated readings, ancient blunders, and intentional perversions of the Truth, - which 

are discoverable in any known copies of the Word of God. 

ñThe impurity of the Texts exhibited 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.  So 

far from allowing Dr. Hortôs position that óA Text formed by taking Codex B as the sole 

authority would be incomparably nearer the truth than a Text similarly taken from any 

other Greek or single documentô we venture to assert that it would be on the contrary, by 

far the foulest Text that had ever seen the light: worse, that is to say, even than the Text of 

Drs. Westcott and Hort.  And that is saying a great deal.  In the brave and faithful words 

of Prebendary Scrivener, - words which deserve to become famous, - [which is why they 

are repeated here ï see Whiteôs Introduction] 

ññIt is no less true to fact than paradoxical in sound, 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 the Syrian Church, used far inferior manuscripts to those employed by 

Stucia, or Erasmus, or Stephen thirteen centuries later, when moulding the Textus Recep-

tus.ò 

ñCodices B and Aleph are, demonstrably, nothing else but specimens of the depraved 

class thus characterized.ò 

ñWe suspect that these two mss. are indebted for their preservation; solely to their ascer-

tained evil character; which has occasioned that one eventually found its way, four centu-

ries 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 AD 1844) got 

deposited in the waste-paper basket of the Convent at the foot of Mount Sinai.ò 
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White
3 p 33, 50

 tries to insist that Sinaiticus is ña great treasureò because a monk presented 

Tischendorf with it ñwrapped in a red cloth [but] the Monk had no idea of the treasure he 

held in his hands.ò  ñHardly the way one treats trash,ò White adds. 

Daniels 
43 p 151ff

 comments on Whiteôs speculations above as follows. 

ñTischendorf does not say that the codex Sinaiticus was in the trash/kindling bin.  But 

John Burgon does.  And he was THERE: He actually saw the manuscripts and pored over 

them (both the Sinaiticus and Vaticanus)éThe most likely scenario is that Burgon was 

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 when ñsomeone elseò wants it, so the monks at 

St. Catherineôs (or at least the steward) 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 keptéin a private place, wrapping it in a red 

cloth so set it apart from the kindling.ò 

Burgon continues. 

ñHad B and Aleph been copies of average purity, they must long since have shared the 

inevitable fate of books which are freely used and highly prized; namely, they would have 

fallen into decadence and disappeared 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 extraordi-

nary consideration, but the actual surrender of the critical judgement.  Since 1831*, Edi-

tors have vied with one another in the fulsomeness of the homage they have paid to these 

ótwo false witnesses,ô ï for such B and Aleph are, as the concurrent testimony of Copies, 

Fathers and Versions abundantly proves.  Even superstitious reverence has been claimed 

for these two codices: and Drs. Westcott and Hort are so far in advance of their prede-

cessors in the servility of their blind adulation, that they must be allowed to have easily 

won the race.ò 

*See Mauroôs description of nineteenth century Greek New Testament editors who pre-

ceded Westcott and Hort
8 p 149ff

. 

ñThe craven homage which [B] habitually receives at the hands of Drs. Westcott and 

Hort, I can only describe as a weak superstition.  It is something more than unreasonable.  

It becomes even ridiculous.ò 

But according to White
3 p 33ff

, ñthis is hardly a reasonable chargeò to ñaccuse modern 

textual critics of ñworshipingò Aleph and B.ò  Again, he is being inconsistent and incor-

rect.  Dr Ruckman
1 p 100, 122

 cites modern author Jay Green as follows, emphases are Dr 

Ruckmanôs. 

ññIn 1989 it should be noted that Burgonôs remarks are still valid for the New Transla-

tions, the UBS [United 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 adherence of those corrupt manuscripts, Aleph and B, the NEB, NASV, NIV, and 

other modern translations based on those Greek texts also err grievously, misleading the 

unlearned and unsuspicious public.ò 

ññTischendorf worshipped Aleph to the point of ABSURDITYéand Westcott and Hort 

had the same unreasonable WORSHIP of Codex B.òò 

Burgon continues. 
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ñTurn which way we would, we were encountered by the same confident terminology: - 

óthe best documents,ô ï óprimary manuscripts,ô ï ófirst-rate authorities,ô ï primitive evi-

dence,ô ï óancient readings,ô ï and so forth: and we found that thereby cod. A or B, - co. 

C or D ï were invariably and exclusively meant.  It was not until we had laboriously col-

lated these documents (including Aleph) for ourselves, that we became aware of their true 

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 the supposed óbest documentsô and ófirst rate 

authoritiesô are in reality among the worsté[and] that the deference generally claimed 

for B. Aleph C, D is nothing else but a weak superstition and a vulgar error.ò 

The above is a scholarly evaluation of Whiteôs assertion
3 p 33

 that Codex Aleph is ña great 

treasureéfor all time a tremendously valuable asset to our knowledge of the New Testa-

ment textò and Codex B ñanother great Codex.ò   

Burgon states further, making a salient point that White signally overlooked. 

ñDr. Hort contends that [the Truth of Scripture] more than half lay perdu on a forgotten 

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 Sinai, - from which he 

rescued it on the 4
th
 February 1859: - neither, we venture to think, a very likely circum-

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 gentlemen imag-

ine. 

ñAre we asked for the ground of our opinion?  We point without hesitation to the 998 

Copies which remain: to the many ancient Versions; to the many venerable Fathers, - any 

one of whom we hold to be a more trustworthy authority for the Text of Scripture, where 

he speaks out plainly, than either Codex B or Codex Aleph, - aye, or than both of them 

put together.  Behold, (we say,) the abundant provision which the All-wise One hath made 

for the safety of the DepositéWe hope to be forgiven if we add, (not without a little 

warmth,) that we altogether wonder 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.ò 

So James Whiteôs assessment of Aleph as ña great treasureò is found by a true scholar to 

be ñperversityéinfatuationéblindness.ò 

Burgon pointedly addressed his evaluation of Vaticanus and Sinaiticus to Bishop Ellicott, 

Chairman of the Revision Committee
13 p 376, 397

. 

ñIf I have sometimes spoken of certain famous manuscripts (Aleph, B, C, D namely,) as 

exhibiting fabricated Texts, have I not been at the pains to establish the reasonableness of 

my assertion by showing that they yield divergent, - that is contradictory, testimony? 

ñThe task of laboriously collating the five óold uncialsô throughout the Gospels, occupied 

me for five-and-a-half years, and taxed me severely.  But I was rewarded.  I rose from the 

investigation profoundly convinced that, however important they may be as instruments 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, repose simply on Preju-

dice.  Never having at any time collated codices Aleph, B, C, D for yourself, you are un-

able to gainsay a single statement of mine by a counter-appeal to facts.  Your textual 

learning proves to have been all obtained at second-hand, - taken on trust.  And so, in-

stead of marshalling against me a corresponding array of Ancient Authorities, - you in-

variably attempt to put me down by an appeal to Modern Opinion.ò 
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This is precisely what James White does
3 p 40

.  He states ñDr. A. T. Robertson indicated 

that areas of real concern regarding textual variants amounted to but ña thousandth part 

of the entire textòéDr. B. B. Warfield could state that ñthe great mass of the New Testa-

mentéhas been transmitted to us with no, or next to no variations.ò  As Dr. Gordon Fee 

put it, ñIt is noteworthy that for most scholars over 90 percent of all the variations to the 

NT text are resolved, because in most instances the variant that best explains the origin of 

the others is also supported by the earliest and best witnesses.òò 

So why, according to the NIV Preface is ñthe work of translationénever wholly fin-

ishedò? 

So why was it necessary for Westcott and Hort to alter the New Testament in 5,337 

places ï see Wilkinsonôs remarks under Catholic Allies and the Oxford Movement- or 

almost one change in every verse, given that, according to White
3 p 39

, they left the text 

ñ98.33 percent pureò?  If seven-eighths of the changes they introduced were, as White 

indicates, ñtrivialities,ò why make them at all, when in the words of Bishop Ellicott
13 p 

368
, ñWe may be satisfied with the attempt to correct plain and clear errors but there it is 

our duty to stopò? 

Since when have ñtrivialitiesò become ñplain and clear errorsò? 

So why doesnôt White explain what are ñthe areas of real concernò and specify which 

are ñthe earliest and best witnessesò?   

And why doesnôt White clarify the obvious inconsistency between ñover 90 percentò and 

ñnext to no variationò or ña thousandth part of the entire textò?  White himself alludes to 

up to 252 verses which he thinks merit attention for the differences between the AV1611 

and the modern versions.  See Appendix, Tables A1, A5.  That is 3% of the New Testa-

ment, considerably more than ña thousandth part.ò  Moreover, Moorman
9
 cites 356 doc-

trinal passages where serious differences exist between the AV1611 and the NIV.  That is 

over 4% of the New Testament.  It was published 5 years before Whiteôs book.  Why has 

White ignored it? 

This author has remarked on the ópercent changeô deception
8 p 105-6, 140-1, 210-11

 and believes 

that concerned layman, J. Coad provides an incisive evaluation. 

ñIs it true that there is only a 3% differenceé?  Yes!  It is true.  And that 3% makes all 

the difference!  It is ñthe jam in the sandwich!ò  It means, for certain, that 17 complete 

verses belong to the New Testament, as in the Received Text (AV) or otherwise they donôt, 

as in the NIV.  It means, again, the 147 part verses missing from the NIV should be miss-

ing - or they should not be missing.  It means that a certain 169 names of Our Lord God, 

retained in the AV are correct, or that they should be omitted, as in the NIV!  It means 

that the words ñThe Son of Man is come to save that which was lostò was either spoken 

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! 

ñYet wait...consider these NIV 3% short measures.  They are not short measures of any 

secular book out of Egypt.  They are part of the sacred measures of the ñShekel of the 

Sanctuaryò!...we demand full measure after ñthe Shekel of the Sanctuaryò!  A 97% sal-

vation is no salvation, and a 97% Bible is not Godôs Book.  It has no place in the Sanctu-

ary!ò 

Cloud has this comment
6 Part 3

. 

ñWhite alleges that the difference between the received text and the modern critical text is 

not very serious.  
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ñWhite downplays the differences and gives statistics from Westcott and Hort to prove his 

point (p. 39).  The fact is that Dr. Donald Waite has personally and painstakingly com-

pared the Westcott-Hort 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 elseôs statistics.  He charges Westcott and Hort and other modern version pro-

ponents, such as the editor of the New International Version, with misstating the facts. 

Waite writes, ñHortôs 1/1000th of the Greek N.T. that he thought could be called ósub-

stantial variationô would be 140.5 Greek words (.1%=.647 pages).  This would be a little 

over one half a page in the Greek New Testament.  This is extremely wide of the mark of 

truth! é The truth of the matter is that there is a 7% difference ... This would be 45.9 

pages. This is a most serious errorò (Waite, The Four-fold Superiority of the King James 

Bible).ò 

Dr Ruckman states
1 p 61, 296

. 

ñParroting Hort again, White tells us that only one-eighth of the variants have any 

ñweight.ò  ñThis would leave the text (he didnôt say which text) 98.33% pure no matter 

whether one used the Textus Receptus or their own [Hortôs] Greek textòéSo Westcott 

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 he can spot a lying crook even if you canôt)éThe RV pro-

duced by Hort from his corrupt Roman Catholic Vaticanus, omitted eighteen words from 

one verse (Rom. 11:6); fifteen more from Romans 14:6; twelve more from Romans 16:24; 

and then thirty-five 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 warnings to attend to the 

ministry (Col. 4:17).  Every omission was ñnecessaryò according to Hort. 

ñOf the 181,253 English words in the King James Bible [New Testament], the NIV, rec-

ommended by James White, altered 50% of them [omitting a total of 5,245 ï see below].  

Every change is said to be either an improvement or a legitimate substitution, or an unin-

tentional error [i.e. not conspiratorial], according to James Whiteé 

ñIn Lukeôs GospeléHort and his clandestine liars made 836 Greek textual corrections in 

[a total of] 1,150 verses...He altered more than 50% of the verses in the Gospel of Luke. 

ñThis was the same depraved, godless scoundrel whom White quotes as saying that only 

one-eighth of the variants (Textus Receptus vs. Nestle) had any ñweight,ò the rest ñbeing 

trivialitiesòéso Hort made a 51% change in Luke, alone.  That is, he violated his own 

terms for service (ñóto introduce as few alterations as possible into the text of the AV con-

sistent with faithfulnessôò) and never winked or blushed.  Do you call a 51% alteration 

ñone thousandth part of the text?ò  White does.  Would you say that if you perverted half 

of Johnôs Gospel that it was ñno, or next to no variants?ò  White does.  He cites two 

Scholarship Only fanatics for his sources: A. T. Robertson and Benjamin Warfield.  Lying 

again, eh Jimmy?ò 

50% alterations in the New Testament, including 5,245 words omitted, is hardly the same 

as ñ98.33% pure,ò especially when many of the alterations affect major doctrine.  See 

later for Dr Ruckmanôs more detailed analysis. 

White provides no answer to these observations.  He has failed completely to address the 

impurity of the alleged ñearliest and best witnessesò that Burgon researched and once 

again displays both his inconsistency and rank duplicity. 

Burgon issued the following challenge to Ellicott. 
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ñFor my part, I make no secret of the fact that I look upon the entire speculation about 

which you are so enthusiastic, as an excursion into cloud-land: a dream and nothing 

more.  My contention is, - NOT that the Theory of Drs Westcott and Hort rests on an IN-

SECURE foundation, but, that it rests on NO FOUNDATION AT ALL.  Moreover, I am 

greatly mistaken if this has not been demonstrated in the foregoing pages.  On one point, 

at all events, there cannot exist a particle of doubtéYou must either come forward at 

once, and bring it to a successful issue [i.e. prove Westcott and Hortôs theory]; or else, 

you must submit to be told that you have suffered defeat, inasmuch as you are inextricably 

involved in Westcott and Hortôs discomfiture.  You are simply without remedy.  You may 

ñfind nothing in the Reviewerôs [i.e. Burgonôs] third article to require a further answer;ò 

but readers of intelligence will tell you that your finding, since it does not proceed from 

stupidity, can only result from your consciousness that you have made a serious blunder: 

and that now, the less you say about ñWestcott and Hortôs new textual Theory,ò the bet-

ter.ò 

Ellicott never answered Burgonôs challenge.  White has never seriously answered any of 

his critics either, not in the ten years since Dr Ruckman published his refutation of 

Whiteôs book as The Scholarship-Only Controversy. 

As for Sinaiticus not being ñdemonic,ò White needs to review Burgonôs summary analy-

sis.  See remarks under Whiteôs Introduction.  Again, White would receive enlighten-

ment from Gail Riplingerôs research
14 p 557ff

, if he didnôt hold both her and it in such con-

tempt. 

She states. 

ñSinaiticus (Aleph) adds two books after Revelation, both written in the same handwrit-

ing as the remainderéThese two books, The Shepherd of Hermas and The Epistle of 

Barnabas, spell out in detail the entire New Age scenario, including commands to do the 

things God specifically forbids, such as: 

1. Take óthe nameô of the beast. 

2. Give óup to the beastô. 

3. Form a one world government. 

4. Kill those not receiving his ónameô. 

5. Worship female virgins. 

6. Receive óanother spiritô. 

7. Seek power. 

8. Believe that God is immanent in his creation, as a pantheistic, monistic Hindu 

god. 

9. Avoid marriage; permit fornication. 

10. Abstain from fasting. 

11. Subscribe to the New Age Root Race Theory.   

12. Be saved by being baptized and keeping the ótwelveô mandates of the Antichrist.ò 

ñIf, after reading the following pages, the reader finds manuscript Aleph to be ómost reli-

able,ô óaccurate,ô preferred,ô óthe most highly valued,ô and of ópre-eminent excellence,ô as 

new version editors assert, then Iôve got a membership card for you in the Ghostly Guild 

too.ò 
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What follows are some of extracts from The Shepherd of Hermas and The Epistle of 

Barnabas given in New Age Versions, together in turn with Dr Mrs Riplingerôs scriptural 

comments.  With his admiration for Sinaiticus, White should exercise his
3 p 95

 ñindividual 

responsibilityò by adding these apocryphal portions to his DIY óbibleô ï and apply for 

membership of ñthe Ghostly Guild.ò 

ññWhoever shall not receive His name shall not enter the kingdom of God.ò 

ñRev. 13:16, 17 says the Antichrist will cause ñall, both small and great, rich and poor, 

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 the num-

ber of his name.ò  

ññThe seal then is the water; so they go down into the water dead, and they come up 

alive.ò 

ñBaptism, as an initiation rite of the New Age is discussed fully in chapter 14 [New Age 

Versions]; Apostate Christianity, along with óancient mystery cults,ô believe baptism itself 

imparts spiritual life. 

ññThese twelve tribes which inhabit the whole world are twelve nations.ò 

ñThe New Age scenario calls for a one world government ódividedô into twelve segments.  

(See Vera Alderôs When Humanity Comes of Age.)  Also see Dan. 11:39 where the Anti-

christ will ñdivide the land for gain.ò 

ññI took courage and gave myself up to the beast.ò 

ñGiving up to the beast is in opposition to Rev. 15:2 which says Christians ñhad gotten 

the victory over the beastéhaving the harps of God.ò 

ññBut some repented and believed and submitted themselves to those that had under-

standingébut if not, ye shall be delivered unto him to be put to death.ò 

ñRev. 20:4 says, ñI saw thrones, and they sat upon them, and judgment was given unto 

them: and I saw the souls of them that were beheaded for the witness of Jesus, and for 

the word of God, and which had not worshipped the beast, neither his image, neither 

had received his mark upon their foreheads, or in their hands.ò  Jesus said the Anti-

christ ñshall cause them to be put to death,ò Mark 13:12. 

ññBut the other whichéhave not received the seal have been replacedétheir possessions 

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 punish thee with death.ò 

ñRev. 13:16, 17 says ñAnd he caused all, both small and great, rich and poor, 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 markò  Daniel 8 and 11 say, ñHe shall enter 

peaceablyéhe shall scatter among them theéspoil and riches and by peace shall de-

stroy manyéBut he shall have power over the treasures of gold and silver.òò 

The following is from the Epistle of Barnabas, with Dr Mrs Riplingerôs comments. 

ññThe Black One is crooked and full of a curse.  Offer resistance that the Black One may 

not effect an entrance.ò 

ñNew Age Root Race theory teaches that Christians, Jews, and certain ódarkô races are 

the óBlack Lodge.ô  In reference to this group, the New Age óGreat invocationô prays, 

ñseal the door where evil dwells.òò 
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ññSatanéis Lordò (Ch. 68)ò 

ñ2 Corinthians 4:4 says Satan is the ñgod (small g) of this world.ò  1 Corinthians 8:5 

says ñ[T]here be gods many and lords many.ò  1 Timothy 6:15 says Jesus Christ is 

ñLord of lordsò (small l for the false ólordsô).  Satan can never be Lord (capital L).ò 

And James White would have his readers believe that Sinaiticus is not ñdemonicò!   

And while criticising the AV1611 for alleged additions, White says nothing about the ad-

ditions to Sinaiticus of entire books that are clearly blasphemous and demonic and de-

clares Aleph to be ña great treasure.ò  Moreover, he shows
3 p 96ff

 that he has read New 

Age Versions but does not dispute Mrs Riplingerôs information about The Shepherd of 

Hermas and The Epistle of Barnabas.   

Once again, he reveals his own inconsistency and double standards, of which he repeat-

edly accuses bible believers.  See remarks under Chapter 2 ï óIf It Ainôt Brokeéô and 

Whiteôs Introduction.   

Attention is again drawn to Whiteôs insistence that the manuscripts underlying the 

AV1611 and in turn the AV1611 itself include
3 p 37-8, 43, 46, 153, 177

 ñexpansion(s) of pietyò 

and ñharmonisationò ï see above. 

White raises the question in this context
3 p 38

, ñThe fact that all modern translations have 

ñand the Lord Jesus Christò at Ephesians 1:2 should certainly cause us to question any-

one who would ask us to believe that there is some evil conspiracy at work behind the 

non-inclusion of the same phrase at Colossians 1:2.  If someone is tampering with the 

texts, why not take out the phrase at Ephesians 1:2?ò 

White forgot that ña little leaven leaveneth the whole lumpò 1 Corinthians 5:6b and that 

ñthe little foxeséspoil the vinesò Song of Solomon 2:15, that is, the little changes, the 

little omissions, like ñfreelyò in Genesis 3:2. 

His question is very like the attitude of the academic critic this author dealt with some 

years ago
3 p 99-100

.   

ñYou overlook the fact that the critics...leave so much in the text which stands in complete 

contradiction to their alleged purposes.ò 

Both he and White promoted the óSomewhereô Version, that is, if a phrase occurs some-

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 this arbi-

trary approach.) 

The same answers are forthcoming. 

Dr Ruckman
18 p 211

: ñ90% of Sinaiticus and Vaticanus...have to read with the Byzantine 

Family IN ORDER TO PASS OFF AS BIBLESò.   

Dr Mrs Gail Riplinger
14 p 499

: ña large part of even new versions must contain the tradi-

tional bible readings in order to be sold as óbiblesôò.   

Charles Haddon Spurgeon
42

: ñIt is sadly common among ministers to add a word or sub-

tract a word from the passage, or in some way debase the language of sacred writ...Our 

reverence for the Great Author of Scripture should forbid all mauling of His Words.ò 

ñThus saith the LORD; Stand in the court of the Lordôs house, and speak unto all the 

cities of Judah, which come to worship in the LORDôS house, all the words that I 

command thee to speak unto them; diminish not a word:ò Jeremiah 26:2. 
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In addition, Dr Ruckman states
1 p 98

, ñThiséis what Hort called ñharmonising tenden-

ciesò in a ñconflated textòéThe warped logic behind this Disneyland scholarship is that 

it is not possible that any New Testament writer could record the identical words that an-

other New Testament writer wrote.  Everybody had to have borrowed from somebody else 

if they said the same thing.  The background for this humanistic explanation goes back to 

the ñTwo-Document Theoryò and the ñRedactorò theories of unsaved German Rational-

ists (Lessing, Eichorn, Semler, Paulus, Ernesti, Graf, Wellhausen, Herder, Bauer, 

Strauss, et al.) 

ñThis is how Jimmy attempted to alter Colossians 1:2 and Ephesians 1:2, and it is how he 

got rid of the BLOOD REDEMPTION in Colossians 1:14.  Following the Alexandrian 

tradition of his hogtied slaves to traditionalism (Hort, etc.), Jimmy believed in omitting as 

many words (or verses) in his Fairy Tale for Bible Believers.  Dean Burgon said the man 

who pushed [this] idea (Hort) was judging manuscript evidence by his own ñINDIVID-

UAL IDIOSYNCRACY
13 p 307

.  Hortôs (and Whiteôs) approach to modern versions since 

1881 (and ñGodôs truthò) was accompanied by a boundless exercise of the IMAGINA-

TIVE FACULTY
13 p 304

.òò 

To downplay the corruptions of Aleph and B, reproduced in modern versions like the 

NIV, NRSV, White then maintains
3 p 38-9

 that ñten people in a roomò could ñcopy the first 

five chapters of the Gospel of Johnò from which, in spite of variants, ñyou wouldéby 

comparing all ten copies you could rather easily reproduce the text of the original, be-

cause when one person makes a mistake, the other nine are not likely to do so at the very 

same spot.ò 

Dr Ruckman states in response
1 p 219-220

 ñThe copies of Johnéare more than ten; they 

were not done at the same time; they were not done in the same room, and (after compar-

ing all of their variants) no scholar, or Bible committee, has yet produced ONE perfect 

copy of John [since 1611].  They revised each other 200 times in 100 years and are still 

revising each other. 

ñThat isnôt allétwo people in the room [Aleph and B] omitted more than 300 words*  

from the Gospel of John and when HE (James White) examined the ñcopiesò to ñEASILY 

reproduce the originalò he used those two manuscripts for judging the eight other cop-

ieséThat is exactly what the NIV and NASV did: and those are the most glaring imper-

fect revelations of God that White could set out to justify** . 

ñHow do you reproduce the text of the ñoriginalòéwhen no text is even present?  An 

omission is not a ñvariant.ò  At this point White repeats the outworn, meaningless clich®: 

ñOnly 1/1000
th
 part of the entire textò***éWarfieldôs inane comment is added.  He says 

that the 1,000 important variants that need to be changed are ñNO, or less than NO vari-

ants at allòéTry Warfield the next time you are making out your income tax form, or 

balancing your bank account: ñ$1,000 equals nothing, or next to NO dollars.òò 

In sum, Whiteôs analogy is misleading and the changes significantly weaken major doc-

trine.  See Dr Ruckmanôs analysis after Dr Hollandôs comments. 

*The NIV omits a total of 64,098 words of scripture, including 495 words omitted from 

the Gospel of John
44

. 

**Remember that
38

 ñJames White is a consultant to the NASB revision, and therefore has 

a financial relationship with the Lockman Foundation.ò  See comments from site inserted 

near the beginning of this chapter. 
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***An AV1611 New Testament contains 180,392 words
44

 - 181,253
45

.  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 the United Bible Societies text 

versus the Received Text, according to Waiteôs calculations ï see Cloudôs comments 

above - this is far in excess of 1/1000
th
 part.  See also Coadôs comments above. 

But White goes on to try to justify the kind of omission found in the modern renderings of 

Colossians 1:2 and based on Aleph and B as follows
3 p 39-40

. 

ñPhilip Schaff [American Standard Version editor
14 p 457

, the ASV being the American 

equivalent of the RV] estimated thaténot one [textual variant] affected ñan article of 

faith or a precept of duty which is not abundantly sustained by other and undoubted pas-

sages, or by the whole tenor of Scripture teachingòéThe reality is that the amount of 

variation between the two most extremely different manuscripts of the New Testament 

would not fundamentally alter the message of the scriptures!éNo textual variants in ei-

ther the Old or New Testaments in any way, shape, or form materially disrupt or destroy 

any essential doctrine of the Christian faith.  That is a fact that any semi-impartial review 

will substantiate.ò 

Several questions immediately spring to mind, none of which White even addresses, let 

alone answers. 

1. By what authority did Philip Schaff, who was tried for heresy by the Pennsylvania 

Synod
14 p 458-9

, determine which scriptures should be reckoned as ñundoubtedò? 

2. Is ñthe whole tenor of Scripture teachingò Whiteôs ñhighest standard of truthò 

and who does the teaching ï an Episcopalian ally of Westcott and Hort who was 

tried for heresy, rejected what he termed ñthe moonshine theory of the inerrant 

apostolic autographs,ò allied himself with a Unitarian member of his ASV com-

mittee, by which he masterminded 30,000 departures from the AV1611 Text and 

in 1893, convened the first ever, multi-faith Parliament of World Religions, the 

forerunner of the New Age Movement? 

3. What are ñthe two most extremely different manuscripts of the New Testamentò 

and how do they differ?  Again, White should check Moormanôs work
9
. 

4. Is ñthe message of the scripturesò Whiteôs ñhighest standard of truth,ò who de-

livers it and what is the unequivocal source of ñthe scripturesò upon which that 

message is authoritatively based? 

5. What is this alleged ñmessageò and why does White insist that only this ñmes-

sageò is essential, when the Lord Jesus Christ exhorted His followers to keep ñmy 

words,ò John 14:23, not merely a ñmessageò? 

6. The AV1611 reading for Colossians 1:2 amply satisfies Burgonôs Seven Tests of 

Truth
8 p 43, 9 p 131, 10

.  It has wide-ranging support, including the Old Latin and is 

even found in Whiteôs
3 p 33

 ñgreat treasureò Aleph, or Codex Sinaiticus.  Like all 

AV1611 readings, God has honoured it for 400 years and it is found in the Bibles 

of Wycliff e, Tyndale and the Geneva.  What actual evidence, instead of sheer con-

jecture, can White produce to refute the conclusion that the reading is genuine? 

7. The AV1611 reading for Colossians 1:2 is found in Wycliffeôs46
, Tyndaleôs

47
, 

Matthewôs
48

 and the Geneva New Testaments
49

.  What evidence can White pro-

duce to show that these faithful witnesses were deceived, while Watchtower 

(NWT) and latter-day popes (JB) were correct in omitting the clause? 
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8. If ñno textual variantsé materially disrupt or destroy any essential doctrine of 

the Christian faith,ò why did Rome - and later Watchtower - develop such hereti-

cal doctrines as the papacy
15

 and salvation by works
50

 (sacraments in Catholi-

cism), given that most ñtextual variantsò or departures from the AV1611 come 

from Catholic manuscripts?   

9. And why did Rome wage such fierce wars of extermination against true bible be-

lievers like the Waldenses?  See Wilkinsonôs remarks, especially those under 

Catholic Corrupters and Centuries of Warfare. 

10. And why, since the rejection of the AV1611 in favour of the RV and subsequent 

modern versions, has the Church of England so departed from ñthe good and the 

right wayò 1 Samuel 12:23, that the then Archbishop of Canterbury, the late 

Robert Runcie, welcomed the papal antichrist to Britain in 1982
51

 and the national 

church has continued to engage with Rome in the Ecumenical Movement
52

 and 

even appointed* its first openly sodomite bishop
53

? 

*This appointment has caused considerable division in the church that continues to the 

present, exacerbated by similar appointments in the Episcopal Church, which has also ap-

pointed a female bishop, contrary to scripture
54

, 1 Timothy 3:17. 

Until James White can provide satisfactory answers to the above (and he wonôt), his no-

tions of ñharmonisationò in the AV1611 and his assertions that ñno textual vari-

antsématerially disrupt or destroy any essential doctrine of the Christian faithò must be 

dismissed as yet more dissimulation, after the style of his spiritual mentor. 

ñYea, hath God said?ò Genesis 3:1. 

Further, although White professes to believe in the preservation of scripture
3 p 47

, he fails 

to explain why God, Whose words are ñpurified seven timesò Psalm 12:6 so that His 

word is ñvery pureò Psalm 119:140, did not purge supposedly manmade additions to the 

manuscripts in the form of ñexpansions of pietyò and ñharmonisationò but instead al-

lowed them to proliferate over such a wide geographical area, while keeping supposedly 

ñgreat treasure(s)ò like Aleph and B hidden for centuries.  See Wilkinsonôs remarks un-

der Early Conspirators and Corrupters and Burgonôs above on ñthe Truth of Scripture.ò  

See also remarks under Modern óScholarlyô Bitterness ï and Untrustworthiness ï and 

note that even 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. 

*The so-called Majority Text is actually von Sodenôs 1913 collation of 414 manuscripts
11 

p 14-15
 out of 88 papyri, 274 uncials and 2,700 cursives, not including 2,143 lectionaries or 

ñthe vast field of Patristic and Versional evidence.ò  Von Soden therefore collated only 

about 8% of available Greek sources and according to Moorman
11 p 11

 was ñstrongly Al-

exandrianò so that he deliberately selected manuscripts that exhibited Alexandrian cor-

ruptions.  A full collation of the evidence, therefore, could well transform so-called ómi-

norityô readings in the AV1611 to ómajorityô readings and Moormanôs compilation must 

be considered a óworst caseô scenario ï though not from a bible-believing perspective be-

cause God has consistently honoured ALL AV1611 readings, regardless of majority or 

minority manuscript support.  (Later sources give slightly higher figures than Moormanôs 

for the Greek manuscript totals
8 p 5

.) 

Dr Holland
4
 has this penetrating comment about Whiteôs notion

3 p 38
 that omission of the 

phrase ñand the Lord Jesus Christò in Colossians 1:2 of the modern versions is not ñan 

example of an attempt to downgrade the lordship of Jesus Christ.ò 
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ñWhite also advocates his idea of ñexpression of pietyò (pp. 43, 45, 46).  Simply put, the 

Greek text of the KJV is ñfullerò because it uses expanded titles in reference to Jesus 

Christ.  White notes twenty-three examples of where ñHeò becomes ñJesusò, ñThe Lordò 

becomes ñThe Lord Jesusò, or where ñJesus Christò becomes ñThe Lord Jesus Christ.ò 

This ñexpansion of piety,ò White concludes, ñled people to naturally expand the titles 

used of the Lord, possibly even without their conscious effort to change the textò (p. 46).  

What evidence does White offer for this ñexpansion of pietyò theory?  He gives an exam-

ple of a caller who phoned in while he was on the radio and complained that he should 

use the phrase ñThe Lord Jesus Christò instead of ñJesus.ò  Does modern scholarship 

now consist of proof by radio? 

ñThis ñexpansion of pietyò is not limited to 23 cases.  The Greek texts of the United Bible 

Society differs from the TR 212 times on this issue of the names of God.  The NIV omits 

the name 173 times while the ASV does so 210 times.  Since the scriptures teach us ñthat 

in all things He might have the pre-eminenceò (Col. 1:18), it makes sense to use a Bible 

with the ñexpansion of pietyò than to have one where Christ is not as prevalent.ò 

Dr Holland
55 p 49

 adds with respect to the term ñexpansion of pietyò that ñDr James R. 

Whiteésuggests that when these terms are found in the Traditional Text individuals 

added them over time as a sign of reverenceéHowever, the evidence from the early fa-

thers allows us to understand that these extended titles were in common use shortly after 

the completion of the New Testament and before the establishment of the Alexandrian 

text-type that generally shortens these titles.ò 

In other words, the truth is the reverse of what White suggests. 

In response to an enquirer stating that, ñItôs true that my Bible is lacking phrases of the 

Lordôs prayer in Luke.  But this fact does not discount the validity of the entire transla-

tion.  In fact, Matthew 6:9-13 contains a more complete version of Jesusô prayeréI am 

concerned that you seem to discredit other translations of the Bible solely on the fact that 

certain clauses are not found in specific scripture passages,ò Daniels writes
43 p 133-5

, 

ñThere is a key here.  Please notice the words ñlackingò and ñnot found.ò  God said 

ñMy words shall not pass awayò (Mark 13:31) and ñthou shalt preserve them (Godôs 

words) from this generation for everò (Psalm 12:7).  Since God promised to preserve 

His words, it should arouse our curiosity when we find that words, phrases, even whole 

verses are missing from the Bibleéas you keep removing words from verses about vital 

doctrines (the godhead, trinity, salvation, Jesus Christ as God, hell, fasting, prayer, adul-

tery, sodomy, etc.) you will have a problem.  God repeats Himself to emphasise vital doc-

trines.  Modern Bibles take away many places where God says the same thing again.  

Thus modern Bibles make it look like those doctrines werenôt so important to God.ò 

Such as is implied with respect to grace and peace from the Lord Jesus Christ by omission 

of ñand the Lord Jesus Christò from Colossians 1:2. 

It should be noted that the modern versions, DR, RV, NIV, JB, NWT and Nestleôs 21
st
 

Edition unite in omitting ñFor thine is the Kingdom, and the power, and the glory, for 

ever.  Amenò from Matthew 6:13 and much of Luke 11:2, 4, undermining both versions 

of the Lordôs Prayer
8 p 58-60, 70-1

 in the face of overwhelming evidence in support of the 

AV1611 readings.  See also Appendix, Table A1. 

Dr Ruckman has a penetrating study on the bald assertions of White and Schaff, together 

with Westcott, Hort, Robertson and Fee ï see earlier ï as follows
56

.  Note many of the 

following verses are compared for the AV1611 versus the other versions in the Appendix 

and elsewhere
8, p 57ff, 258ff, 294ff, 331, 339; 9

. 
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ñMatthew 5:22.  Once you remove ñwithout a cause,ò you imply that Jesus Christ was a 

sinneré 

ñMatthew 6:13.  When you remove the ending you have taken the glory from God for 

bringing in a literal, physical kingdom on this earthé 

Matthew 19:16-17.  The ñnewerò translations totally erase the reference to the Deity of 

Christ: ñWhy callest thou me good?ò  This is the first Fundamental of the Faith, accord-

ing to all ñFundamentalists.ò 

ñMark 1:2.  By altering ñprophetsò (Malachi and Isaiah) to Isaiah ï who did not author 

the quotation (vs. 2) ï the Deity of Christ was obscured, for the quote is Malachiôs and 

Malachi said the ñMeò of Mark 1:2 is Jehovah (Mal. 3:1).  Thus a direct attack on the 

Deity of Jesus Christ is accomplished by purposely lying about the source of a quotation. 

ñJohn 3:13.  The only reference in the New Testament on Christôs omnipresence.  The key 

words are missing from all new translations, and none of them can show you this basic, 

Fundamental Bible Doctrinal truth in any other verse in their translationsé 

ñ2 Timothy 2:15.  Only the King James has a verse in it telling you to study the word of 

God.  No other Bible wants you to study the Bibleé  Note also that 2 Corinthians 2:17 is 

the only verse of scripture explicitly to warn against the many who ñcorrupt the word of 

Godò and 1 Timothy 6:20 is the only verse explicitly
33 p 7

 to warn against ñscience falsely 

so called,ò like evolution or alleged óglobal warming.ô 

ñMatthew 22:30.  What is ñof Godò doing missing from the text?  The angels that are not 

ñof Godò fell (Gen. 6, 2 Pet. 2) and will fall again (Rev. 12:7).  Do you mean to tell me 

these blockheads thought the Devil didnôt have any angels (Rev. 12:9)? 

ñMatthew 26:28.  What is ñnewò doing, being absent from the text?  Do you mean to tell 

me Christôs blood did not institute a New Testament?  Do you think this affects a funda-

mental New Testament truth? 

ñMark 4:24.  It is a Bible truth that if you seek truth, you will be given more truth (John 

7:17, 3:21).  What is the reason for eliminating ñand unto you that hear shall more be 

givenò?ò 

In Mark 4:24, the AV1611 has ñand unto you that hear shall more be given.ò  Accord-

ing to Berryôs 1897 Edition of Stephanusôs 1550 Edition of the Greek Received Text, 

which contains the clause, Griesbach omits it entirely.  Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles 

and Alford omit ñthat hearò as does Nestleôs 21
st
 Edition.  The JR, DR, RV, NRSV, 

NWT read ñand more shall be given to you,ò or similar, also omitting ñthat hear.ò  The 

NIV, JB read ñand even more,ò omitting yet more of the clause.  The NKJV retains the 

clause but neglects to inform the reader that Nestleôs text omits ñthat hear.ò 

ñMark 10:24.  Why do the new versions want to teach that you can trust in riches and 

enter the Kingdom, just as long as you donôt have them (vs. 23)?  It is ñthe love of 

moneyò that destroys sinners (1 Tim. 6:10) not having moneyé 

ñLuke 2:33.  Why are you led to believe that Joseph was Christôs real father, thus deny-

ing the Virgin Birth?  Why take a Bible that states the Virgin Birth (Matt. 1:20) and then 

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)? 

ñLuke 4:4.  Who is it that doesnôt believe you need ñevery wordò of God?  Easy, the dirty, 

God-forsaken, destructive critics who altered 30,000 to 65,000 words in the Scriptures.  

But ñno fundamental of the faithò is destroyed? 
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ñJohn 1:18.  Two gods?  One begotten and the other ñunbegottenò?  Why that is Arian-

ism from A.D. 325.  No one can ñbegatò God.  The Trinitarian statement for 1,800 years 

was ñOne God, manifest in three persons,ò not two Gods ï one begotten and the other 

unbegotten!  This does not concern a ñfundamentalò of the faith? 

ñColossians 1:14.  If you omit ñthrough his bloodò you teach heresy: ñredemptionò is 

not ñremissionò (see Exod. 34:7; Heb. 9:15; Rom. 3:25).ò 

In addition to these 14 examples, Dr Ruckman alludes to 10 more; Ephesians 1:6, Revela-

tion 20:12, 1 John 4:19, 2 Peter 2:17, 1 Timothy 3:3, 6:5, 19, 1 Thessalonians 1:1, Gala-

tians 4:7, 1 Corinthians 11:29.  Alteration or omission of words found in the AV1611 de-

tract from, delete or obscure major doctrine on: 

¶ The Christianôs standing in Christ 

¶ The unsaved dead standing before God 

¶ Loving God 

¶ Eternal damnation for false prophets 

¶ Eternal life 

¶ Greed and love of money 

¶ Eternal inheritance 

¶ Taking the Lordôs Supper unworthily 

Dr Ruckman cites Dr Edward F. Hills as follows
1 p 111, 113

, ññIt is NOT true that there are 

no various readings which involve cardinal Christian 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. 

ññInstead of repeating parrot-like the statement that it makes no difference for doctrine 

which of the New Testament manuscripts one chooses to follow, those who LOVE EVERY 

WORD THAT GOD HAS SPOKEN should take the very OPPOSITE COURSE.òò 

Emphases are Dr Ruckmanôs. 

White vigorously attacks
3 p 109ff

 Dr Ruckman but in doing so starkly betrays his own su-

perficiality compared with Dr Ruckmanôs command of the scriptures. 

White then focuses
3 p 43-45

 on ñText-Types and Families.ò  He states ñThe Alexandrian 

[manuscript family] is the more ñconcise,ò while the Byzantine [manuscript family] is the 

ñfullò textéMost scholars today (in opposition to the KJV Only advocates) would see the 

Alexandrian text-type as representing an earlier, and hence more accurate, form of text 

than the Byzantine text-type.  Most believe the Byzantine represents a later period in 

which readings from other text-types were put together (ñconflatedò) into the reading of 

the Byzantine text.  This is not to say that the Byzantine does not contain some distinctive 

readings that are quite ancient, but that the readings that are unique to that text-type are 

generally secondary or later readings.  Since the Byzantine comes from a later period 

(the earliest are almost all Alexandrian in nature, not Byzantine), it is ñfullerò in the 

sense that it not only contains conflations of other text-types, but it gives evidence of what 

might be called the ñexpansion of piety.ò  That is, additions have been made to the text 

that flow from a desire to protect and reverence divine truths.ò 
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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 Alexandrian text is ñmore 

accurateò and is unable to prove even that it is ñearlierò than the Byzantine.   

Even his notion of ñtext-typesò cannot be validated. 

It was the unregenerate German higher critic, J. J. Griesbach
8 p 121

, who invented the so-

called ófamilyô and ótext-typeô classifications.  These classifications never existed as such 

in history, as indicated by these extracts from this authorôs more detailed summary
8 p 120ff

. 

Dr Ruckman states ñ[The theory] propounded in 1881 by Dean Burgonématches ALL 

THE FACTS OF HISTORY, ALL THE EVIDENCE OF THE PAPYRUS, ALL THE EVI-

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 TEXT WAS FIRST, AND THE ALEXANDRIAN SCRIBES SUB-

TRACTED FROM IT (ASV, RSV) AND THE ROMAN SCRIBES ADDED TO IT (VUL-

GATE, DOUAY-RHEIMS).  This theory, supported by Scrivener, Miller, and Hills, tallies 

perfectly with EVERYTHING.ò 

Wilbur Pickering states ññHort felt that the genealogical method enabled him to reduce 

the mass of manuscript testimony to four voices - òNeutral,ò ñAlexandrian,ò ñWesternò, 

and ñSyrianò.  Though such classifications have been generally ñrecognisedò since 

Hortôs day, they have never been demonstrated to be valid.  The Papyri have obliged re-

cent scholarship to reconsider them and have increasingly vindicated Burgonôs remon-

strance.  M.M Parvis complains: 

ññWe have reconstructed text-types and families and sub-families and in doing so have 

created things that never before existed on earth or in heaven...ò 

ñAllen Wikgren shows that sweeping generalizations about text-types in general, and the 

ñByzantineò text and lectionaries in particular, should no longer be made.  Colwell af-

firms: 

ññThe major mistake is made in thinking of the ñold text-typesò as frozen blocks, even 

after admitting that no one manuscript is a perfect witness to any text-type.  IF no one ms. 

is a perfect witness to any type, then all witnesses are mixed in ancestry...òò 

John Burgon states ññThe combined testimony of the Uncials and of the whole body of 

the Cursive Copies (shows) They are (a) dotted over at least 1000 years; (b) they evident-

ly belong to so many divers countries, - Greece, Constantinople, Asia Minor, Palestine, 

Syria, Alexandria, and other parts of Africa, not to say Sicily, Southern Italy, Gaul, Eng-

land and Ireland: (c) they exhibit so many strange characteristics and peculiar sympa-

thies: (d) they so clearly represent countless families of mss., being in no single instance 

absolutely identical in their text, and certainly not being copies of any other Codex in ex-

istence...The advocates of the Traditional Text urge that the Consent without Concert of 

so many hundreds of copies, executed by different persons, at diverse times, in widely 

sundered regions of the church, is a proof presumptive of their trustworthiness, which 

nothing can invalidate...ò 

In other words, the notion of ótext-typesô and manuscript ófamiliesô as White asserts, such 

that the Byzantine manuscripts were ódescendedô from the allegedly ñearlierémore ac-

curateò Alexandrian text-type and expanded ñto protect and reverence divine truthsò is 

rightly summed up by Dean Burgon
13 p 255-6

 as ñMOONSHINE.ò 

Dr Ruckman
57 p 21

 cites Klijn as stating that ñIt is still customary to divide manuscripts 

into the four well known families [as White does]éthis classical division CAN NO 
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LONGER BE MAINTAINEDò Dr Ruckmanôs emphasis.  As Dr Ruckman summarised 

earlier, the Christians of Antioch, Syria
8 p 9ff

, ñwhere the disciples were called Christians 

first,ò Acts 11:26, preserved the words of scripture, now found in the majority of manu-

scripts, which were spread throughout the then-known world ï see Wilkinsonôs comments 

under Early Conspirators and Corrupters ï and the scribes of Alexandria and later 

Rome, no doubt by means of ña ship of Alexandriaò Acts 28:11 or several, corrupted 

them.   

Simple, really. 

Klijnôs statement was made in 1949.  Where has White been all these years? 

Whiteôs false assumption of ñconflation of other text-typesò in the Byzantine or Majority 

Text has been discussed earlier.  See comments under Modern óScholarlyô Bitterness ï 

and Untrustworthiness.  This was Hortôs theory that Burgon demonstrated was ñbase-

lessò and refutation of which has been summarised elsewhere
8 p 44, 120ff

.  Extracts are as 

follows. 

ñHills states ñWestcott and Hort found proof for their position that the Traditional Text 

was a ñwork of attempted criticism performed deliberately by editors and not merely by 

scribesò in eight passages in the Gospels in which the Western text contains one half of 

the reading found in the Traditional Text and the Alexandrian 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...òTheir theory has at last forced them to make an appeal to Scripture 

and to produce some actual specimens of their meaning.  After ransacking the Gospels 

for 30 years, they have at last fastened upon EIGHT.ò 

ñHills reinforces the point: ñIf the Traditional Text was created by 4
th
-century Antiochan 

editors...surely more examples of such conflation ought to be discoverable in the Gospels 

than just Hortôs EIGHT.ò 

ñBurgonôs analysis continues: ñDrs. Westcott and Hort require us to believe that the au-

thors of the (imaginary) Syrian Revisions of A.D. 250 and A.D. 350, interpolated the 

genuine text of the Gospels with between 2877 (B) and 3455 (Aleph) spurious words; mu-

tilated the genuine text in respect of between 536 (B) and 839 (Aleph) words, substituted 

for as many genuine words, between 935 (B) and 1114 (Aleph) uninspired words, licen-

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... ñThe illustrious professor invites us to believe that the mistaken textual judgment 

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 like B 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 Christen-

dom...We read and marvel!òò 

Whiteôs assertion that ñThis is not to say that the Byzantine does not contain some dis-

tinctive readings that are quite ancient, but that the readings that are unique to that text-

type are generally secondary or later readingsò is answered by Pickering
8 p 126

, in his as-

sessment of Kenyonôs remarks about the Received Text that are the same as Whiteôs. 

ñ[Kenyon] ñAccording to Hort, the traditional text is the result of a revision in which old 

elements were incorporated; and Mr. Miller merely points to some of those old elements, 

and argues therefrom that the whole is old.  It is clear that by such arguments Hortôs the-

ory is untouched.ò 



 78 

ñ[Pickering] ñIt is hard to believe that Kenyon was precisely honest here.  He had obvi-

ously read Millerôs work with care.  Why did he not say anything about ñunto repen-

tanceò in Matt. 9:13 and Mark 2:17, or ñvinegarò in Matt. 27:34, or ñfrom the doorò in 

Matt. 28:2, or ñthe prophetsò in Mark 1:2, or ñgood willò in Luke 2:14, or the Lordôs 

prayer for His murderers in Luke 23:34, or ñsome honeycombò in Luke 24:42, or ñtheyò 

in John 17:24...these instances are also among ñthe thirty.ò  They would appear to be 

ñstrictly Syrianò readings, if there really is such a thing.  Why did Kenyon ignore them?  

The cases Kenyon cites fell within the scope of Millerôs inquiry because they are Tradi-

tional readings, whatever other attestation they may also have, and because the English 

Revisers of 1881 rejected them.  Kenyon asserted that Millerôs figures ñcannot be ac-

cepted as representing in any way the true state of case,ò but he has not shown us why. 

ñIt is commonplace among the many who are determined to despise the ñByzantineò text 

to dodge the issue, as Kenyon did above.  The postulates of Hortôs theory are assumed to 

be true and the evidence is interpreted on the basis of these presuppositions.  Apart from 

the imaginary nature of the ñAlexandrianò and ñWesternò texts, as strictly definable en-

tities, their priority to the ñByzantineò text is the very point to be proved and may not be 

assumed.ò 

Although White does. 

See also this authorôs summary
8 p 129ff

 of the evidence of the 3
rd
 century papyri, from 

which these extracts are taken. 

ñPickering says: ñ(Colwell) had said of the ñByzantine New Testamentò, ñMost of its 

readings existed in the second century.òòò 

This summary includes Colwellôs explanation of why the Byzantine text is in the words 

of White ññfuller.òò 

ñGail Riplinger writes
14 p 468

, ñThe late E. C. Colwell, past president of the University of 

Chicago and THE premier North American New Testament Greek scholar, authored 

scores of books, such as Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New Testa-

ment.  He confesses his óchange of heartô concerning the reliability of readings in the new 

versions (circa 1950)ò.   

ññScholars now believe that most errors were made deliberately.  The majority of the 

variant readings in the New Testament were created for theological or dogmatic reasons.  

Most of the manuals and handbooks now in print (including 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 strong position as óBibleô.  The reverse is the 

case.  It was because they were the religious treasure of the church that they were 

changedéòò 

ñPickering again cites Colwell: 

ññIt may be well to repeat Colwellôs statement noted above: 

ñññThe Bodmer John (P66) is also a witness to the early existence of many of the read-

ings found in the Alpha text-type (Hortôs ñSyrianò).  Strangely enough to our previous 

ideas, the contemporary corrections in that papyrus frequently change in Alpha-type 

reading to a Beta-type reading (Hortôs ñNeutralò).  This indicates that at this early pe-

riod readings of both kinds were known, and the Beta-type were supplanting the Alpha-

type - at least as far as this witness is concernedéòò 
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ñPickering then cites H. M. Breidenthal who ñgives the following results of a complete 

collation of B, Aleph, and the Textus Receptus against P66 in the 615 verses where it is 

extant.  ñThe total number of variants from P66 for the manuscripts in increasing pro-

gression are, B with 589, Textus Receptus with 695, and Aleph with 864.ò  P66 is closer 

to the Textus Receptus than to the average of B and Aleph.  Collating P66, Aleph, A, B, D 

with the Textus Receptus against P45 (Kenyonôs edition) in the 76 verses where all are 

extant, Breidenthal found the order based on number of variants in increasing progres-

sion to be - the T.R., B, Aleph, A, P66, D.  In this small area P45 is closer to the T.R. than 

to B, Aleph, etc.  All of this places quite a strain upon the view that the ñByzantineò text 

is lateéòò 

ñRiplinger
14 p 483

, states Pickeringôs conclusion from the evidence of the papyri: ñThe TR 

has more early attestation than B and twice as much as Aleph - evidently the TR reflects 

an earlier text than either B or Aleph.òò  

All of which puts ñquite a strainò on Whiteôs view of ñthe Alexandrian text-type as rep-

resenting an earlier, and hence more accurate, form of text than the Byzantine text-type.ò 

An unbearable strain, actually.  See also Moormanôs detailed summary
9 p 16-17, 44

 showing 

that the papyri support 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 mere ñold elementsò inasmuch as the 1881 revisers would 

have rejected themï see Pickeringôs assessment of Kenyonôs opinion above.  Moormanôs 

findings for the Old Latin and Syriac versions are 2:1 and 3:1 respectively for the Re-

ceived Text against the Alexandrian, or AV1611 versus the NIV, underlining again that 

Whiteôs opinion of the Received Text versus the Alexandrian is like Hortôs, resting, as 

Burgon demonstrated
13 p 397

, ñon no foundation at all.ò 

Dr Ruckman answers
1 p 204

 Whiteôs assertions about ñexpansions of pietyò as follows. 

ñAccording to the documented evidence recorded by Miller, Sturz, Zuntz, Colwell, 

Pickering, Dean Burgon, and Scrivener, óIgnorance Aflameô [James White] lied three 

times.  The so-called ñexpansion of pietyò is a hackneyed clich® for Griesbachôs canon 

which stated that ñdoctrinal passages are suspect.ò  This simply meant that passages that 

emphasised the DEITY of Christ were probably not ñScripture.ò 

ñYou see the Byzantine text honoured Jesus Christ; the Alexandrian ñlow-ratedò Him.  

White wrote his book to prove that the Alexandrian text did NOT low rate Him.ò 

See Dr Hollandôs comments earlier. 

White
3 p 44

 attempts to dismiss the overwhelming number of Byzantine-type manuscripts 

by reference to ñLatin [superseding] Greek as the ñlanguage of the peopleò in the Westò 

so that ñthe production of manuscripts in [Greek] will be less than if everyone is still 

speaking that language.ò  He adds that ñthe Muslim invasion of Palestine, then North Af-

rica, and finally all the way into Spain and southern France [adversely affected] produc-

tion of manuscripts in those areaséGiven that these Christians [of Constantinople, also 

known as Byzantium] continued to write and use Greek éwhile Greek had passed out of 

normal use throughout the rest of Europe and North Africa, the dominance of the text-

type that is found in that area is easily understood.ò 

No it isnôt.  Whiteôs remarks refer only the production of manuscripts. 

They do not explain the overwhelming predominance of the Byzantine-type Received 

Text, which flourished both in the eastern portions of the Roman Empire and in the west-

ern, especially amongst the Waldenses of northern Italy and the Albigenses of southern 
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France, who endured centuries of persecution under ñthe iron heel of the papacy.ò  See 

Wilkinsonôs remarks under Catholic Corrupters and Centuries of Warfare.   

In addition, long before the Muslim invasion, Christians throughout the Empire suffered 

persecution by pre-papal emperors such as Diocletian, during the third and fourth centu-

ries AD, one of whom was George of Lydda
58
, Englandôs Patron Saint, martyred at Ni-

comedia, now Izmit, located about 60 miles east of Istanbul, on April 23
rd

 304 AD. 

Ward
8 p 10

 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 neverthe-

less still far outstripped that of Alexandria, Egypt.   

Dr Mrs Riplinger
14 p 534, 39 p 681

 states ñEmperor Diocletian had cleared the shelves, so to 

speak, of real bibleséFor this reason, no early copies of the true Greek New Testament 

are extant today.  Remaining only are the corrupted Egyptian papyri and their [descen-

dants] Aleph and B (protected, like the Egyptian babies, from Pharaohôs murder mandate 

against the seed of Abraham.)  God has nonetheless preserved ñthe incorruptible seed, 

the word by which the gospel is preached unto youò (1 Peter 1:23-25), just as He pro-

tected Moses from Pharaoh and Christ from Herod.ò 

White also forgets that despite the prevalence of Greek in the eastern portion of the Em-

pire, both the Old Latin and the Peshitta (Peschito) Syrian translations were produced dur-

ing the 2
nd

 Century
8 p 127-8, 9 p 28, 33, 13 p 9

, well before Aleph and B were compiled and cen-

turies before Greek ceased to be ññlanguage of the peopleòò and these versions are 

staunch witnesses to the Received Text, not the Alexandrian allegedly ñearlier, and 

hence more accurate, form of text.ò  See Moormanôs findings above. 

White
3 p 44

 then makes the bald assertion that ñKJV Only advocateséexplain the lack of 

ancient examples of the Byzantine text-type by theorizing that those manuscripts ñwore 

outò from excessive use over the years, while the ñAlexandrianò texts were quickly seen 

as corrupt and hence just buried in the sand.  Such a theory, of course, defies proof by its 

very nature.ò 

Note first that White has confused ñtext-typeò with ñmanuscripts.ò  Although extant 

Byzantine ómanuscriptsô are more recent than the Alexandrian, their ótext-typeô predates 

the Alexandrian.  See citations above.  As Wilkinson shows, ñThese manuscripts have in 

agreement with them, by far the vast majority of copies of the original text.ò  See his re-

marks under Early Conspirators and Corrupters. 

óOur criticô resorted to the same subterfuge as White did for rejecting the Received Text
8 p 

134-5
.  ñThe usual ingenious but completely unproved response is that the exemplars of the 

Byzantine text were worn out from constant use.ò 

Dr Hillsôs explanation still applies. 

ñHills gives a more detailed explanation: 

ññBurgon regarded the good state of preservation of B and Aleph in spite of their excep-

tional age as a proof not of their goodness but of their badness.  If they had been good 

manuscripts, they would have been read to pieces long ago. ñWe suspect that these two 

manuscripts are indebted for their preservation, SOLELY TO THEIR ASCERTAINED 

EVIL CHARACTER; which 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 have fallen into 

decadence and disappeared from sight.ò 

ññThus the fact that B and Aleph are so old is a point against them, not something in 

their favour.  It shows that the Church rejected them and did not read them.  Otherwise 

they would have worn out and disappeared through much reading.  Burgon has been ac-

cused of sophistry in arguing this way, but certainly his suggestion cannot be rejected by 

naturalistic critics as impossible.  For one of their ñown poetsò (Kirsopp Lake) favoured 

the idea that the scribes ñusually destroyed their exemplars when they had copied the sa-

cred books.ò 

ññIf Lake could believe this, why may not orthodox Christians believe that many ancient 

Byzantine manuscripts have been worn out with much copying and reading?  And con-

versely, why may we not believe that B, Aleph and the other ancient non-Byzantine manu-

scripts have survived unto the present day simply because they were rejected by the 

Church and not used?òò 

See Burgonôs comments earlier and note again what he also states in the context
10

. 

ñI am utterly unable to believe, in short, that Godôs promise has so entirely 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 waste-paper 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 from them.ò  This authorôs emphasis. 

White
3 p 44-5

 then tries to dispose of the corruptions in the Alexandrian text as follows. 

ñAnother common claim made by those who defend the KJV is that the Alexandrian texts 

have been corrupted by ñheretics.ò  They point to men like Origen who did things and 

believed things that most modern fundamentalists would 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 ñcorrupt.ò  The problem is that you can also find excellent 

examples of orthodox Christians in the same area just as you can find some rather hereti-

cal folks in the Byzantine area, too.ò 

White has notes
3 p 50-1

 on the above to the effect that, ñIt might be difficult for them to find 

anyone in the ancient church, even around Antioch 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 numerous rea-

sons to object to his theology, beliefs, and 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 Byzan-

tine text-type a priori?  Of course not.ò 

White gives no indication about how the Arians allegedly infesting Antioch influenced 

the Text of scripture.  His comments are therefore irrelevant.  The scriptural distinctions 

between Antioch and Alexandria have been addressed elsewhere
8 p 10-11

. 

See also remarks about Origen and the Alexandrian school under Whiteôs Introduction 

and Early Conspirators and Corrupters.  And note that both Paul and John warned and 

strove against bible-corrupting heretics. 

ñFor we are not as many, which corrupt the word of God: but as of sincerity, but as of 

God, in the sight of God speak we in Christò 2 Corinthians 2:17. 
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Note again Wilkinsonôs remarks about John, from Early Conspirators and Corrupters. 

ñWhile John lived, heresy could make no serious headway.  He had hardly passed away, 

however, before perverse teachers infested the Christian ChurchéThese years were times 

which saw the New Testament books corrupted in abundance.ò 

Dr Ruckman
1 p 206-211

 answers White as follows. 

ñ[White] lied again: the disease is incurable.  Nobody ñassertedò anything.  Aleph and B 

are corrupt and it has been proved ñbeyond the shadow of doubtò to anyone but a blind, 

prejudiced, treacherous liar.  They have been proved to be corrupt on the basis of inter-

nal evidence, apart from the location of any ñarea.ò  The man who spent five years col-

lating them (in the Gospels) said they were depraved*.  White calls five years of detailed 

examination by a ñtrue scholarò (his term for Dean Burgon**) a ñvilifying.ò  He is a 

liar.  He was born that way and he will never get over it. 

ñIt was the same area that Origen worked in, and that area was corrupt before Origen 

got there and after he left.  God said that if any Jew tried to translate an ñLXXò in Egypt 

(Jer. 44:26) HE WOULDNôT EVEN HONOUR HIS OWN NAME WHEN THE JEW RE-

CORDED ITéò 

*Dr Waite cites Burgon as follows
10

. 

**See White
3 p 91

. 

ñCodexes B/Aleph/C/D are the several depositaries of a fabricated and depraved 

text:é[and] are probably indebted for their very preservation solely to the fact that they 

were anciently recognized as untrustworthy documents.  Do men indeed find 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 elev-

enth?  And that the Codexes which we call B/Aleph/C/D may possibly, if not as I hold 

probably, have been of that class?ò 

Dr Ruckman then cites thirteen separate pieces of evidence documenting Origen as a 

heretic, e.g. 

ñEusebius, in his Ecclesiastical History, complains about corruptions (2 Cor. 2:17) be-

tween AD 175-250.  That is where Origen was working on manuscripts in Alexandria and 

Caesareaé   

ñIt is Clement of Alexandria who confirms Eusebius.  Scrivener says ñThe worst corrup-

tions to which the New Testament has ever been subjected originated within one hundred 

years after it was composed.ò  This is the time that P75 and P66 were written.ò 

See comments under Whiteôs Introduction.  Dr Ruckman continues. 

ñA source of corruption (2 Cor. 2:17) is found in Low-Latin manuscripts and especially 

in Africa.  (Alexandria is in Africa.)éIt turns out to be Origen corrupting Old Latin 

manuscripts in ALEXANDRIA and corrupting Syrian manuscripts in Caesarea.  Six pages 

of documented evidence by the Dean follow this material [The Traditional Text, p 144-5].  

White never mentioned it. 

ñ[Citing Burgon, The Traditional Text, p 22ff]ñAnother source of corruption is fixed at 

ALEXANDRIA.ò 

ññSyria and Egypt ï Egypt, Asia, and Africa seem to meet in Palestine (Caesarea) under 

ORIGEN.ò 

ññGriesbachéconceived ORIGEN to be THE standard for the ALEXANDRIAN TEXT.ò 
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ñOrigen says ñbehind meò*  should be omitted from Luke 4:8ébecause ñto be behind 

Jesus is a good thingò [Burgon, The Traditional Text, p 168-9].  Note!  The omissions in 

Aleph and B are connected with an Alexandrian who believed in making omissions in the 

earliest texts on the basis of his own theological idiosyncrasies, instead of manuscript 

evidence. 

ññThe sceptical character of the Vatican and Sinaitic manuscripts affords a strong proof 

of the alliance between them and the Origenistic school.  Origenistic doctrines came from 

the blending of philosophy (Col. 2:8) with Christianity in the schools of Alexandriaò 

[Burgon, The Traditional Text, p 171]. 

ñAnd Bible believers ñleap to the assertion,ò do they Jimmy?  We have trouble with the 

ñFACTS,ò do we Jimmy, when dealing with Alexandria, Origen, Vaticanus, NIV, Sinaiti-

cus, and the NASV?  Hey stupid!  Donôt sleep on your side at night: what little you have 

left in your skull is liable to run out your ears.ò 

*The statement ñand said unto him, Get thee behind me, Satanò is omitted by the 1582 

JR, DR, RV, NIV, NRSV, NWT, JB
8 p 69

, even though it has overwhelming manuscript 

support
9 p 87-8

, which in this instance cannot be dismissed by White as ñharmonizationò 

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 Riplinger
14 p 525ff

 states. 

ñScholars identify Clement and Origen of Alexandria, Egypt as two of the ñgrievous 

wolvesò of Paulôs warning (Acts 20:29, 30).  The Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics 

follows the tracks of the wolf pack down to the twentieth century: ñClement and Origen, 

by whichéPlatonisméwas incorporated into ChristianityéModern thinkers, for example 

Westcott, are in sympathy with Clement and Origen.ò 

ñThe chart at the end of this chapter* reveals Clement and Origen, not as high points, but 

as low points reaching down into the New Age pit for their doctrine.  The History of Her-

esy calls Origen a óChristian Gnosticô who was pronounced a óhereticô by a series [of] 

general synods.ò 

*Dr Mrs Riplinger concludes this chapter of New Age Versions with 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 Monism (Uni-

tarianism), the Lord Jesus Christ as a created being, New Age spiritual hierarchy ï declar-

ing the Lord Jesus Christ to be ña son of the godsò or ña god,ò NIV, NRSV, JB, NWT ï 

and the progressive elevation of fallen man to God by means of an inner ñdivine princi-

ple,ò contrary to scripture, because Paul said ñin my flesh, dwelleth no good thingò Ro-

mans 7:18.  Dr Mrs Riplinger continues.  

ñThe philosophical school, based in Alexandria, had seen as its head Pantaenus, a pagan 

Gnostic, followed by Clement, who was succeeded by Origen.  Like Philo, these scholars 

attempted to cross the young Christian cub with the wailing wolf of the óhidden wisdomô 

of paganism.  Philip Lee, author of Against the Protestant Gnostics and graduate of 

Princeton and Harvard Divinity Schools observes: ñThe Alexandrian school was indeed 

one of the historical moments in the churchôs closest proximity to Gnostic heresyé[For] 

Clement and Origenégnosis [hidden wisdom], far from being a forbidden word, was a 

basic tent of their systeméò 
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ñThe encyclopaedia Man, Myth and Magic lists Ammonius Saccas of Alexandria as the 

founder of Madame Blavatskyôs Luciferian Theosophy and the foundation of the New Age 

philosophy.  Westcott seems to share Blavatskyôs ardour for Saccas when writing: ñHis 

success shewed that he had some neglected forms of truth [sourceôs emphasis] to make 

known; and Origen became one of his hearerséThere can be no doubt that Origen was 

deeply influenced by the new philosophy.ò 

ñBlavatsky summonses Origen dozens of times in her Isis Unveiled to pander [to] her oc-

cult doctrines.  Her Theosophical Glossary places him where he belongs, as a ñdiscipleò 

of neo-Platonism at the Alexandria School of Ammonius Saccas.  She sees Clement and 

Origen as apologists for her occult world view: ñIt is maintained on purely historical 

grounds that Origenéand even Clement had themselves been initiated into the Mysteries, 

before adding to the Neo-Platonism of the Alexandrian school that of the Gnostics, under 

a Christian veil.ò 

ñShe calls it óa Christian veilô; Jesus called it ówolvesô clothingô.  Blavatsky is not alone 

among New Agers in seeing Clement and Origen as ófellow-travellersôéNew Age books, 

like The Hidden Wisdom in the Holy Bible, quote Origen at length with such blasphemies 

as, ñThe Laws of men appear more excellent and reasonable than the laws of God.ò  Ru-

dolf Steinerôs The Esoteric basis of Christianity, a book teeming with positive references 

to Lucifer, says: ñThe divinity of man, of all men, was taughtéfrom the writings of Ori-

gen and Clement.  Plato is saturated with it.ò 

ñThe McClintock and Strong Encyclopaedia records Origen as saying, ñThe scriptures 

are of little use to those who understand them as they are written.ò  Hidden Wisdom 

vaults Origenôs allegorical method of bible interpretation saying: ñDisciples of Saccas 

and the neo-Platonists of Alexandria and their successors [Clement and Origen] down to 

this present day have all regarded world scripture as being largely, but not entirely alle-

gorical.òò 

Dr Mrs Riplinger then lists Origenôs heretical beliefs and summarises scholarsô findings 

on how Origenôs beliefs influenced the corruption of the Alexandrian manuscripts Aleph 

and B.   

ñThe church declared Origen a heretic because he held the following beliefs: 

1. The Logos [the Lord Jesus Christ] is subordinate to the Father and has some 

characteristics similar to the Logos of the Gnostics. 

2. The soul is pre-existent: Jesus took on some pre-existent human soul. 

3. There was no physical resurrection of Christ nor will there be a second coming.  

Man will not have 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, is called for males. 

ñThe beliefs of the Alexandrian school, particularly those of Origen, are of critical inter-

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 scribes in the corruption of certain ancient cop-

ies of the texté 
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ñDr Phillip Comfort, author of Early Manuscripts and Modern Translations of the New 

Testament states: ñThe early manuscripts exhibit some very significant differences in the 

wording of the New Testament, text differences pertaining to the titles of the Lord Jesus 

Christ, Christian doctrine and church practice as well as significant word varia-

tionséTextual corruption happened at such an early dateéOrigen was the first New Tes-

tament critic.ò 

ñDr David Fuller, Princeton scholar finds: ñMany of the important variations in the 

modern versions may be traced to the influence of Eusebius and Origen.ò 

ñDr Edward F. Hills, Harvard and Yale scholar, relays: ñOrigenéwas not content to 

abide by the text which he received but freely engaged in the boldest sort of conjectural 

emendations.  And there were other critics at Alexandriaéwho deleted many readings in 

the original New Testament and thus produced the abbreviated text found in the papyri 

and in the manuscripts Aleph and Béò 

ñWorld [renowned] scholar Herman Hoskier feels: ñWe do not necessarily recover Ori-

genôs manuscripts when we are inclined to follow Aleph and B, but very likely only Ori-

gen himself.ò 

ñJohn Burgon, author of scores of scholarly books on the transmission and corruption of 

the original Greek manuscriptsésaid [Causes of Textual Corruption, p 95, The Revision 

Revised, p 336]: ñI am of the opinion that such depravations of the text [as found in 

Aleph and B] were in the first instance intentional.  Origen may be regarded as the prime 

offender...the author of all the mischieféThe archetype of Codices B and Alephéis dis-

covered to have experienced adulteration largely from the same pestilential source which 

must have corrupted the copies with which clement (and his pupil Origen after him) were 

most familiar. ï AndéI behold in these last days a resolute attempt made to revive and to 

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, - rescued from destruction by a chance visitor to Mount Sinai.òò 

Burgonôs comments were aimed at Westcott and Hortôs RV but they constitute an accu-

rate assessment of James Whiteôs entire thesis.  As Burgon
13 p xxvi

 states succinctly of the 

Westcott-Hort approach in the Preface to The Revision Revised, ñIt dispenses with proof.  

It furnishes no evidence.  It asserts when it ought to argue.  It reiterates when it is called 

on to explain...ñI am sir Oracle.òò 

Again, a wholly accurate summing up of Whiteôs whole book. 

Cloud
6 Part 3

 states. 

ñWHITE DOWNPLAYS THE THEOLOGICAL APOSTASY OF ORIGEN.  

ñWhite says, ñAnother common claim made by those who defend the KJV is that the Al-

exandrian texts have been corrupted by óheretics.ô  They point to men like Origen (A.D. 

185-254) who did things and believed things that most modern fundamentalists would 

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 ócorruptôò (White, p. 44).  

ñNote that the word ñhereticsò is in quotation marks.  In other words, White would have 

his readers believe that it is only the ñKing James Onlyò crowd that identifies Origen and 

his followers as heretics, that this is another example of the alleged ignorance of the fun-

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 to cast as-

persion upon those who would identify Origen as a heretic:  
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ññIndeed, it might be difficult for them to find anyone in the ancient church, even around 

Antioch and Byzantium, who would look a whole lot like a modern fundamentalist Bap-

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 

practicesò (White, pp. 50,51, footnote 24).  

ñFundamental Baptists do not look to men such as Chrysostom as ñfathers.ò  We donôt 

have ñfathers,ò for the Lord Jesus Christ forbade us to call men fathers (Matt. 23:9).  We 

donôt need some second century ñchurch fatherò who was himself influenced by the apos-

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 delivered to the 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 heresy was per-

meating through many of the churches, and many of those who are called ñfathersò by 

Protestants and Catholics were heretics.  Further, we donôt use a meaningless term like 

ñthe ancient church.ò  What church does White mean by that term?  In the early centu-

ries there were churches which were apostate and which were rejecting the apostolic 

faith, and there were churches which were not and which were standing fast in the apos-

tolic faith.  What church does he mean?  The man needs to read some good Baptist histo-

ries like that of John Christian and Thomas Armitage to get his ecclesiology and church 

history straightened out.  The fact is that many of the ñfathersò of the church, so called, 

were persecuting the Bible-believing churches of that day. Augustine is an example of 

this.  

ñFurther, the evidence that Origen himself was a heretic of the highest order is over-

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 difference of essence between the Father and the Son.  He believed in the 

ñdeityò of Christ, but not as it is defined biblically.  This is precisely the heresy which 

was raising its ugly Unitarian head and influencing Biblical scholarship and textual re-

search in the last half of the 19
th
 century. What a coincidence! 

ññOrigen is described by Mosheim (in his Com. de Rebus Christ, Vol. II, p. 144) as óa 

compound of contraries, wise and unwise, acute and stupid, judicious and injudicious; 

the enemy of superstition, and 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.ô  While he gained, amidst the superstitious contemporaries who then 

gave character to Eastern Christianity, a splendid reputation for sanctity, as well as 

learning, his character was evidently dishonest and tricky, and his judgment most erratic. 

é  As a controversialist, he was wholly unscrupulousò (Discussions of Robert Lewis 

Dabney, I, p. 383). 

ñOrigen taught baptismal regeneration and ñevidently had no clear conception of the 

Pauline doctrine of justification by faithò (Berkhof, The History of Christian Doctrines, p. 

65).  This is an important fact, because it means that the gospel Origen taught was a false 

gospel, and he therefore was under Godôs curse (Galatians 1).  Origen believed in purga-

tory and claimed that all men would eventually be reclaimed through the purgation of sin 

after death.  This is a denial of the sufficiency of Christôs atonement to wash away all sin 

of the believer.  He taught that even the demons and Satan would eventually be restored 

(Berkhof, p. 75).  Origen taught the pre-existence of man.  He believed the Holy Spirit 

was the first creature made by the Father through the Son.  Origen ñdisbelieved the full 
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inspiration and infallibility of the Scriptures, holding that the inspired men apprehended 

and stated many things obscurelyò (Discussions of Robert Lewis Dabney, I, p. 383).  Ori-

genôs ñopinions on the Trinity veered between Sabellianism and Arianism. He expressly 

denied the consubstantial unity of the Persons and the proper incarnation of the God-

headò (Dabney, I, p. 384). 

ñOrigen championed the method of Bible interpretation known as allegorizing, by which 

the literal meaning of Scripture is rejected for a ñdeeper meaningò discovered by the in-

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.  Origenôs voluminous commentaries contain a wealth of fanciful interpreta-

tions, abounding ñin references to apocryphal works and heretical revisals of Scriptureò 

(Frederick Nolan, Inquiry into the Integrity of the Greek Vulgate, 1815, p. 367).  ñHis 

reputation as the great introducer of mysticism, allegory, and Neo-Platonism into the 

Christian church, is too well known to need recital.  THOSE WHO ARE BEST AC-

QUAINTED WITH THE HISTORY OF CHRISTIAN OPINION KNOW BEST, THAT 

ORIGEN WAS THE GREAT CORRUPTER, AND THE SOURCE, OR AT LEAST EARLI-

EST CHANNEL, OF NEARLY ALL THE SPECULATIVE ERRORS WHICH PLAGUED 

THE CHURCH IN AFTER AGESò (Dabney, I, p. 383). 

ñI donôt believe James White should have put the word ñhereticò in quotation marks 

when referring to Origen!  Earlier we noted Origenôs destructive influence upon many 

Bible editors and translators who came after him* .  For White to imply that Origen was 

not an apostate and that his influence was not as harmful as King James Bible defenders 

argue, is indefensible.ò  

*See Cloudôs remarks earlier under Early Conspirators and Corrupters and the extensive 

discussion of ñthe textual corruptions introduced by Origen and Eusebius of Caesarea 

and other heretical editors during the 2
nd

, 3
rd

 and 4
th
 centuriesò in Part 1 of his review. 

Yet, White has this further intended endorsement
3 p 45

 of Codex Aleph ï where he effec-

tively shoots himself in the foot, as the saying goes. 

ñIt is important to emphasise that the differences between the Alexandrian and Byzantine 

text-types do not result in two different New Testaments.  A person who would read Codex 

Sinaiticus and who would apply sound exegetical methods to its text would come to the 

very same conclusions as anyone reading a Byzantine manuscript a thousand years 

later.ò 

As Dean Burgon did
13 p 16

.  See his conclusions earlier about the old codices, summarised 

as follows. 

ñWe venture to assure [the reader], without a particle of hesitation, that Aleph B D are 

three of the most scandalously corrupt copies extant: - exhibit the most shamefully mu-

tilated texts which are anywhere to be met withéthe depositories of the largest amount 

of fabricated readings, ancient blunders, and intentional perversions of the Truth, - 

which are discoverable in any known copies of the Word of God.ò  This authorôs empha-

sis. 

And as Dr Mrs Riplinger did, about The Shepherd of Hermas and The Epistle of 

Barnabas.  See comments earlier and note that Dr Hills
8 p 109-110

 listed 10 heretical read-

ings in Codex Aleph, where he concluded as follows. 
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ñHere we have (ten) readings which either deny the deity of Christ or in some way de-

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 important passages, the more obvious it becomes that the 

texts of Papyrus 75 and of Aleph were the work of heretics who for some reason were re-

luctant to acknowledge Jesus to be the Son of God.  And the same seems to be true of B 

and the other manuscripts of the Alexandrian type.  Long ago Burgon and Miller pointed 

out this heretical trait in Aleph and B, and their observations have never been refuted.ò 

Certainly not by James White. 

It is a pity that he did not apply ñexegetical methodsò as sound as those of Burgon, Dr 

Hills and Dr Mrs Riplinger.  But does White now put forward ñsound exegetical meth-

odsò as ñthe highest standard of truthò instead of, or in addition to, ñthe message of the 

Scripturesò and ñthe whole tenor of Scripture teachingò etc.?  See Introd uction and the 

set of 10 questions posed earlier.  If so, he does not say. 

White
3 p 45-6

 then lists 23 passages of scripture where the modern Greek texts such as Nes-

tleôs and the modern versions translated from them remove or shorten names and titles 

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, 5:18, 11:31, 1 Thessalonians 3:11, 2 Thessalonians 

1:8, 12, Hebrews 3:1, 1 John 1:7, 2 John 3, Revelation 1:9, 12:17. 

He insists that, ñKJV Only advocates take [this list] as evidence of an effort on the part of 

the Alexandrian text to denigrate the person of Christ.  Yet, this is logically untenable.  

The full title of the ñLord Jesus Christò occurs 86 times in the KJV; it is found 64 times in 

the New Testament of the NASB, and 61 times in the NIV.  If the modern translations were 

trying to ñhideò anything, why not exclude these other readings?ò 

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 unfa-

vourably with modern versions, the DR, JR agree with the AV1611 in 54% of the pas-

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 readings is by no means abrupt but 

gradual, though nevertheless steady, according to the motto of Bishop Autun SJ, 

ñSurtout, pas trop de zele,ò (above all, not too much zeal)
59 p 231

. 

How many references to the Lord Jesus Christ will óThe Final Bible
14 p 555ff

ô contain and 

will any of them refer to Him as the Second Person of the Godhead?  See Dr Mrs Riplin-

gerôs remarks earlier about The Shepherd of Hermas and The Epistle of Barnabas. 

Then, compare Psalm 91:10-12 with Luke 4:10a-11. 

ñFor he shall give his angels charge over thee, to keep thee in all thy ways.  They shall 

bear thee up in their hands, lest thou dash thy foot against a stone.ò 

ñHe shall give his angels charge over thee, to keep thee: And in their hands they shall 

bear thee up, lest at any time thou dash thy foot against a stone.ò 

Allowing for the omission of ñForò in Luke 4:10, the extra ñAndò and the addition of ñat 

any timeò in Luke 4:11, the Devil cites no fewer than 27 of the 32 words in the óoriginal,ô 

or 84%, well in excess of the apparent 71-74% retention of the title ñThe Lord Jesus 

Christò to which 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 the Lord Je-

sus Christ, it is realistic to conclude that a 70+% citation, such as found in the NASV, 

NIV, is a Devilôs óbible.ô 

But of the passages that White lists, agreement with or departure from the AV1611 is as 

follows.  See Appendix, Table A1. 

Agreement: 

Matthew 4:18, 12:25, Mark 10:52, Luke 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, 12, Hebrews 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 again, in the guise of ñsir oracle,ò White
3 p 46

 resorts to the farcical explanation 

ñexpansion of pietyò to resolve the discrepancies and in so doing infers that God gave His 

words to Rome and Watchtower but not to faithful bible believers such as the Waldenses
8 

p 17
, ñwho kept Thy truth so pure of oldò until that Truth found its ultimate expression, as 

the words of the 1611 Authorised Holy Bible.  Some of the verses that White lists will be 

addressed when they are encountered later in his book
3 p 195

. 

See also the comments above with respect to Whiteôs ñharmonisationò theory of the 

AV1611 readings for Ephesians 1:2 and Colossians 1:2, by Dr Ruckman, Dr Mrs Riplin-

ger, Charles Hadden Spurgeon, Dr Holland and David Daniels, where Daniels concludes, 

appropriately for all these writers, ñModern Bibles take away many places where God 

says the same thing again.  Thus modern Bibles make it look like those doctrines werenôt 

so important to God.ò 

Cloud states
6 Part 3

 further. 

ñWHITE MAKES AN ISSUE THAT DOCTRINES ARE NOT ENTIRELY REMOVED 

FROM THE MODERN VERSIONS.  

ñTo my knowledge, no one is saying that doctrines are entirely removed from the modern 

versions.  The typical argument is that key doctrines are weakened and diluted, not en-

tirely removed, yet James White repeatedly makes an issue of the fact that the various 

doctrines are not removed.  For example, of the doctrine of the virgin birth he says:  

ññMatthew 1:25 is often cited by critics of modern translations as an attempt to deny the 

virgin birth of Christ.  Yet if a modern translation wished to do this, why not remove the 

parallel occurrence of the term at Luke 2:7 where all the modern translations contain the 

disputed term?ò (White, p.  159).   

ñModern version defenders like James White appear not to understand the importance 

and power of repetition and of details, yet this is obviously the reason 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 the Jews, he repeated the vision three times 

(Acts 10:16).  The Lord Jesus Christ often emphasized His statements with the double 
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phrase, ñVerily, verily.ò  In the book of Ezekiel the phrase ñthey shall know that I am the 

Lordò is repeated 106 times.  The Bible is literally filled with this type of repetition.  Does 

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 Bible repeat ñwhere their worm dieth not, and the fire is not quenchedò three 

times (verses 44, 46, 48).  In the United Bible Societies Greek text and in the modern Eng-

lish versions, this statement is omitted from two of those places.  It is in verse 48 but 

verses 44 and 46 are removed.  Is this of no consequence?  I 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.  In the KJV both verses contain the crucial statement that man lives ñby every 

word that proceedeth out of the mouth of God.ò  The Greek Received Text has both 

statements.  The critical Greek text, though, and the modern versions which follow that 

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 

places because repetition and detail in Godôs Word are crucial!  That is one of the most 

important statements in the entire Bible, and it makes sense that the Holy Spirit would 

repeat it.  

ñKing James Bible defenders have made this point many times, but James White has ig-

nored it.  Why would the devil (assuming the textual differences were demonic corrup-

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 unanswerable, but I 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 introduced by demonically-controlled 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 take the thou-

sands of omissions in the modern texts and translations as lightly as James White does is 

strange in light of the biblical warnings such as: ñYe shall not add unto the word which I 

command you, neither shall ye diminish ought from it, that ye may keep the command-

ments of the LORD your God which I command youò (Deut. 4:2).   

ñWe conclude this section with an excellent statement on the importance of omissions in 

the Bible: 

ññGetting back to the omissions again, some defend them by pointing out that while a 

text might be missing from one place in Scripture, it is sometimes found somewhere else 

in Scripture.  In other words, in some cases, essential writings were not removed from all 

passages.  óSo,ô they exclaim, ówhat is all of this fuss about?ô  Beyond question, this has 

to be one of the most reckless attitudes toward Scripture in the Church, and can only be-

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? 

ññTo justify an omission because it can be found somewhere else does not answer the 

question of why it was removed in the first place.  Instead, such a slight of hand explana-
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tion openly insults the declared infallibility of Godôs Holy Word, creates alibis for its 

corrupters, and instructs the saints that they can live without all of Godôs counsel.   It 

plainly lowers the Bible in status to just óanother bookô that we can do with as we please. 

ññHowever, while the Churchôs tolerance for blemished Scripture is high - Godôs is not.  

If He forbids, under the severest penalty, the adding or taking away of a single word of 

Scripture in Rev. 22:18,19, will 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?   

ññSatan does not have to do much from without when such indifference lies within.  It is 

this very spirit of non-resistance that the spoilers of Godôs Word had hoped for and that 

will encourage them to do even further damage to Scripture.  With the unchangeable 

Word of God 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 to-

morrow be willing to give up this less for nothing?  Surely, paganism lies at the door.ò 

(Chick Salliby, If the Foundations Be Destroyed, Fiskdale, MA: Word and Prayer Minis-

tries, 1994, pp. 88, 89).ò   

Concerning the omissions of the Lordôs names and titles that White attempts to justify, 

Fowler
60 p 42ff

 notes 173 references where the NIV omits names of our Lord God.  Chick 

Salliby notes many of these omissions and writes
61

 
p 66-7

 with respect to these alterations 

(authorôs emphasis). 

ñThere are at least 378 additional references to Jesus (by title) in the NIV that cannot be 

found in the KJVéhowever, the following should also be mentioned: 

1. Of these 378 additional titles, NOT ONE OF THEM can be found in the Tradi-

tional Text from which the KJV was translated.  A text, incidentally, that agrees 

with about ninety percent of the ancient manuscripts that have 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 Revised Version of 1881, that can generally 

be found in agreement with the NIV, only recorded 19 of these 378 additional ti-

tles.  So, we can see that the vast majority of them were plainly invented by the 

NIVôs translating committee. 

3. Although it is proper to italicise 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 purpose.  For 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. 

ñAll of the above should cause one to question why, in view of this overrun of nonessen-

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, as He 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, it is the duty of all translators of GODôS WORD to 
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provide for the reader GODôs WORD.  Or else they should entitle their book by some 

other name.ò 

White
3 p 47-8

 concludes this chapter with some speculative comments on the preservation 

of the scriptures. 

ñKJV Only advocates are quick to assert that those who do not join them in making the 

KJV the final authority in all things do not believe in the ñpreservation of the Scriptures.ò  

Almost all KJV Only books will contain a section on how God has promised to preserve 

His words, and they will, of course, assume that these ñwordsò are found in the 

KJVéfighting for a 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 continue to know that 

revelation perfectly today. 

ñThe problem with the position taken by the defender of the AV is that he has not demon-

strated that his way is the only way to understand the idea of ñpreservation.ò  Does God 

have to preserve His Word in the way KJV Only advocates believe?  Or might God have 

done this in another wayéa much less flashy way?é 

ñBy having the text of the New Testament ñexplodeò across the known world* , ending up 

in the far-flung corners of the Roman Empire in a relatively short period of time, God 

protected that text 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 never a time when any one man, or any group of 

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 and try to make them all say the same thing by ñharmoniz-

ingò them, eitheréIndeed, by the time anyone did obtain great ecclesiastical power in the 

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 fact that their text is 

nearly identical to even the most ñByzantineò manuscript of 1,000 years later is testi-

mony to the overall purity of the New Testament text.ò 

*An explosion of the New Testament text seems distinctly ñflashyò to this author but 

James White is a master of obfuscation. 

White has again confused ñtextsò with ñmanuscripts.ò  The papyri are in fact manu-

scripts that are notoriously corrupt and are not identical to ñByzantineò manuscripts.  If 

they were identical to ñByzantineò manuscripts, God would have had no reason to bury 

them in the sands of Egypt because the ñByzantineò or Received Text was quite obvi-

ously well preserved without them.  The papyri are useful insofar as they do constitute an 

early witness to the Received Text
8 p 129ff

, as much as 40-50% and overall a stronger wit-

ness to it than to the Alexandrian text but 40-50% agreement with the Received Text is 

far from ñnearly identicalò to the vast majority of ñByzantineò manuscripts and these 

fragments were discarded precisely because they were poor manuscripts
14 p 581-2

. 

Remember too that Moorman
9 p 16-17

 has found that the papyri as a whole support the Re-

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 is hardly ñnearly identi-

cal.ò  See remarks under Godôs Book ï the 1611 Authorised Holy Bible. 

However, White insists, without evidence, that ñThe side effect of this method of preserv-

ing the New Testament is the relatively small amount of textual variationéDr Kurt Aland 

has pointed out what he calls the tenacity of the New Testament text.  This refers to the 

fact that once a variant reading appears in a manuscript, it simply doesnôt go away.  It 
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gets copied and ends up in other manuscriptséAnd that means that we still have the 

original readings of the New Testament works.  You see, if readings could just ñdisap-

pearò without a trace, we would have to face the fact that the original reading may have 

ñfallen through the cracksò as well.  But the tenacity of the New Testament text, while 

forcing us to deal with textual variants, also provides us with the assurance that our 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.ò 

Called by whom, and according to which commands in scripture?  White, as usual, leaves 

the reader guessing. 

Wilkinsonôs overview of church and textual history utterly refutes Whiteôs idle specula-

tions, together with Alandôs.  See Whiteôs Introduction and note this comment from Wil-

kinson. 

[Citing historian Stanley] ñAnd so well did Godôs true people through the ages agree on 

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 were or were not spurious.ò 

In the light of Wilkinsonôs thoroughgoing research, Whiteôs remarks above about ñtextual 

variantsò are absurd.  He is also wrong in asserting that no changes were made to the 

Traditional, or Received Text ñsuch as cutting out the deity of Christ, or inserting some 

foreign doctrine or concept.ò 

The reader should recall Dr Ruckmanôs remarks on Matthew 19:16, 17, Mark 1:2, Luke 

2:33, John 1:18, 3:13 ï the only New Testament reference on Christôs omnipresence ï 

above, with respect to weakening, i.e. gradually cutting out the Deity of Christ and Dr 

Ruckmanôs citation of Dr Hills
1 p 111, 113

.   

ññIt is NOT true that there are no various readings which involve cardinal Christian doc-

trines.  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 GOD-

HEAD of CHRIST.òò 

As for ñforeign concepts,ò note from Dr Ruckmanôs analysis how the Lord Jesus Christ 

is made into a sinner by omission of ñwithout a causeò from Matthew 5:22, how the 

bringing in of Godôs literal, physical kingdom on earth is obscured by omission of the 

ending from Matthew 6:13, how the false notion that all angels are Godôs, when some are 

ñevilò Psalm 78:49, is conveyed by omission of ñof Godò from Matthew 22:30, how the 

omission of ñfor them that trust in richesò from Mark 10:24 allows the sinner to still 

trust in riches and enter the kingdom of God and how redemption is equated to remission 

by omission of ñthrough his bloodò from Colossians 1:14. 

Moorman
9
 shows that Codices B and the other old codices are the sources for these al-

terations, especially Aleph (except for that of Matthew 22:30).  Contrary to Whiteôs asser-

tion above, these important readings did ññdisappearò without a traceò from manuscripts 

such a B and Aleph that White
3 p 33

 regards as ñgreat.ò 

Moreover, what about the ñforeign conceptsò introduced by the apocryphal New Testa-

ment books such as The Shepherd of Hermas and The Epistle of Barnabas, found in Co-

dex Aleph?  See Dr Mrs Riplingerôs findings above. 

See also Early Conspirators and Corrupters for the heretical beliefs of the Romanizing 

portion of the Church of England that Wilkinson described with respect to ñphilosophy 

and vain deceit,ò Colossians 2:8, ñscience falsely so called,ò 1 Timothy 6:20, ñprofane 
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and vain babblingsò 2 Timothy 2:16-18 and, as Dr Mrs Riplinger warns, the notion es-

poused by J. H. Newman, that ñthe unseen universe was inhabited by hosts of intermedi-

ate beings who were spiritual agents between God and creation,ò derived from deletion 

of ñonly begottenò from John 1:14, 18, 3:16, 18, 1 John 4:9.  

As Wilkinson warned, citing Harnack.  

ñThe greatest enemies of the infant Christian church, therefore, were [found]éin the ris-

ing flood of heresy which, under the name of Christianity, engulfed the truth for many 

years.  This is what brought on the Dark Ages.  This rising floodéhad 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.).ò 

Salliby
61 p 11ff

 also notes how the NIV alters or omits portions of 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, 7:37, 15:18, 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
62

 shows that for most of the 41 verses that Salliby cites, the textual changes* 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, who es-

sentially followed the Alexandrian text
8 p 149-152

.  (The NIV omission of ñwhich had spent 

all her money on physiciansò in Luke 8:43 is from Nestleôs 21
st
 Edition.) 

*Matthew 8:2, 9:18, Luke 2:49, Acts 3:13, 26, Philippians 2:6 involve changes of transla-

tion that weaken the testimony to the Lordôs Deity, i.e. alteration of ñworshippedò to 

ñknelt,ò Matthew 8:2, 9:18, ñmy Fatherôs businessò to ñmy Fatherôs house,ò Luke 2:49, 

ñSonò to ñservant,ò Acts 3:13, 26, ñthought it not robbery to be equal with Godò to 

ñdid not consider equality with God something to be grasped,ò Philippians 2:6. 

The above comparisons show that White is lying again.  Moreover, Grady, citing 

Pickering
8 p 116

 has disproved Whiteôs notion that ñonce a variant reading appears in a 

manuscript, it simply doesnôt go away.ò 

ññThe ñoldest is bestò advocate will often resort to the analogy of a flowing stream.  This 

line of reasoning assumes...that the closer one gets to the streamôs source, the purer the 

water MUST be...Pickering throws in the proverbial monkey wrench: 

ññThis is normally true, no doubt, but what if a sewer pipe empties into the stream a few 

yards below the spring?  Then the process is reversed - as the polluted water is exposed 

to the purifying action of the sun and 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 POL-

LUTION STARTED GUSHING INTO THE PURE STREAMò.ò 

The ñtextual variantsò ï and deletions ï that White eulogises did not 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, i.e. Rome, Alexan-

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. 

Dr Ruckman
1 p 16, 215-217

 answers White as follows. 
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ñ[White] is about to stateéthat maybe God chose a ñless spectacularò way to preserve 

the ñoriginals.ò  The less spectacular wayéwas to preserve His words in a corrupt 

Greek manuscript secreted in 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 

ñHere is the Scholarship only advocate ñdouble-speakò in full bloom.  ñFighting for a 

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 continue to know that revelation perfectly.ò  

There is the Alexandrian in the raw, again.  How did God reveal Himself?  He didnôt say.  

What did he mean when he said ñin such a way?ò  Well, what was it?  And the capstone: 

ñcontinue to know that revelation.ò  What revelation?  No answer.  Absolute silenceé 

ñThere is no reference in Whiteôs statement to Godôs Book, Godôs word, Godôs words, 

the word of God, or Godôs revelation of himself in a BOOK.  The word ñBIBLEò means 

ñBOOK.ò  It does not mean ñoriginal autographs,ò it does NOT mean ñword variants,ò 

it does not mean ñoriginal manuscripts,ò and it does not mean ñtext types.ò  No ñBibleò 

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 ñreadingsò in his hands.  He did this while telling you the King James ñread-

ings,ò quoted before A.D. 330 were not valid.  What he is telling you now is that he and 

his book-selling buddies have a perfect revelation of God (see above) and you donôté 

ñThe ñperfect revelationò (see above) is two corrupt Greek texts which the Body of 

Christ (not an elite group of Nicolaitans) dumped 1,650 years ago.ò 

Dr Ruckman then points out that to fulfil Whiteôs self-appointed task of devoting ñour 

energies in discovering which [variant reading] is [the original],ò a Christian would 

have ñto spend a minimum of four years in post-graduate work.ò 

Whiteôs assertion here is like our criticôs, who insisted
8 p 104

, without evidence, that 

ñ[Every] version must be subject to the original languages,ò meaning in effect that the 

AV1611 can be altered at will, according to the demands of linguistic óscholarship,ô or in 

Whiteôs case
3 p 95

, ñindividual responsibility.ò 

White and our critic appear to have been led by the same unholy spirit. 

Dr Ruckman adds in a note to his above comments
1 p 442-3

, ñThis is the ACME of hypoc-

risy.  White is implying that if you have the education HE has you can determine which 

words are in the original and which ones arenôt.  Hence he brags about his ñwell trained 

mindò (p. 248)* .  He attributes sloppy preaching and shallow interpretation of the Bible 

to ignorance of Greek and Hebrew.  The sloppiest, craziest, most ineffectual, muddle-

minded, fouled-up interpretation and boring preaching in this century is from the charac-

ters who correct the AV with Hebrew and Greek (A. T. Robertson, Kenneth Wuest, Robert 

Dick Wilson, Philip Schaff, Rosenthal, Ryrie, Pickering, Zane Hodges, Farstad, Kutilek, 

etc.)   

ñPeter, James, John, Paul, Matthew, Mark, Luke, and JESUS CHRIST never gave 

Whiteôs advice to any Christian on the face of this earth, living or dead.ò 

*White states
3 p 247-8

 that ñEnglish-speaking people today have access to the best [un-

specified] translations that have ever existed, and by diligent comparison of these [un-

specified] translations any English-speaking person can study and know Godôs Word 

[unspecified between two covers ï White still has no ñbibleò]éThere is no inconsistency 

between Christian piety and a well-trained mind.  There should be a desire on the part of 
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many believers to be as prepared as they can be to be students of Godôs [unspecified] 

Word.  Our local Bible colleges should have many applicants seeking a place in a begin-

ning Greek or Hebrew classéGod is not honoured by sloppy preaching and shallow in-

terpretation of the [unspecified] Bible.ò 

Dr Ruckman
1 p 218

 continues. 

ñIn reference to that ñperfect revelation,ò [White] is telling you that you can find it if you 

have the EDUCATION he haséThe surest proof that he is lying like a dog is the fact that 

neither he, nor anyone he knows, nor anyone he ever heard of (including any group or 

individual), in 100 years of revising the King James Bible, has ever produced a ñPER-

FECT REVELATIONò of God which we can ñcontinue to know.ò  Two hundred at-

tempts*  have been made in one hundred years; one attempt every six monthsé 

ññAnd WE can continue to know that revelation perfectly todayò?  Who is ñWE,ò you 

Fakir?  The reference is not to any man, woman or child reading this sheet of paper.  

Whiteôs ñWEò is a reference to less than 0.0009 percent of the Body of Christ, and that 

0.0009 percent has NEVER YET PRODUCED A ñPERFECT REVELATIONò OF ANY-

THING.  They ñcontinuedò in nothing but speculation.   

ñ[White] lied ñslap throughò from start to finish.ò 

*See work by Vance
63 p 106ff

. 

The words of the NIV Preface, ñthe work of translation is never wholly finishedò entirely 

vindicate Dr Ruckmanôs conclusions. 

In answer to Whiteôs notions of ñless spectacularò preservation, Cloud
6 Part 1

 states fur-

ther: 

ñKing James Bible defenders argue that it is impossible to believe in biblical preserva-

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 critics tell us that the Received Text, which was 

without question the traditional text of the vast majority of Bible-believing Christians 

from 1500 to 1900, is an impure text that contains thousands of latter additions.  They tell 

us that the pure text of the New Testament is actually the shortened Westcott-Hort 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 late 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.   

ñConsider a statement that illustrates the way the Received Text-King James Bible de-

fender looks at Bible preservation.  This statement was made in 1970 by Donald Brake in 

a Master of Theology thesis entitled ñThe Doctrine of the Preservation of Scripturesò 

presented to the faculty of the Department of Systematic Theology at Dallas Theological 

Seminary: 

ññThe issue ultimately is: Has God preserved throughout history a continuous, uninter-

rupted text for the Church or has He merely preserved for one thousand years a cor-

rupted text and then revealed His true text when a German critic at the convent of St.  

Catherine picked out of a wastebasket one single manuscript?ò (Donald Brake, reprinted 

from Counterfeit or Genuine? Grand Rapids: Grand Rapids International Publications, 

1975, p.  179).òò 
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A most perceptive question that White is unable to answer. 

In the notes of this chapter, White makes the assumption
3 p 50

 that John 5:4 ñended up in 

most Greek manuscripts, including the ones from which the KJV was trans-

latedésomeone included a note in their manuscript explaining the tradition behind the 

sick and the pool.  This manuscript was copied and the explanatory note inserted into the 

text itself.ò 

The manuscript evidence for and against John 5:3b, 4 has been summarised elsewhere
8 p 

73-4
, where it is noted that the AV1611 has early attestation in Old Latin Text, the Old 

Syriac Peshitta, Tertullian 220 AD and 200 copies of Tatianôs Diatessaron of the 2
nd

 cen-

tury, AD 175.  Dr Mrs Riplinger notes that 
39 p 729

 the passage is found in the Anglo-Saxon 

Bibles pre-dating the year 700 AD.  Why were the Anglo-Saxon bible believers mis-

guided, if their scriptures were in error?  Whiteôs knowledge of biblical history is so infe-

rior to Gail Riplingerôs that he cannot even pose the question, let alone answer it. 

See also Moorman
9 p 102

, who draws attention to the immediate context, what White over-

looked, ñVerse 7 pre-supposes a miraculous moving of the water.ò  Moorman confirms 

Tertullianôs and Tatianôs early citings. 

So contrary to Whiteôs assertion, the verses are found in texts that pre-date P66, P75, the 

earliest witnesses that omit the passage. 

White forgets that where a note that is not scripture is inserted into a manuscript, it is not 

perpetuated, as illustrated by Gradyôs citation of Pickering ï see above.  Moreover, Bur-

gon
8 p 67, 64, p 81-2

 has specifically discussed one such spurious insertion, namely the so-

called ñshort conclusionò to Markôs Gospel, found in Codex L, according to Burgon, ña 

solitary MS of the 8
th
 or 9

th
 century which exhibits and exceedingly vicious text,ò which 

White also overlooked.   

Burgon states, ñ[Codex L] is described as the work of an ignorant foreign copyist, who 

probably wrote with several MSS before him, but who is found to be wholly incompetent 

to determine which reading to adopt and which to reject.  Certain it is that, he interrupts 

himself, at the end of [Mark 16] verse 8, to write as follows: 

ññSomething to this effect is also met with: ñAll that was commanded them they immedi-

ately rehearsed unto Peter and the rest.  And after things, from East even unto West, did 

Jesus Himself send forth by their means the holy and incorruptible message of eternal 

Salvation.ò  ñBut this also is met with after the words, óFor they were afraidô: ñNow, 

when he was risen early, the first day of the weekéò 

ñIt cannot be needful that I should delay the reader with any remarks on such a termina-

tion of the Gospel as the foregoing.  It was evidently the production of someone who de-

sired to remedy the conspicuous incompleteness of his own copy of St. Markôs Gospel, but 

who had imbibed so little of the spirit of the evangelical narrative that he could not in the 

least imitate the Evangelistôs manner. 

ñAs for the scribe who executed Codex L, he was evidently incapable of distinguishing 

the grossest fabrication from the genuine text.ò 

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 

promised that ñthe Spirit of truthéwill guide you into all truthò John 16:13. 

Which óspiritô is guiding James White? 
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Dr Hills
65 p 145-6

 notes that ñ[John 5:3b, 4]éhas been defended not only by conservatives 

such as Hengstenberg (1861) but also be radicals such as A. Hilgenfeld (1875) and R. 

Steck (1893).  Hengstenberg contends that ñthe words are necessarily required by the 

connection,ò quoting with approval the remark of von Hofmannéthat it is highly im-

probable ñthat the narrator, who has stated the site of the pool and the number of the 

porches, should be so sparing of his words precisely with regard to that which it is neces-

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, which pre-

supposes a knowledge of it.ò  Hilgenfeld and Steck rightly insist that the account of the 

descent of the angel into the pool in verse 4 is presupposed in the reply which the impo-

tent man makes to Jesus in verse 7é 

ñThe fact that Tatian (c. 175) included this reading in his Diatessaron also strengthens 

the evidence for its genuineness by attesting its authenticity.ò 

The Trinitarian Bible Society
66

 states that, ñThe copy quoted by Tertullian was certainly 

written more than a hundred years earlier than Codex Vaticanuséand possibly even be-

fore either of the two papyrus fragments which omit the words.  The evidence shows that 

very early in the 3
rd

 century there were in existence some copies which included and some 

which omitted these words.  The evidence also makes it quite clear that in the following 

centuries the majority of copies and versions over a wide area retained the disputed 

words as an authentic part of the inspired text.ò 

White does not, indeed cannot, explain why ñthe majority of copies and versions over a 

wide area retained the disputed wordsò and why the minority of copies that omitted them 

remained lost and forgotten for centuries, especially throughout the period of Reformation 

and Revival. 

Job once asked, ñWho knoweth not in all these that the hand of the LORD hath 

wrought this?ò 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 fifth and sixth of Whiteôs postulates.   

¶ The modern translations do not yield superior readings to the AV1611. 

¶ The do attack the Deity of the Lord Jesus Christ. 
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Chapter 4 ï ñPutting It Togetherò 

White
3 p 53-4

 makes a further attempt to undermine belief in 1611 Authorised Holy Bible 

by reference to the approach of Erasmus, first editor of the Received New Testament 

Text, to ñmany of the same textual variants that are discussed today by modern scholarsò 

and to ñthe printed editions of the KJV [that] differ from one another, presenting more 

difficulties for the most radical proponents of the infallibility of a human translation.ò 

Note first that despite Whiteôs insistence
3 p vi-vii

 that his book ñis not against the King 

James Version,ò he has shifted from calling it ña great, yet imperfect translationò to 

merely ña human translation.ò  He is being óinconsistent.ô 

White first makes an allegation about
3 p 54-5

 to Erasmusôs ñpaucity of manuscriptsò and 

apparently marvels that ñErasmuséwas able to produce such a fine text with so few re-

sources.ò  This allegation leads White
3 p 69

 to a patently false conclusion under the head-

ing of The Text Of The Reformation? 

ñEveryone admits that the Greek 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 

of their rejecting other ñtext typesò such as the manuscripts of the Alexandrian family, so 

much as it was a matter of using what was available.ò 

White is wrong about both Erasmusôs resources and the sole availability of the TR during 

the time of the Reformation.  Cloud
6 Part 3

 states. 

ñWHITE MAKES AN ISSUE OF ERASMUS, OF HIS PERSONAL, THEOLOGICAL, 

AND TEXTUAL WEAKNESSES, PRETENDING THAT THE WEAKNESSES OF ERAS-

MUS DETRACT FROM THE RECEIVED TEXT.   

ñThis topic has been dealt with frequently by defenders of the Authorized Version.  Fre-

derick Nolan (1784-1864), in his 576-page An Inquiry into the Integrity of the Greek Vul-

gate or Received Text of the New Testament (available in reprint from Bible for Today, 

900 Park Ave., Collingswood, NJ 08108), defended the sixteenth-century text on the basis 

of faith and theological purity, and he opposed the critics of his day who were disparag-

ing the work of Erasmus, Stephanus, and Beza in a manner mimicked by todayôs modern 

version proponents.  Nolan, in a careful and very technical manner, traced the history of 

the doctrinal corruptions which were introduced into the text of various manuscripts dur-

ing the first four centuries after Christ.  Nolan devastates the popular idea that Erasmus 

and the Reformation editors were working with insufficient textual evidence and that 

they did not know about the readings preferred by todayôs textual critics.ò  This authorôs 

emphasis.  Cloud continues. 

ñNOLAN SHOWS THAT THE REFORMATION EDITORS DID NOT FOLLOW THE 

RECEIVED TEXT BECAUSE THEY LACKED SUFFICIENT TEXTUAL EVIDENCE, 

BUT BECAUSE THEY CONSCIOUSLY CHOSE TO REJECT THE CRITICAL READ-

INGS.  (Contrast this with Whiteôs statement on page 69 that the Reformation editors 

ñused this text by default, not by choice.ò) Consider the following statement from Nolanôs 

book: 

ññWITH RESPECT TO MANUSCRIPTS, IT IS INDISPUTABLE THAT HE [ERASMUS] 

WAS ACQUAINTED WITH EVERY VARIETY WHICH IS KNOWN TO US; HAVING 

DISTRIBUTED THEM INTO TWO PRINCIPAL CLASSES, one of which corresponds 

with the Complutensian edition [i.e. Received Text], the other with the Vatican manu-

script.  And he has specified the positive grounds on which he received the one and re-
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jected the other.  The former was in the possession of the Greek church, the latter in that 

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, had accommodated 

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 Arians* ; an affinity between any 

manuscript and that version, consequently conveyed some suspicion that its text was cor-

ruptedò (Nolan, An Inquiry into the Integrity of the Greek Vulgate, pp.  413-15).òò 

*They must have emigrated from Antioch.  Good riddance J !  See the discussion in the 

previous chapter of Whiteôs denial
3 p 50-1

 of manuscript corruption by heretics.  Cloud con-

tinues. 

ñThe fact is that at least many of the Reformation leaders believed that God had pre-

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 words of God.  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 adopt the Received Text out of ignorance, but out of conviction!ò 

*The term ñtheologically pure,ò is understood to mean free from doctrinal error, weaken-

ing or omission.  This is true of the Received Text but not the Alexandrian.  See the pre-

vious chapter for Dr Ruckmanôs summary, with accompanying scriptures, of doctrines 

weakened, omitted or altered by changes from the AV1611 Text introduced into the mod-

ern versions by the Alexandrian text.  See also the discussion on Origenôs heresies, which 

influenced the Alexandrian text with respect to weakening the doctrine of the Deity of the 

Lord Jesus Christ.   

Dr Mrs Riplinger
39 p 932ff

 writes extensively of Erasmus, the sources that he used to com-

pile his Greek New Testament and the predominance of this Text from apostolic to Ref-

ormation times.  See also Wilkinsonôs remarks on ñFundamentally, there are only two 

streams of biblesò under Early Conspirators and Corrupters.  Dr Mrs Riplinger notes 

that, her emphasis. 

ñ[Erasmus] wrote that he has acquired so many manuscripts that he needed two assis-

tants to help carry them and plenty of time to ñarrange themòé   

ñKenneth W. Clark, the scholar who has examined more Greek manuscripts than most, 

admits, ñWe should not attribute to Erasmus the creation of a óreceived text,ô but only the 

transmission from a manuscript text, already commonly received, to a printed form, in 

which this text would continue to prevail for three centuriesòé 

ñToday there are over 5200 manuscripts of the Greek New Testament.  KJV critics ignore 

the fact that over 99% agree with Erasmusô Greek New Testament and the KJV.  Less 

than one percent [44 corrupt ones]éagree with the old omissions and changes in the 

NIV, NASB, NRSVéThe agreement of this tiny minority is far from unanimous on many 

changes. 

ñYet other critics, such as James White
3 p 58-9

, feel that, ñErasmus guessedò or ñErasmusô 

hunchò led him to the readings which match almost every Greek manuscript known to-

dayéWithout the preservation of the text by God, try guessing all of them for yourselfé 
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ñJames White feigns
3 p 62
, ñThree men were primarily responsible for the creation of the 

Greek text utilized by the KJV translators in their work on the New Testament: Desiderius 

Erasmus, Robert Etienne, better known as Stephanus, and Theodore Beza.ò  Whiteéis 

trying to give his readers the false impression that these men ócreatedô this text, rather 

than merely PRINTING the Greek text that was received everywhere.  Erasmusô Greek 

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, in the new printed formatéò (authorôs emphasis). 

ñCritics often assert that óErasmus did not have the manuscripts we have today.ô  In fact, 

he had access to every reading currently extant, and rejected those matching the Catholic 

Vulgate, NIV, NASB todayé 

ñErasmus reveals clearly in the Preface (p. xviii) to his Greek New Testament, that he 

knew of the readings of the corrupt Greek text type.  He attributed corruption to Origen!ò 

Note Whiteôs criticism
3 p 44-5

 of bible believers cited in the previous chapter.  ñAnother 

common claim made by those who defend the KJV is that the Alexandrian texts have been 

corrupted by ñheretics.ò  They point to men like Origen who did things and believed 

things that most modern fundamentalists would 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 ñcorrupt.òò 

According to White, Erasmus must have made such an assertive ñlong leap,ò yet White 

insists
3 p 53

 that ñErasmus was on ñour sideò[i.e. anti-bible believers] in thisé[KJV Only] 

controversyò because ñMany of the exact same arguments that are used today by KJV 

Only advocates were used against Erasmus nearly 500 years ago!ò 

White does not inform his readers that Erasmus evidently óchanged sidesô with respect to 

the fundamental matter of Alexandrian corruptions that distinguish this text from the Re-

ceived Text.  Once again, White is being óinconsistent.ô 

White also insists that ñThe very man to whom AV defenders must defer for the vast ma-

jority of their New Testament text used the very same argument and methodology to de-

fend his work that modern textual scholars use to defend the readings of the NASB or 

NIV!ò 

White does not care to explain the obvious question prompted by his remark.  How did 

Erasmus therefore arrive at a different text?  Once again, despite his lengthy discussion
3 p 

57-60
 on Erasmusôs notes, he leaves the reader guessing.   

Moreover, AV bible believers do not defer to Erasmus but as Dr Mrs Riplinger rightly 

indicates, ñthe preservation of the text by God.ò 

Her researches on Erasmus clearly refute Whiteôs assertions about Erasmus, as does 

Cloudôs citation of Nolan, above.  Dr Mrs Riplinger also cites Nolan, as follows. 

ñFrederick Nolan, writing in 1815, states, ñErasmus published an edition, which corre-

sponds with the text which has since been discovered to prevail in the great body of 

Greek manuscriptsòò (authorôs emphasis). 

Note that Whiteôs opinions about arguments used against Erasmus and that Erasmus 

ñused the very same argument and methodology to defend his work that modern textual 

scholars use to defend the readings of the NASB or NIVò do not bear close scrutiny.   

For example, White
3 p 56

 states that ñWe are often told that God has blessed the KJV more 

than any translation of the [unspecified] Bible, and the fact that it was the ñonlyò Bible 
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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 conservative theologians were to the ñtradi-

tionalò text of the Latin Vulgate in the days of Erasmus.ò 

Dr Hillsôs
65 p 196-7

 comment is useful in response, his emphases. 

ñThe scholastic theologians, 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 impossible.  The ref-

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.  And after 

Erasmusô Greek New Testament had been published in 1516, Stunica, a noted Spanish 

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 and later a Car-

thusian monk, declared that ñIf in one point the Vulgate were in error, the entire author-

ity of holy Scripture would collapse.ò  

ñBelieving Bible students today are often accused of taking the same extreme position in 

regard to the King James Version that Peter Sutor took more than 450 years ago in re-

gard to the Latin Vulgate.  But this is false.  We take the third position which we have 

mentioned, namely, the common view.  In Erasmusô day this view occupied the middle 

ground between the humanistic view and 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 providen-

tial preservation to the Latin Vulgate.  On the contraryéthey asserted the superiority of 

the Greek New Testament text.ò 

Moreover, Dr Vance
63 

has shown that the AV1611 was not ñthe ñonlyò Bible for hun-

dreds of years.ò  Hundreds of other versions came into existence before and after the 

AV1611 was published, including the Jesuit Douay-Rheims and Challonerôs Revision, 

together with the Revised Version of 1881 and the American Standard Version of 1901.  

God ignored them all.   

The ñconservative theologiansò who held to the Vulgate were actual or allied to Catho-

lics, whose Church savagely persecuted the true bible believers such as the Waldenses
8 p 

16-17
, who held steadfastly to the Received Text, ñthe scripture of truthò Daniel 10:21.  

See also Wilkinsonôs remarks, under Catholic Corrupters and Centuries of Warfare, 

showing that bibles of the Received Text type actually pre-dated Jeromeôs Vulgate. 

Whiteôs attempt to equate faithful AV1611 bible believers and their spiritual ancestors 

who suffered under ñthe iron heel of the papacyò during the Dark Ages with ñconserva-

tive theologiansò belonging to or subservient to the same persecuting church is therefore 

grotesque.   

White
3 p 56-7

 cites correspondence between Erasmus and Dorp, a supporter of the Vulgate, 

where Dorp states ñIféthe Latin translator varies in point of truth from the Greek manu-

script, at that point I bid the Greeks goodbye and cleave to the Latins.ò  White asks plain-

tively, ñHow does this differ in the least from the words of a modern KJV Only advocate, 

Dr Samuel Gipp, ñQuestion: What should I do where my Bible and my Greek Lexicon 

contradict?  Answer: Throw out the Lexiconò?  Or this statement by the same writer, 

ñQuestion: What about a contradiction that canôt be successfully explained?  Answer: 
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You will have to accept the perfection of the Authorized Version by faith.ò  Erasmus dis-

missed such arguments out of hand.  ñWhat will you do with the errors of copyists?ò 

Erasmus asked Dorp.ò 

Whiteôs questions beg a further question, is he now referring to Lexicons as ñthe highest 

standard of truthò?  Less than a quarter of the way through Whiteôs book several possible 

candidates have emerged for this exalted office. 

¶ White own opinion
3 p 26
.  See discussion in the previous chapter of Whiteôs opin-

ion that the NIVôs rendering of ññfleshò in Paulôs epistles as ñsinful natureò [is] 

a bit too interpretive for my tastes.ò 

¶ ñThe whole tenor of Scripture teaching.ò  See Whiteôs citation
3 p 39-40

 of Phillip 

Schaffôs comments on ñtextual variants.ò 

¶ ñThe message of the scriptures.ò  See Whiteôs citation of Schaff. 

¶ ñSound exegetical methods.ò  See Whiteôs evaluation of the ógreat treasures,ô 

Aleph and B. 

Other candidates may yet emerge L !   

But for now, it should be understood that the exchange between Erasmus and Dorp about 

the Latin Vulgate and the Greek manuscripts bears no relation to the questions that Dr 

Gipp answers. 

Hodges
8 p 115

 notes that ñthe more than 8000 Vulgate manuscripts which are extant today 

exhibit the greatest amount of cross contamination of textual types.  But an unguided 

process achieving relative stability and uniformity in the diversified textual, historical, 

and cultural circumstances in which the New Testament was copied [i.e. for the Majority 

Text], imposes impossible strains on our imagination. 

ñHerein lies the greatest weakness of contemporary textual criticism.  Denying to the Ma-

jority text any claim to represent the actual form of the original text, it is nevertheless un-

able to explain its rise, its comparative uniformity, and its dominance in any satisfactory 

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 offshoots of the broad stream of 

transmission whose source is the autographs themselves...ò 

And Dr Mrs Riplinger adds
39 p 945, 947

, ñThe liberal Encyclopedia Britannica of 1910 had 

to admit of Erasmusôs Greek text, ñIt revealed the fact that the Vulgate [whose readings 

can be seen today in the new versions]éwas not only a second-hand document, but in 

places an erroneous documentòéRobert Stephanuséproduced a printed Greek New Tes-

tament after the death of Erasmus.  He used the 16 Greek manuscripts in the library of 

King Francis I and his son Henry II.  He said that they were all identical down to the let-

ter!  He used, ñidentical ancient quality codices in the possessionò of the Kingôs libraryò 

(authorôs emphasis). 

A vast difference exists between the Vulgate, with its extensive ñcross contamination of 

textual typesò and the relative uniformity of manuscripts underlying the Received Text 

and the AV1611.  Erasmus was therefore correct in warning of ñthe errors of copyistsò in 

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, AV1611 and, despising Dr Mrs Riplinger as he does, White has ig-

nored her findings
14 p 601

 on the dubious nature of modern Lexicons. 

ñThe Greek and Hebrew Lexicons are written by men, ñmost of whom are unbelievers,ò 

writes Princeton and Yale scholar Edward Hills.  A few examples will suffice: 1) The New 

Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew-English Lexiconôs editor (Briggs) was defrocked by the 

óliberalô Presbyterian Church for his óliberalism.ô  2) Trench, author of the much used 

Synonyms of the New Testament, was a member of Westcottôs esoteric clubs, as was Al-

ford, whose Greek reference works are still used.  3) J. Henry Thayer, author of the New 

Thayerôs Greek Lexicon, was a Unitarian who vehemently denied the deity of Christ.  

(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 and the Trinity.  4) 

The acclaimed A. T. Robertsonôs Greek Grammar also sends up a red flag in its preface 

saying, ñThe text of Westcott and Hort is followed in all its essentials.ò  5) Conclusions 

drawn by Kurt and Barbara Aland of the Nestle-Aland Greek New Testament elicit the 

response by Phillip Comfort that ñthe Alandôs designations must be taken with caution.ò  

Hills summarises: 

ññUndeniably these unbelievers know a great many facts by virtue of Godôs common 

grace.  They misrepresent these facts, however because they ignore and deny Godôs reve-

lation of Himself in and through the facts.ò 

ñThese and other lexicons abstract Kittelôs expanded dictionary, which defines words 

based on citations by ancient Greeks like Plato, Socrates, Aristotle and other pagan 

sources.  When applied to bible words, these pagan interpretations serve, not as a magni-

fying glass, as most suppose, but as a glass darkened by the shadow of fallen mené 

Dr Mrs Riplinger
14 p 591ff

 reveals that German theologian, Gerhard Kittel, editor of the 

celebrated 10-volume Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, joined the Nazi 

Party in 1933 and began work on his dictionary in the same year.  He remained a staunch 

supporter of Hitler throughout the Nazi era, was vehemently anti-Jewish and was tried, 

convicted and imprisoned after WW2 ñfor his key part in the extermination of two thirds 

of Europeôs Jewish population.ò  Kittelôs anti-Semitism led him to deny the final author-

ity of the scriptures and to apply the ñspiritually bankrupt grammatico-historico method 

of exegesis used by todayôs lexiconsò ï see above ï instead of the method ñwhich the 

Holy Ghost teacheth; comparing spiritual things with spiritual,ò 1 Corinthians 2:13b, 

i.e. comparing scripture with scripture.  Dr Mrs Riplinger continues. 

ñWe have all heard bible teachers, following a Kittel-like Lexicon cite phileo and aga-

pao, as the two Greek words which are translated óloveô in the New Testament.  Phileo, 

according to their grammatico-historico method of exegesis, would mean óto be a friendô; 

agapao would mean óan unselfish God-like love.ô  These definitions, garnered from the 

secular Greek writers of the time, do not represent Godôs use of the terms.ò 

Dr Mrs Riplinger
67 p 48-9

 shows elsewhere by means of scripture with scripture comparison 

of Romans 10:16, 17, 2 Corinthians 4:2, 3 and 2 Timothy 2:8, 9 that the AV1611ôs built-

in dictionary gives the correct meaning of the term ñgospelò as ñthe word of God.ò  She 

states that ñMost new versions, like the NIV, NRSVéand reference works like Vineôs 

Complete Expository Dictionary or Zodhaites Complete Word Study Dictionary, opt for 

the incorrect rendering ñgood newsò and notes that ñThe standard dictionary used by 



 105 

new version translators and creators of new lexicons is The Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, by Gerhard Kittel.ò 

Dr Mrs Riplinger
14 p 602-3

 alludes to Dr Gippôs study
68 p 124ff, 162-3

 of several verses, John 

5:20, 16:27, 1 Corinthians 16:22, Ephesians 5:25, 28, Colossians 3:18, Titus 2:4, 3:4, 1 

John 3:10, 4:10, revealing the error of the ñgrammatico-historico method of exegesisò for 

the words phileo and agapao  (Readers may observe this error in the Lexicons for them-

selves by checking the occurrences of phileo versus agapao in the above verses.) 

She also states that Dr Gipp is a ñformer seminary professor,ò a detail that White ne-

glected to mention but which does add scholarly weight to Dr Gippôs evaluation of the 

usefulness, or otherwise, of Greek aids to bible study. 

Dr Mrs Riplinger concludes that ñComparing ñspiritual things with spiritual thingsò by 

studying all of the citations of óloveô in a complete concordanceégives Godôs definition 

of the word within the context of all the verses.  óLoveô, for example, is defined in 1 John 

as ñkeep his commandments.ò  We are to óactô in love, not to ófeelô love.  Going along 

with the New Age, new versions [NASV]  render Mark 10:21, ñfelt a love forò rather than 

ñJesus loved him.òò 

White also neglected to give the complete context of Dr Gippôs answers, although he later 

accuses
3 p 97

 Dr Mrs Riplinger of ña plethora of out-of-context citations and edited quota-

tions, frequently misrepresenting the positions of the authors [New Age Versions] at-

tacks.ò 

This is precisely what James White does concerning Dr Gipp.  White has a ódouble stan-

dardô in this respect, in addition to being óinconsistentô again. 

Concerning the Lexicon question, Dr Gipp
68 p 148

 states ñOftentimes a critic of Godôs Bi-

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 the Bible as their final authority in all matters of faith 

and practiceé  (Authorôs emphasis) 

ñOn the weight of our acceptance of the Bible as our ñfinal authority in all matters of 

faith and practiceò we must accept its renderings of the Greek as more accurate and au-

thoritative than the opinion of the fallible human authors of our Greek study guides.ò  

(Authorôs emphasis.) 

On the matter of an unresolved contradiction
68 p 156-7

, Dr Gipp states, again with his em-

phasis, ñNO ONE can have ALL of the answers.  There are two reasons for this.  First, if 

I or any other defender of the Authorized Version had ALL  of the answers, we would be 

GODéSecond, and most importantly, if we could get ALL of our questions answered then 

concerning the Bible issue, we would be walking by sight not by faith (Hebrews 11:6, 2 

Corinthians 5:7)é 

ñA resort to ñfaithò as our final and ñlast ditchò defense is not as inconsistent or pre-

carious as it first might seem. 

ñNot inconsistent, because, as previously stated, God would rather we have faith in Him 

in the faith of the unexplainable, as so many of the Old and New Testaments saints have 

exhibited, than to have faith in our own human ability to ñfind an answerò concerning 

difficult passages. 
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ñIt is certainly not precarious in that it does not leave us at the mercy of our vindictive 

opponents.  For believing in the perfection of a Book which we can hold in our hands is 

surely not as vulnerable as a professed faith in the perfection of some lost originalsé 

ñWe are willingéto take abuse from our ñself conceited brethrenò and give answers for 

our reasonable faith in a tangible Book rather than in an idealistic original.  We need not 

apologize.ò 

Dr Gippôs ñhighest standard of truthò (Whiteôs term
3 p vii

) is both consistent and under-

standable.  Whiteôs is neither. 

And Dr Holland
4
 notes a further example of Whiteôs inconsistency and double standard. 

ññAnyone who believes the TR to be infallible must believe that Erasmus, and the other 

men who later edited the same text in their own editions (Stephanus and Beza), were 

somehow 'inspired,' or at the very least 'providentially guided' in their work.  Yet, none of 

these men ever claimed such inspiration. (p. 58) 

ñFirst of all, who believes these men were inspired by God in the same sense the Old and 

New Testament writers were inspired?  White assumes the KJV advocate believes this, 

and then expresses that men like Erasmus ñnever claimed to be inspired.ò  Secondly, 

White quotes Dr. Edwin Palmer of the NIV translation committee as saying, ñJohn 1:18, 

as inspired by the Holy Spirit...declare(s) that Jesus is Godò (p. 103).  Because the KJV 

has a different rendering here, Dr. Palmer calls the KJV and its Greek texts "inferior" 

and his Greek text ñinspiredò.  If a KJV advocate had used such wording concerning the 

TR, White would have objected.ò 

White here
3 p 60

 uses Erasmusôs comments to level the first of numerous charges against 

bible believers of inconsistency.  See comments under Whiteôs Introduction. 

ñThe words of Erasmus himself are seen to refute many of the arguments used by modern 

defenders of KJV Onlyism.  If KJV Only advocates were to be consistent, they would have 

to reject Erasmusô work, which is the basis for the KJV, on the very same grounds as the 

modern translations.  Anyone engaging in textual criticism is said to be ñjudging Godôs 

Word,ò yet Erasmus did the very same thing!  Of course, they do not reject Erasmusô 

work, thereby demonstrating their system to be inconsistent and self-contradictory.  I can 

say with confidence that if Desiderius Erasmus were alive today he would not be an ad-

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.ò 

Dr Holland has this comment on Whiteôs speculation. 

ñA 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. 

ññI can say with confidence that if Desiderius Erasmus were alive today he would not be 

an advocate of the AV 1611ò (p. 60).  How does White know this?  Has he been speaking 

with Erasmus lately?ò 

Note also Dr Mrs Riplingerôs comments above, reproduced again here. 

ñErasmusô Greek 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, in the new printed formatéò (authorôs emphasis). 
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ñCritics often assert that óErasmus did not have the manuscripts we have today.ô  In fact, 

he had access to every reading currently extant, and rejected those matching the Catholic 

Vulgate, NIV, NASB todayéò 

Bible believers are not being ñinconsistent and self-contradictoryò because ñthey do not 

reject Erasmusô work.ò  Whatever reservations Erasmus harboured about individual texts 

of scripture, he nevertheless produced a Greek New Testament that is essentially that of 

the AV1611.  Bible believers therefore rightly condemn the modern translations because 

they have adopted the Catholic texts that Erasmus rejected.  White cites the late Dr Ed-

ward F. Hills with respect to variations in the Received Text
3 p 68

 but not in the following 

instance with respect to Erasmus
65 p 199

. 

ñIf Erasmus was cautious in his notes, much more was he so in his text, for this is what 

would strike the readerôs eye immediately.  Hence in the editing of his Greek New Testa-

ment text especially Erasmus was guided by the common faith in the current text [see Dr 

Mrs Riplingerôs remarks above].  And back of this common faith was the controlling 

providence of God.  For this reason Erasmusô humanistic tendencies do not appear in the 

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 tendencies Erasmus 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 Reformationéò 

Nevertheless, White casts doubt on numerous AV1611 readings, including several in the 

Book of Revelation, where in Whiteôs opinion, Erasmusôs ñpaucity of manuscriptsò re-

sulted in ñsome mistakes that found their way into the printed editions of Erasmusô Greek 

text, and finally into the text of the King James Version.ò 

White
3 p 63-6

 alludes to these as follows, together with a unique reading of Bezaôs Greek 

Text in Revelation 16:5 preserved in the AV1611 as ñand shalt be.ò 

ñBeza did introduceéñconjectural emendations,ò that is, changes made to the text with-

out any evidence from the manuscripts.  A few of these changes made it into the KJV, the 

most famous being Revelation 16:5, ñO Lord, which art, and wast, and shalt beò rather 

than the actual reading, ñwho art and who wast, O Holy one.ò 

ñThe most famous of [Erasmusôs] textual errors [in Revelation] are found in Revelation 

17.  In verse 4 the scribe created a new Greek wordéñakathartetosò (the actual term is 

ñakathataò), which is still to be found in the pages of the Trinitarian Bible Societyôs Tex-

tus Receptus.  And then there is Revelation 17:8, where the scribe mistakenly 

wroteéñand is not, and yet is,ò KJV for the actual readingéñand is not and will come,ò 

NASBé 

ñThe final six verses [Revelation 22:16-21] were absent from [Erasmusôs] lone manu-

scripté[Erasmus] translated the passage from the Latin Vulgate into Greek [and] made 

a number of mistakes.  The amazing thing is that these errors continue in the Textus Re-

ceptus to this very dayé[They] survived the editorial labours of Stephanus and Beza, to 

arrive unchangedéin the King James Version. 

ñOther places where Erasmusô work, and hence the TR, fall short would include Revela-

tion 1:6, where the KJV has ñmade us kings and priests,ò whereas the vast majority of 

manuscripts have ñmade us to be a kingdom of priestsò (NIV).  Another place in the first 

chapter that should be significant to the KJV Only advocates in found in verse 8, where 

the KJV reads ñsaith the Lordò while nearly every Greek manuscript reads as the NASB, 

ñsaith the Lord Godòéò 
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White notes
3 p 87

 with respect to Revelation 1:8 that ñOnly two miniscules do not have 

ñGodò at this point, Hoskier 141 and 187.  As we will note, Hoskier is almost certainly a 

copy of Erasmusô printed text, and is hence nearly worthless as a textual source (the same 

is true of Hoskier 57)éò 

And the evidence for this note isé?  White fails to provide any.  The evidence is to the 

contrary.  This extract is from a forum
69

 entitled The Puritan Board ï The Merits of the 

A.V. 

ñThere are, however, at least three good 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) 

Erasmusôs Latin New Testament doesnôt agree with the Latin Vulgate in the last six 

verses of Revelation (a problem if his Greek text for those verses was derived from the 

Vulgate); and 3) there exists Codex 141.À 

ñH. C. Hoskier spent a lifetime collating every edition of Erasmusôs Greek New Testa-

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 text that appears in Erasmusôs Greek 

New Testament.  In Hoskierôs own words: 

ññUpon reaching the end [of Revelation] and the famous final six verses, supposed to 

have been re-translated from the Vulgate into Greek by Erasmus when Codex I was dis-

covered and found to lack the last leaf: the problem takes on a most important 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!  

ñIn an effort to nullify the testimony of Codex 141, most ñscholarsò assign the manu-

script a ñyoungò age and simply claim that it is a copy of Erasmusôs (or Aldusôs or 

Colinaeusôs) printed Greek New Testament.  But based on his study of the penmanship of 

the scribe who composed it, Hoskier determined that Codex 141 was executed in the 15
th
 

century ð well before Erasmusôs Greek New Testament was printed; and based on his 

study of its contents (and the collation of same), Hoskier determined that MS 141 ñhas no 

appearance of being a copy of any [printed edition of the Greek New Testament], al-

though containing their text (Coatsôs emphasis).ÀÀ  There is, then, manuscript evidence to 

support the supposed ñErasmian readingséò 

ñ*** The audacity of ñscholarsò in speculating (and then basing theories and ñfactsò) 

on the contents of a missing leaf of a manuscript ð or even in assuming that the leaf was 

missing when Erasmus used the manuscript (provided that this is the manuscript he used) 

ð aptly demonstrates the reliability of such men in matters of scholarship. 

ñÀ The manuscript is listed under several call numbers.  Under Hoskierôs, Scrivenerôs 

and the Old Gregory classification systems, it is MS 141; under the New Gregory system 

it is 2049; and under von Sodenôs system, it is w 1684.  It is located in the Parliamentary 

Library in Athens. 

ñÀÀ For full details, see H. C. Hoskier, Concerning the Text of the Apocalypse: Colla-

tions of All Existing Available Greek Documents with the Standard Text of Stephenôs 

Third Edition, Together with the Testimony of the Versions, 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 Erasmusôs Latin New Testament differs from the 

Vulgate in the last six verses of Revelation.ò 
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White makes reference
3 p 87

 to Hoskierôs work, Concerning the Text 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, along with the RV, NIV, JB, 

NWT ï see Appendix, Table A1 ï omits the expression ñthe beginning and the endingò 

from Revelation 1:8.  The modern versions follow
62

 Griesbach, Lachmann, Tischendorf, 

Tregelles, Alford and Wordsworth
62

, who were unregenerate apart from Bishop Words-

worth ï see remarks under Modern óScholarlyô Bitterness ï and Untrustworthiness.  

Why should their version of Revelation 1:8 be accepted over that of the King James trans-

lators? 

Moorman
9 p 149 

shows that the AV1611 reading for Revelation 1:8 has significantly supe-

rior manuscript support than the modern omission. 

He
 11 p 16ff

 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 this Book ï Revelation is 

unusual in this respect compared to the rest of the New Testament ï the other 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 that the An-

dreas line is superior to the 046 line, numerically by over 100 manuscripts to 50, or ap-

proximately 2:1.  Moorman cites Hoskier as follows. 

ññI may state that if Erasmus had striven to found a text on the largest number of existing 

MSS in the world of one type, he could not have succeeded betteréòò (authorôs empha-

sis).   

And Moorman concludes, ñHere then is a powerful example of Godôs guiding providence 

in preserving the text of Revelation [in the KJV].ò 

With respect to Whiteôs objection to the AV1611ôs omission of ñGodò in Revelation 1:8, 

the term ñThe Lord,ò used overwhelmingly in the New Testament for the Lord Jesus 

Christ and the inclusion of the phrase that the modern versions omit, the AV1611 reading, 

ñI am Alpha and Omega, the beginning and the ending, saith the Lord, which is, and 

which was, and which is to come, the Almightyò gives greater emphasis to the fact that 

the Lord Jesus Christ is God, as revealed in the Old Testament.   

Compare Isaiah 44:6. 

ñThus saith the LORD the King of Israel, and his redeemer the LORD of hosts; I am 

the first, and I am the last; and beside me there is no God.ò 

Moorman
11 p 80

 notes that the AV1611 reading for Revelation 1:8 ñthe Lordò follows the 

Bibles of Tyndale - 1525, Great - 1539, Geneva - 1560 and the Bishops - 1568, along 

with the Greek editions of Stephanus - 1550, Beza - 1598 and Eleziever* ï 1624, along 

with manuscripts 429, 1894 and ñabout 5 of Hoskierôs cursives,ò i.e. not a mere ñtwo 

minisculesò as White asserts ï see above.  *Various spellings exist. 

Again, the modern versions follow
62

 Griesbach, Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles, Al-

ford and Wordsworth with respect to the addition of ñGod.ò 

But White continues. 

ñAnother important accidental deletion in the text of Revelation is found at the beginning 

of chapter 14éThe name of the Lamb, identified by the phrase ñHis name and,ò is not 

found in the TR.  According to Hoskier, a grand total of six Greek manuscriptséall dat-

ing quite late (two of which are highly suspect), do not contain this phrase.  The reason 
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for its non-inclusion is quite simpleéThe repetition of the phrase ñhis name andò caused 

those few scribes to omit the second occurrenceé 

ñTwo more interesting problems in the TR in Revelation should be briefly noted.  The first 

is the addition of the phrase ñhim that liveth for ever and everò at Revelation 5:14.  This 

addition is found in only three suspect Greek manuscripts, but is absent from [Erasmusôs] 

manuscript.  And in Revelation 15:3, ñKing of saints,ò which should be either ñKing of 

agesò (NIV) or ñKing of the nationsò (NASB), the TR ending again fails to have Greek 

manuscript support. 

ñThe TR often gives readings that place it in contrast with the united testimony of the Ma-

jority TextéOften this is due to Erasmusô importing of entire passages from the Latin 

Vulgate.  This is how Erasmus came up with ñthe book of lifeò at Revelation 22:19 rather 

than the reading of the Greek manuscripts, ñthe tree of life.ò  Seemingly the edition of the 

Latin Vulgate that Erasmus used to translate the last six verses of Revelation into Greek 

contained this reading, and it survivedéto end up serving as the basis of the KJV.ò 

It should also be noted that the DR, JR, JB and NWT essentially agree with the NASV 

(Whiteôs income source), NIV against the AV1611 in Revelation 1:6, 1:8, 5:14, 14:1, 

15:3 (JB ñnations,ò others ñagesò or similar), 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.  See Appendix, 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 ï see above - if White is correct?  Naturally, James White does not 

provide an answer. 

In a note on his criticism of Revelation 16:5 in the AV1611, White states
3 p 86

 that ñThe 

KJV Only advocate who asserts the verbal plenary inspiration of the King James Version 

has to believe that Theodore Beza, the successor of John Calvin, as strong a proponent of 

ñCalvinismò as has ever lived (certain KJV Only advocates such as Peter Ruckman are 

strongly anti-Reformed), was divinely inspired to make the change without any manu-

script support at all.ò 

Note that White fails to name any ñKJV Only advocate who asserts the verbal plenary 

inspiration of the King James Versionò and slyly shifts from ññCalvinismòò to ñstrongly 

anti-Reformed,ò which is not the same as anti-ññCalvinism,òò without substantiating this 

accusation against Dr Ruckman.  This outburst is simply more of White following in the 

wake of those who ñwith their tongues they have used deceitò Romans 3:13. 

But Dr Ruckman has some comments on Revelation 16:5, as follows.  It is one of the 

seven verses
2
 that James White challenged him to debate ï and later reneged on the chal-

lenge.  See Introduction .  Luke 2:22, Jeremiah 34:16 and 1 John 5:7 will also be consid-

ered in this chapter.  The remaining three verses; Acts 5:30, 19:37, Hebrews 10:23, will 

be considered in the next chapter, which will address Whiteôs attack on óThe King James 

Only Camp.ô 

ñSince White wrote his book to justify the sins of the NIV and NASV committees, do you 

think he was actually worried about ñshalt beò in Revelation 16:5?  You see the ñandò in 

the verse was found in an early papyrus (P 47): ñandéò what?  The NIV and the NASV 

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 sentence.  If they had followed their profession 

(ñthe oldest and best, etc.) they would have had to give you this: ñRighteous art Thou, the 

Being One, AND the One who was, AND the Holy One.ò  That is one awkward, cockeyed 

clause, so the ñandò (ñkaiò in the papyrus) had to be dropped.  Something originally fol-
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lowed that last ñand,ò and it certainly was not ñthe Holy One.ò  Undoubtedly, ñin the 

originalò (a famous, worn-out, Alexandrian clich®) it read ñthe One being, and the One 

who was, AND the One who shall beé 

ñNow, that is a conjecture, 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 vio-

late their own standards to get rid of the AV reading.  Standard Operating Procedure in 

the Culté 

ñThey never waste their time on any text like they waste it on the English text of 1611.  

That is the one they hateé 

ñFor those of you who think I am ñoversteppingò myself: Who inserted ñnailedò into 

Acts 2:23 without being able to find one nail within one hundred verses of the verse 

(NASV)?  There is not one Greek manuscript extant that says ñnailò or ñnailsò or ñnail-

ingò or ñnailed.ò  But it doesnôt bother any Alexandrian except in Revelation 16:5 in an 

AV.  Remarkable, isnôt it?é 

ñWe would judge Whiteôs extant Greek texts on Revelation 16:5 to be defective, in re-

gards to ñshalt be,ò and this is apparent from the rejected ñkaiò in Papyrus 47.  Why 

trade in absolute truth for a defective Greek manuscript?  The truth is the Lord (vs. 5) 

had THREE lives (confirmed in Revelation 1:8, 8:8) and the ñkaiò (and) is found in both 

those passages.  Someone messed with Revelation 16:5 in the Greek texts.  It wasnôt the 

AV translatorséò 

White is clearly being inconsistent in not highlighting the insertion of ñnailedò in Acts 

2:23, while complaining about Revelation 16:5 in the AV1611. 

Moorman
9 p 152

 notes that P47 contains the reading ñthe Holy Oneò but he adds
11 p 102

 that 

ñThe KJV reading is in harmony with the four other places in Revelation where this 

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 there, a totally different 

Greek word is used.  The Preface to the Authorised Version reads: ñWith the former 

translations diligently compared and revised.ò  The translators must have felt there was 

good reason to insert these words though they ran counter to much external evidence.  

They obviously did not believe the charge made today that Beza inserted it on the basis of 

ñconjectural emendation.ò  They knew that they were translating the Word of God, and 

so do we.  The logic of faith should lead us to see Godôs guiding providence in a passage 

such as this.ò 

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, both Vine
70

 and Young
71

 have 

the words óakathartos,ô adjective, meaning óuncleanô and óakathartes,ô noun, meaning 

ñfilthiness,ò which the AV1611 uses in Revelation 17:4.  Vine, who is no friend of the 

AV1611, simply notes that ñ[The] A.V. follows the texts which have the noun.ò  He gives 

no indication that the term was a scribal invention.  Berry
62

 indicates that the modern edi-

tors, Griesbach, Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles, Alford and Wordsworth used the ad-

jective óakatharta,ô which Nestleôs 21
st
 Edition follows, thereby substituting for ñfilthi-

nessò the weaker expression ñthe unclean things.ò   

Similar to the question posed above, why should the term approved by the King James 

translators be changed for one preferred by later editors, most of whom were unsaved? 
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Especially as the NIV reading ñfilthò approximates closely to that of the AV1611.  Per-

haps the answer lies partly in the fact that
38

 ñJames White is a consultant to the NASB re-

vision, and therefore has a financial relationship with the Lockman Foundation.ò  See 

remarks from that site in Chapter 3.  The NASV adopts the reading ñthe unclean things.ò 

See also Kinneyôs discussion
5
, of which an extract is given here, with authorôs emphasis. 

ñOn page 64 of his book [White] criticizes this passage as found in the KJB by saying: 

ñThe most famous of these textual errors are found in Revelation chapter 17.  In verse 4 

the scribe created a new Greek word, never before seen, ñakathartetosò - the actual term 

is ñakathartaò - which is still to be found in the pages of the Trinitarian Bible Societyôs 

Textus Receptuséò 

ñI have run into this false allegation by other Bible critics over the years.  They tell us 

that there is no such Greek word as ñakathartetosò, but according to several Greek lexi-

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 

grammatically INCORRECT.  The words ñabominations and filthinessò should gram-

matically both be in the genitive case, and they are in the TR, but the Nestle text commits 

a blunder by placing ñabominationsò in the genitive, but gives a plural rather than a sin-

gular word [for ñfilthinessò], and places it incorrectly in the accusative case.ò 

Concerning Revelation 17:8, where White insists
3 p 64

 that ñAnd then there is Revelation 

17:8, where the scribe mistakenly wrote ñand is not, and yet isò KJV, for the actual read-

ing ñand is not and will comeò NASB,ò Moorman notes that the Geneva and Bishops Bi-

bles and Manuscript 2049, i.e. Hoskierôs manuscript 141, along with Stephanus, Beza and 

Eleziever read as the AV1611 and has the following comment
11 p 103-4

. 

ñKeep in mind that the content of the reading is the future Tribulation (not Johnôs day).  

It strains the sense to be looking at something that ñwill come.ò  ñThose who dwell on the 

earth will wonderéwhen they see the beast thatéwill  comeò (NASV).  When the world 

looks at him he ñis,ò not ñshall be.ò  A variant (kai peresti) read by Aleph-c, about 31 

Andreas type mss., and the Syriac Sinaitic can translate virtually the same as the KJV.  

Aleph*, [mss.] 1854, 2014, 2034, an early Armenian ms. would also translate about the 

same.ò 

Note that in Moormanôs system of notation, Aleph-c refers to a correction in Codex 

Aleph and Aleph* refers to an original reading in the document that was subsequently 

altered.  It has been shown that, according to Scrivener, Aleph exhibits the marks of ten 

correctors.  See Wilkinsonôs remarks under Revisionôs Romanizing Aftermath.   

White would doubtless ignore Dr Moormanôs scriptural reasoning in support of the 

AV1611 or dismiss it as ñcircularò ï see Introduction .  He would also draw attention to 

the relatively few manuscript sources that support Revelation 16:5, 17:8 in the AV1611 - 

though 30-40 possible sources is not inconsiderable - but White is quite willing to dis-

miss
3 p 38

 the overwhelming evidence
9 p 131

 in support of ñand the Lord Jesus Christò in 

Colossians 1:2 as mere ñharmonization.ò 

In other words, any reason for rejecting the AV1611 is good enough for James White.  He 

is at least óconsistentô in that respect. 

The modern reading ñand will comeò that White prefers again follows
62

 Griesbach, 

Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles, Alford and Wordsworth, ñand shall be present.ò 
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Dr Mrs Riplingerôs observations
39 p 952ff

 with respect to readings under consideration ï 

and Whiteôs attempt to over-emphasise differences in various editions of the Received 

Text ï should be kept in mind. 

ñNeither Berryôs edition of Stephanus nor Scrivenerôs edition should be used, as some do 

today, to ócorrectô the KJV.  These texts can create unnecessary confusion for students 

who have one of these two printed editions and are comparing it to the Received Text of 

the KJVé 

ñNone of [the] microscopic differences between the KJV and todayôs printed one-man 

editions of the óTextus Receptusô are of major consequence.  They are insignificant com-

pared to the thousands upon thousands of serious differences between the pure Textus 

Receptus text type and the corrupt new versionsô minority text type. 

ñAuthority must remain with the Bible in use, not with the critical edition of one man or 

one ecclesiastical tradition.  Scrivenerôs and Berryôs printed editions are not óauthorita-

tiveô or to be regarded as óthe Original Greekô ñin microscopic points of detail,ò where 

they differ from the manuscript tradition or the King James Bible and other great ver-

nacular Bibles (Cambridge History of the Bible, vol. 2, p 499)éThese particular editions 

were never read and used by the masses of Greek-speaking true Christians. 

ñIt must be remembered that even the 5200 existing handwritten Greek manuscripts were 

the product of the Greek Orthodox 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 

speaking or otherwise, cannot discern spiritual thingsé 

ñThe desire to appear intelligent or superior by referring to óthe Greekô and downplaying 

the common manôs Bible, exposes a naivety concerning textual history and those docu-

ments which todayôs pseudo-intellectuals call óthe critical text,ô óthe original Greek,ô the 

óMajority Text,ô or the óTextus Receptus.ô  There existed a true original Greek (i.e. Ma-

jority Text, Textus Receptus).  It is not in print and never will be, because it is unneces-

sary.  No one on the planet speaks first century Koine Greek, so God is finished with it.  

He needs no óDead Bible Societyô to translate it into ñeveryday English,ò using the same 

corrupt secularised lexicons used by the TNIV, NIV, NASB and HCSB [Holman Christian 

Standard Bible].  God has not called readers to check his Holy Bible for errors.  He has 

called his Holy Bible to check us for errors. 

ñWhat Would Jesus Do? 

X Inspire a Bible people can read?  

Ä Inspire conflicting Greek editions which few can read? 

Ä Inspire unsaved liberals to write conflicting Greek lexicons to translate conflicting 

one-man Greek editions? 

Ä Inspire originals then lose them?ò (authorôs emphasis) 

Those are salutary remarks for all serious students of the bible translation issue.  Again, it 

is a pity that James White despises both Dr Mrs Riplinger and her work.  He is losing out 

greatly. 

Whiteôs assertion that ñThe final six verses [Revelation 22:16-21] were absent from 

[Erasmusôs] lone manuscripté[Erasmus] translated the passage from the Latin Vulgate 

into Greek [and] made a number of mistakesò has been countered elsewhere
8 p 138-9

, from 

which source, Dr Ruckman is quoted as follows. 
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ñThe Greek text in this passage contains 135 words, of which Nestle (and Aland and 

Metzger) 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 significance.éñthemò (vs. 18), ñpaperò (vs. 19), 

ñtreeò (vs. 19), ñandò (vs. 19), ñeven soò (vs. 20), ñourò (vs. 20), ñChristò (vs. 21), 

ñyouò (vs. 21), and ñamenò (vs. 9).  (Trinitarian Bible Society, Oct.-Dec., 1964, Vol. 

449, p. 14, 15)...On each one of those words Erasmus NOW has been supported by recent 

editors and translators.   

ñThe Trinitarian Bible Society wisely noticed thatéñthe correctness of a very large pro-

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 CRITICS are RIGHT and Erasmus 

was WRONGòò (Dr Ruckmanôs emphasis). 

James White certainly cannot ï and does not.  He merely asserts without proof that Eras-

musôs text contains mistakes.   

Dr Moorman gives the details of the support for and against the AV1611 readings
11 p 113-4

 

for Revelation 22:16-21.  It should be noted again that the faithful forerunners of the 

AV1611, the Tyndale, Great, Geneva and Bishopsô Bibles, essentially follow the AV1611 

readings as do the editions of Stephanus, Beza and Eleziever, indicating that the King 

James translators did give due consideration to ñthe great vernacular Bibles,ò see Dr Mrs 

Riplingerôs remarks above, according to the statement in the Preface to the AV1611 that 

Dr Moorman has noted, ñWith the former translations diligently compared and revised.ò 

And Dr Mrs Riplinger
39 p 962

 adds that ñErasmus wrote in his Preface that he consulted, 

not the Latin Vulgate, but [the] ancient Italic Biblesédating back to the time of the apos-

tles, [matching] Erasmusô Greek New Testament and the King James Bible.ò 

White is insistent
3 p 56ff, 87

 that he has read Erasmusôs work.  Why did he fail to mention 

that Erasmus consulted the Old Itala Bible?  It appears once again that he is being óincon-

sistent,ô or perhaps he did not read Erasmusôs work as thoroughly as Dr Mrs Riplinger 

did.  She continues. 

ñThe Latin readings Erasmus had for the book of Revelation date back to the first and 

second century, as evidenced by the still extant Old Itala manuscripts of the book of Reve-

lation: c (6), dem (59), g (51), h (55), m (PS-AU spe), reg (T), t (56), and z (65).ò 

She gives Professor Metzger of Princeton Theological Seminary as the source for this in-

formation.  Metzger
3 p 151

 is one of Whiteôs allies in attacking the AV1611 as the pure 

word of God and one of the eminent scholars who endorses Whiteôs book on the back 

cover.  Yet Metzgerôs disclosure about Erasmusôs Old Itala sources finds no place in 

Whiteôs book.  Again, he is being óinconsistent.ô 

Unlike the King James translators, who rightly followed Erasmusôs example in utilising 

these ancient sources, for as Wilkinson has noted, ñWaldensian influence, both from the 

Waldensian Bibles and Waldensian relationships, entered into the King James translation 

of 1611.ò  See remarks under Catholic Corrupters and Centuries of Warfare. 

Whiteôs objection to the AV1611 reading in Revelation 1:8 ï and the omission of ñthe 

beginning and the endingò that White overlooked, has been discussed above.  Kinney 

answers Whiteôs objection to Revelation 1:6 in the AV1611 as follows
5
. 

ñMr. White tells us on page 65: ñOther places where Erasmusô work, and hence the TR, 

fall short would include Revelation 1:6, where the KJV has ñmade US KINGS and 
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priestsò, whereas the vast majority of manuscripts have ñmade us to be a kingdom and 

priests (NIV).ò 

ñMr. White should know better than to say something like this.  First of all, his own NASB 

and the NIV reject the ñvast majority of manuscriptsò easily 20 times as often than does 

the King James Bible.  Secondly, it is not true that the vast majority of manuscripts say 

what he says they do.  The Hodges- Farstad Majority is generally divided up into 5 sec-

tions called a, b, c, d and e.  In the Hodges-Farstad edition the footnote tells us that sec-

tions d and e read ñkings and priestsò as does the KJB and many others.  What is beyond 

all question is that Revelation 1:5 reads ñWASHED us from our sins in his own bloodò in 

the ñvast majority of all manuscriptsò, whereas Sinaiticus, A and C read as is found in 

the NASB, NIV, RSV - ñLOOSED us from our sins in his own blood.ò  The hypocrisy and 

shell shuffling of men like James White boggles the mind. 

ñThe online English Majority Text Version (www.emtvonline.com/) reads just as it is 

found in the King James Bible.  Revelation 1:5, 6 ñand from Jesus Christ, the faithful 

witness, the firstborn 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.ò  

ññkings and priestsò fits the context of Revelation 5:10 and 20:6, and is the reading of 

not only a very large portion of remaining Greek manuscripts, but also that of Tyndale 

1525, Coverdale 1535, Bishopsô Bible 1568, the Geneva Bible 1599, Maceôs N.T. 1729, 

Wesley 1755, the Italian Diodati, the Spanish Sagradas Escrituras 1569, the Reina Va-

lera of 1909 and 1960, the NKJV 1982, Greenôs 1998 Modern KJV, Youngôs, the KJV 21, 

the Afrikaans 1953, Dutch Staten Vertaling, Basque bible, and the Modern Greek version 

used in the Orthodox churches today.ò 

Again, Whiteôs preferred modern reading ñkingdomò is found
62

 in Griesbach, Lachmann, 

Tischendorf, Tregelles, Alford and Wordsworth. 

Concerning Revelation 14:1, where White declares that ñAccording to Hoskier, a grand 

total of six Greek manuscriptséall dating quite late (two of which are highly suspect), do 

not contain this phrase.  The reason for its non-inclusion is quite simpleéThe repetition 

of the phrase ñhis name andò caused those few scribes to omit the second occurrenceéò  

Kinney states. 

ñWhile we are here in Revelation 14 letôs look at Mr. Whiteôs comment on Revelation 

14:1.  On page 65 he says: ñAnother important accidental deletion in the text of Revela-

tion is found at the beginning of chapter 14.ò   

ñThe NASB, NIV, RSV, ESV, and the Catholic versions all contain a few words not found 

in the Greek texts used in the making of the King James Bible.  The NASB reads: ñThen I 

looked, and behold, the Lamb was standing on Mount Zion, and with Him 144,000, HAV-

ING HIS NAME and the name of His Father written on their foreheads.ò   

ñJames then goes to say that the omission of the words ñhaving his nameò is found in 

only six Greek manuscripts.  Well, need I point out that 6 Greek manuscripts is far more 

support for the KJB reading than that of many readings found in such versions as the 

NASB, NIV and RSV?  

ñNot only does the King James Bible not contain the extra words of ñhaving His nameò, 

but so also do Tyndale 1525, Coverdale 1535, Bishopsô Bible 1568, the Geneva Bible 

1599, Websterôs, Youngôs, the NKJV 1982, Greenôs Modern KJV, the KJV 21st Century, 
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the Third Millennium Bible, Lutherôs German Bible, the Spanish Sagradas Escrituras of 

1569, the Reina Valera of 1602, 1858 and 1909, the 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.   

ñTo show the fickle inconsistency of scholars like James White it should also be pointed 

out that in Revelation 14:3 we read: ñAnd they sung AS IT WERE a new song before the 

throne, and before the four beasts, AND THE ELDERS: and no one could learn that song 

but the HUNDRED AND FORTY AND FOUR THOUSAND, which were redeemed from 

the earth.ò   

In this verse the word for ñas it wereò (ɤɠ) IS FOUND in the TR and in the present Nes-

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 words ñand 

the eldersò ARE FOUND in the Majority text, but Nestleô s and the NASB, NIV, RSV omit 

them.  Then to top it all off, instead of reading ñ the 144,000 which were redeemedò Si-

naiticus actually reads 141,000 while manuscript C has 140,000!  ñNow you see it, and 

now you donô t.òò   

Dr Mrs Riplinger writes
7 Part 6

, with respect to a shorter work by James White attacking 

her book New Age Versions that he later expanded into The King James Only Contro-

versy. 

ñI demonstrated in Which Bible Is Godôs Word (p. 62) that Whiteôs assertion that ñall the 

Greek texts read as new versions do in Rev. 14:1ò was wrong.  It [the AV1611 reading] is 

in MSS P, 1, 5, 34, 025, 141, 246, 2049, 2053, 2065, and 2255mg.  He fixed that error, 

among others.  Charges of misspelling vanish after his critiqueôs thirty-some spelling er-

rors were pointed out to him by readers.  God forbids us to cast our pearls before swine, 

ñlest they trample them under their feet, and turn again and rend youò (Matt. 7:6).  I 

have seen a good sample of Whiteôs ability to ñtrample.ò  His track record for órendingô 

and bending, keeps me from personally sending him any pearls.ò 

Dr Mrs Riplinger has cited 9-10 manuscripts [141 is 2049 ï see note above from The Pu-

ritan Board ï The Merits of the A.V.].  Whiteôs assertion of 4-6 manuscripts in support of 

the AV1611 is clearly wrong.  Moorman notes with respect to the AV1611 reading for 

Revelation 14:1 that ñThere is but one name of Deity on their foreheads.  See [Revela-

tion] 7:3, 9:4, also 3:12éò 

Like the other alterations to the AV1611 that White favours (for that reason), the modern 

addition follows
62

 Griesbach, Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles, Alford and Words-

worth. 

With reference to Revelation 5:14, where White maintains that ñthe addition of the 

phrase ñhim that liveth for ever and everò at Revelation 5:14éis found in only three sus-

pect Greek manuscripts, but is absent from [Erasmusôs] manuscriptò Dr Moorman re-

veals once again that White has been óeconomical with the truth.ô 

Moorman shows
11 p 89-90

 that the AV1611 reading ñhim that liveth for ever and everò is 

found in the Tyndale, Great, Geneva and Bishopsô Bibles, the editions of Stephanus, Beza 

and Eleziever and several Latin sources, besides manuscripts 296, 2045 and 2049 ï which 

White describes as ñsuspect,ò as usual without any evidence for his assertion.  See com-

ments above from The Puritan Board, about the authenticity of manuscript 2049, Hos-

kierôs manuscript 141.  Once again, the modern versions that White prefers follow Gries-
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bach, Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles, Alford and Wordsworth in omitting the expres-

sion
62

. 

Moorman has this pertinent observation that escaped Whiteôs notice.  ñAs this worship is 

directed to the Lamb (vs. 13), a key statement about Christôs eternal being is struck out of 

the HF CR*  texts.ò 

*The Hodges-Farstad Majority Text and the Critical Text of Nestle-Alandôs 26
th
 Edition 

and United Bible Societies 3
rd
 Edition.  The NKJV mainly follows the HF text and the 

NIV, NASV, NRSV the Nestle-Aland UBS text. 

In answer to Whiteôs accusation that ñin Revelation 15:3, ñKing of saints,ò which should 

be either ñKing of agesò (NIV) or ñKing of the nationsò (NASB), the TR ending again 

fails to have Greek manuscript support,ò Kinney states
5
. 

ñOne of the silliest comments James makes is his criticism of the KJB reading found in 

Revelation 15:3.  Here we read: ñAnd they sing the song of Moses the servant of God, 

and the song of the Lamb, saying, Great and marvellous are thy works, Lord God Al-

mighty; just and true are thy ways, thou King OF SAINTS.ò  

ñJames says on page 66 that King of saints ñshould be either ñKing of the AGES (NIV) 

or ñKing of THE NATIONSò (NASB), the TRôs reading again fails to have Greek manu-

script support.ò  

ñJames is such a joker, isnôt he?  In his book he recommends three different versions as 

being ñreliable and trustworthyò - the NASB, the NIV and the NKJV, yet all three of these 

ñreliable versionsò differ from each other, and every ñerroneousò reading of the KJB in 

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.   

ñAccording to Jack Moormanôs book, When the KJV Departs from the ñMajorityò Text, 

on page 110* , he gives the evidence for the reading found in the King James Bible, as 

well as that of Tyndale, Coverdale, Bishopsô Bible, the Geneva Bible, Youngôs, Websterôs, 

the Spanish Reina Valera 1909 and 1960, Lutherôs German Bible, the NKJV, KJV 21, 

Greenôs Modern KJV, and the Modern Greek version used throughout the Orthodox 

churches.  This is the reading found in the Greek manuscripts of 296, 2049 and 2066.  It 

is also the reading of the Greek texts of Stephanus, Beza, Eleziever, and Scrivener.  ñKing 

of saintsò is also quoted by various church fathers like Victorinus, Tyconius, Apringius, 

and Cassiodorus.ò   

*Evidently the first edition.  The second edition, used for this work, cites in support of the 

AV1611 reading Tyndaleôs, the Great, Geneva and Bishopsô Bibles and the editions of 

Stephanus, Beza and Eleziever in addition to the older sources of manuscripts and church 

fathers but not the more modern sources. 

ñNot even the modern versions agree among themselves.  The UBS text says ñking of 

NATIONSò and so read the 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: ñking of THE AGESò.   

Notice that the RV, and ASV read ñking of the agesò, but then the revision NASB changed 

this to ñking of nationsò.  The RSV read ñagesò but the revisions of the RSV now read 

ñnationsò.  The Douay read ñagesò but the other Catholic revision now says ñnationsò.  

The NIV says ñagesò too, but wait!  Now the revision of the NIV has come out.  It is 

called Todayôs NIV (TNIV of 2005) and it now reads: ñking of the NATIONSò.  NONE of 
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the revisions agree with the previous versions, and yet Mr. White has the temerity to rec-

ommend three different bible versions, none of which agrees 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?ò 

Moorman observes
11 p 101

 with respect to this verse that ñAt the time of the statement, 

Christ is king of saints.  He has not yet returned; the nations have not yet acknowledged 

his kingship.ò 

The Lord imposes His kingship by force at the Second Advent.  ñThe Lord Jesus shall be 

revealed from heaven with his mighty 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 his powerò 2 Thessalonians 1:7-9. 

He will then rule ñwith a rod of ironò Psalm 2:9 ñAnd the Lord shall be king over all the 

earthò Zechariah 14:9a but this is subsequent to Revelation 15:3, chronologically.   

James White would note that the readings ñnationsò and ñagesò are found in the margin 

of an AV1611 at Revelation 15:3 because he wishes to exaggerate
3 p 77

 ñthe importance of 

marginal notes in the KJV Only controversyò in order to subvert belief in the 1611 

Authorised Holy Bible as the pure word of God.  This deceitful tactic of Whiteôs will be 

discussed later but it should be understood that the marginal notes in an AV1611 are not 

the text and simply indicate that alternative readings exist, in keeping with the transparent 

honesty of the King James translators.  As Dr Moorman has shown and as a comparison 

of ñspiritual things with spiritualò 1 Corinthians 2:13 confirms, the Kingôs men inserted 

the correct reading 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 Wordsworth
62

 

have the reading ñnations,ò which White clearly prefers ï because it differs from the 

AV1611 reading.  (Once again, Whiteôs ócircularityô- of which he repeatedly accuses bi-

ble believers, see comments under Introduction  and Whiteôs Main Postulates Refuted - 

is evident, i.e. the AV1611 reading differs from that of some other source, i.e. the oldest 

manuscripts, the (alleged) majority of manuscripts, one of Erasmusôs editions of the TR, 

one or more of the modern versions; the reading of the óother sourceô must be correct; 

why ï because it differs from the AV1611 reading.  This is blatant óscholarship-onlyism,ô 

as Dr Ruckman
1
 has rightly described it.) 

Dr Mrs Riplinger notes with respect to Revelation 15:3, her emphasis, ñGreek texts vary 

here.  Westcott-Hort has aeon, Nestle-NASB has ethos (which they translate as ópagansô 

elsewhere!), the Textus Receptus has hagios, translated elsewhere as óholyô!  Three dif-

ferent Greek words, as diverse as ópagan,ô ónationsô and óholy saintsô fractures the 

freshman fantasy of the original Greek.ò 

ñIt is better to trust in the LORD than to put confidence in man.  It is better to trust in 

the LORD than to put confidence in princesò Psalm 118:8, 9. 

And it is better to trust in the 1611 Authorized Holy Bible than in the vicissitudes of 

modern scholarship.  For example, White
3 p 157-9

 states with respect to several verses 

where he accuses the AV1611 of ñparallel influence,ò his emphases, ñthat in each in-

stance where the NIV lacks a phrase in its text that is found in the KJV* , that same mate-

rial is found elsewhere in the NIV New Testament.ò 

But White does not apply the same standard to the AV1611.  Jeremiah 10:7 states. 



 119 

ñWho would not fear thee, O King of nations? for to thee doth it appertain: forasmuch 

as among all the wise men of the nations, and in all their kingdoms, there is none like 

unto thee.ò  Jeremiah 10:7 would apply, prophetically, to the Second Advent.  See com-

ments on Psalm 2:9, Zechariah 14:9a above. 

*Again, as Dr Mrs Riplinger indicates (see Authorôs Introduction), what if a native 

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 re-

spect to the abbreviated New Testament of the NIV, versus that of the complete New Tes-

tament of the AV1611?   

See also Whiteôs comments
3 p 137

 on Revelation 20:13, 14 and Dr Ruckmanôs response
1 p 

271-2
, also described in Chapter 6.  

Concerning Whiteôs statement that ñThe TR often gives readings that place it in contrast 

with the united testimony of the Majority TextéOften this is due to Erasmusô importing of 

entire passages from the Latin Vulgate.  This is how Erasmus came up with ñthe book of 

lifeò at Revelation 22:19 rather than the reading of the Greek manuscripts, ñthe tree of 

lifeò Kinney states
5
. 

ñThe last major complaint James has about the KJB that I wish to mention in this article 

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 away from the words of this book,ò God shall take 

away his part out of THE BOOK of life.ò  James asserts that Erasmus got this reading, 

not from any Greek manuscript, but from the Vulgate, and that it should properly read 

ñtree of lifeò as do the NASB, NIV, RSV, ESV and Holman Standard.   

ñI have already put together an article dealing with this verse where I and others show 

that ñbook of lifeò is indeed found in some Greek manuscripts, in many Bible versions 

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 here:  Note [2014 update]:  

[brandplucked.webs.com/rev2219bookoflife.htm]  

Will Kinneyôs article explains the AV1611 reading in Revelation 22:19 as follows. 

ñRather than saying ñbook of lifeò, versions like the RSV, NASB, NIV, ESV, Holman 

Christian Standard, Jehovah Witness New World Translation, and the Catholic versions 

read: ñGod will take away his share in the TREE of life.ò  

ñIt should be noted that there are several textual differences found in just the last few 

verses of Revelation, and that not even the modern versions agree among themselves.   

ñFor instance, in verses 20 and 21, the King James Bible as well as the Majority of all 

texts reads: ñEVEN SO, come, Lord Jesus.ò  However Sinaiticus and Alexandrinus omit 

the word for ñeven soò, and so do the NASB, NIV, ESV, and Holman Standard.   

ñAgain, in verse 21 in the KJB we read: ñThe grace of our Lord Jesus CHRIST be with 

YOU ALL.  AMEN.ò  Here the word CHRIST is found in the Majority of all texts, but 

again Sinaiticus and Alexandrinus omit it, and so do the NASB, NIV, ESV, and Holman 

Standard.   

ñThen in the very last part of the last verse of Revelation, where the KJB says: ñThe 

grace of our Lord Jesus Christ be with YOU ALL, AMENò, here Sinaiticus is different 

from all other texts, reading ñwith THE SAINTSò.  The Revised Version, the American 

Standard Version, and the Revised Standard Version all read ñwith the SAINTSò (follow-

http://brandplucked.webs.com/rev2219bookoflife.htm
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ing Sinaiticus) while the NIV paraphrases the Sinaiticus reading as ñwith GODôS PEO-

PLEò.   

ñHowever the NASB 1995 and the new 2001 ESV (English Standard Version) now reject 

Sinaiticus and go with Alexandrinus instead, which says: ñwith ALLò and omits the word 

ñyouò.  But wait.  The even newer ISV (International Standard Version), and the upcom-

ing Holman Christian Standard have once again gone back to the Sinaiticus reading of 

ñwith the saintsò.  The modern versions donôt even agree among themselves.   

ñIt is more than a tad hypocritical of Bible correctors to criticize the King James reading 

ñbook of lifeò, when the two other variant readings adopted by the conflicting modern 

versions of ñwith allò and ñwith the saintsò are found ONLY in ONE manuscript each 

and, according to the UBS textual apparatus, not in any other ancient version or quoted 

by any church fatheré 

ñMany anti-King James Bible critics bring up ñthe book of lifeò as found in Revelation 

22:19 as an error.  One well known such critic is Doug Kutilek* .  His full article is found 

at this site  

ñwww.bible-researcher.com/kutilek1.htmlò 

*Kutilek is a close ally of James White, said by him
3 p 121

 to be the author of ñfine, ongo-

ing workò i.e. spreading disbelief in the 1611 Authorised Holy Bible.  Kutilekôs site, 

www.kjvonly.org/index.html, is ñdedicated to the defense of the Bible as originally writ-

ten, against the flood of falsehood propagated by King James Onlyism.ò  Note, however, 

that ñthe Bible,ò as such, was never ñoriginally written,ò in the sense of being compiled 

into one volume
8 p 101

 (impossible with hand-written manuscripts) and therefore Kutilek is 

simply perpetuating the fable propagated by Princeton academics Hodge and Warfield
39 p 

553, 72 p 6, p 8
 that only óthe originalsô were óinspired.ô  Hodge and Warfield

73 p 237-8
 stated 

their belief as follows, in an article entitled Inspiration.  This authorôs emphasis. 

ñAll the affirmations of Scripture of all kinds, whether of spiritual doctrine or duty, or of 

physical or historical fact, or of psychological or philosophical principle, are without 

any error, when the ipsissima verba [the precise words] of the original autographs are 

ascertained and interpreted in their natural and intended sense.ò 

All copies and therefore Bible translations are said to be ñimperfect,ò because ñthe origi-

nal reading may have been lost.ò  Hodge and Warfieldôs article has influenced most of 

the body of Christ since then.  Few Christians actually believe that they possess ñall 

scriptureégiven by inspiration of God,ò 2 Timothy 3:16. 

As Solomon rightly observed, ñone sinner destroyeth much goodò Ecclesiastes 9:18b. 

And in this case, there were two ï together with two more in the UK, Westcott and Hort, 

whose Revised New Testament appeared the same year as Hodge and Warfieldôs article.  

The Devil was clearly at work on two academic fronts at the time, in the two leading 

Protestant nations. 

Kinney continues. 

ñI have included only extracts from his main arguments, but I am by no means misrepre-

senting his views.  Men like Mr. Kutilek [and James White] have no inspired, complete, 

inerrant Bible and they often resort to personal opinion presented as fact, and outright 

falsehood as though it were irrefutable evidence.  Letôs read some of what he has to say 

and then we will respond to his criticisms.   

http://www.kjvonly.org/index.html
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ñIn Mr. Kutilekôs article he says there are ña number of unique readings in Erasmusô 

texts, that is, readings which are found in no known Greek manuscript but which are nev-

ertheless found in the editions of Erasmus.  One of these is the reading ñbook of lifeò in 

Revelation 22:19.  All known Greek manuscripts here read ñtree of lifeò instead of ñbook 

of lifeò as in the textus receptus.  Where did the reading ñbook of lifeò come from?  When 

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 and back-translated from Latin 

to Greek.  Unfortunately, the copy of the Vulgate he used read ñbook of life,ò unlike any 

Greek manuscript of the passage, and so Erasmus introduced a ñuniqueò Greek reading 

into his text.ò  [2014 update] 

ñFirst of all, Mr. Kutilek refers to Erasmusô Greek text as though that is all the King 

James Bible translators had to go by.  The truth of the matter is that they didnôt even pri-

marily use Erasmusô text but that of Beza and Stephanus, plus they consulted several for-

eign language translations as well.  The most important point is that it was God Himself 

whom we believe was guiding the KJB translators in their work. 

ñSecondly, Mr. Kutilek says there are no Greek manuscripts that read ñbook of lifeò.  He 

is flat out wrong about this.  Dr. Thomas Holland, Jack Moorman, Dr. H. C. Hoskier and 

many others have documented the textual evidence that exists for the reading of ñbook of 

lifeò as found in Revelation 22:19.  [2014 update] 

ñDr. Holland responds to this charge.  You can see an excerpt from his book Crowned 

with Glory here: 

ñav1611.com/kjbp/faq/holland_re22_19.html 

ñThere this question is posed and Dr. Holland responds:  

ñQuestion: ñIf the Textus Receptus is the error free text, then why are the last six verses 

of Revelation absent from the TR, yet present in the KJV?  Did you know that for these 

verses, the Latin Vulgate was translated into English - a translation of a translation?  

ñDr. Holland replies: ñThe ñTRò has the last six verses of Revelation in it.  It is found in 

the editions of Erasmus, Beza, Stephanus, and the Elzevir brothers...   

ññCodex 1r, which was used by Erasmus, was missing Revelation 22:16-21 [it may not 

have been when Erasmus used this codex
69

].  The standard teaching is that Erasmus went 

back to the Latin Vulgate for these verses and re-translated them into Greek.  However, 

Dr. H. C. Hoskier disagreed by demonstrating that Erasmus used the Greek manuscript 

141 which contained the verses...  (Concerning The Text Of The Apocalypse, London: 

Quaritch, 1929, vol. 1, pp. 474-77, vol. 2, pp. 454,635.)... 

ññRegardless, the textual support for these verses is not limited to the Latin Vulgate.  

They are also found in the Old Latin manuscripts, additional early translations such as 

the Coptic, Syriac, Armenian, and Ethiopic, and some later Greek manuscripts...   

ññOf course, the biggest ñchangeò comes in verse 19.  Dr. Hoskier has shown that Greek 

manuscripts 57 and 141 read with the Latin in stating ñbook of lifeò and not ñtree of 

lifeò as found in Sinaiticus and most other Greek mss.  There are, of course, other wit-

nesses to the reading found in the KJV here.  For example, the Old Bohairic Coptic ver-

sion also reads ñbook of life.ò  Additionally, we have patristic citations from Ambrose 

(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 in a variety of geographical locations 

and various languages.òò 

http://av1611.com/kjbp/faq/holland_re22_19.html
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White repeats Kutilekôs falsehoods, in his notes
3 p 87

 on this chapter, stating baldly that 

ñThe TRéoften imports entire passages on the basis of the authority of the Latin Vul-

gateò and, with respect to the AV1611 reading for ñbook of life,ò ñthere are no Greek 

manuscripts to support the reading.ò  Like Kutilek, White is ñflat out wrong.ò  Indeed, 

he is ñflat lying.ò  Kinney continues. 

ñMr. Jack Moorman, in his book [first edition] ñWhen the KJV Departs from the óMajor-

ityô Textò, says the reading of ñbook of lifeò is also found in the Coptic Boharic, the Ara-

bic, the Speculum, Pseudo-Augustine and written as such in the Latin of Adrumentum 

552, Andreas of Cappadocia, 614 Haymo, Halberstadt, Latin 841.  ñBook of lifeò is 

found in the Greek manuscripts of # 296, 2049, and in the margin of 2067.ò 

Dr Mrs Riplinger
39 p 980

 adds manuscript 051.  Kinney continues, first citing Dr Moorman. 

ññLibro (book) is the reading of the Latin mss.  Codex Fuldensis (sixth century); Codex 

Karolinus (ninth century); Codex Oxoniensis (twelfth to thirteenth century); Codex Ul-

mensis (ninth century); Codex Uallicellanus (ninth century); Codex Sarisburiensis (thir-

teenth century); and the corrector of Codex Parisinus (ninth century)ò...  

ñThirdly, 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 Latin Vulgate.  It is well 

documented that Erasmus was exceedingly well acquainted with hundreds of Greek 

manuscripts from his extensive travels and studies.  [2014 update].  You can read more 

about the vast number of manuscripts Erasmus had consulted and collected throughout 

his life here  

ñwww.angelfire.com/la2/prophet1/erasmus.html 

ñFourthly, in his article Mr. Kutilek also states as fact what is really unfounded conjec-

ture when he says: ñThe fact that all textus receptus editions of Stephanus, Beza, et al. 

read with Erasmus shows that their texts were more or less slavish reprints of Erasmusô 

text and not independently compiled editions, for had they been edited independently of 

Erasmus, they would surely have followed the Greek manuscripts here and read ñtree of 

life.ò  

ñThis is pure guesswork on his part.  Stephanus had access to many Greek manuscripts 

that Erasmus did not possess, as well as Beza.  For example, Stephanus mentions and 

John Gill
8 p 320

 confirms that the three heavenly witnesses of ñthe Father, the Word, and 

the Holy Ghost, and these three are oneò of 1 John 5:7 was the reading found in 9 of the 

16 Greek manuscripts Stephanus used, yet we do 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 longer possessé 

ñIn summary, we see that the reading of ñbook of lifeò in Revelation does have some 

Greek manuscript support, as well as ancient versions and church Fathers.   

ñThe Providence of God has seen fit to place this reading in most Bibles that have been 

used throughout history to reach millions for Christ.  These include Wycliffe 1395, Tyn-

dale 1525, Coverdale 1535, the Great Bible, the Bishopsô Bible 1568, and the Geneva 

Bible 1587é  [2014 update] 

ñBOOK of lifeò is also the reading of the 1569 Sagradas Escrituras, Cipriano de Valera 

1602, and the Spanish Reina Valera versions from 1602, 1909, 1960 and 1995 used 

throughout the Spanish speaking world...and the Modern Greek N.T. [writerôs emphases] 

http://www.angelfire.com/la2/prophet1/erasmus.html
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ñMartin Lutherôs translation of 1545, using Greek texts before Stephanusô 1550 edition, 

also reads ñbook of lifeò...  I met a Russian pastor a couple years ago and asked him 

what his Russian Bible said here.  He told me it reads book of life too...   

ñBesides all these English, Spanish, Portuguese, French, Italian, German and Greek bi-

bles, I have been able to confirm that the following Bible versions also read ñbook of 

lifeò: The Afrikaans Bible of 1953...the Albanian...the Basque New Testament (Navarro-

Labourdin)...the Czech BKR Bible...the Dutch Staten Vertaling...the Hungarian 

Karoli...the Icelandic Bible version...the Tagalog [version]...   

ñMr. Kutilek closes his article by saying: ñSome writers calculate the differences be-

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 translation.   Without 

making an actual count, I 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 Westcott-Hort text nor the textus receptus as 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 anyone else.  Rather, it is better to 

evaluate all variants in the text of the Greek New Testament on a reading by reading ba-

sis, that is, in those places where there are divergences in the manuscripts and between 

printed texts, the evidence for and against each reading should be thoroughly and care-

fully examined and weighed, and the arguments of the various schools of thought consid-

ered, and only then a judgment made.ò  

ñDo you see where Mr. Kutilek is coming from?  He is his own Final Authority [like 

James White].  He has no inerrant, complete, inspired Bible to give you or recommend.  

He is like those of old of whom God says in the last verse of the book of Judges: ñIn those 

days there was no king in Israel: every man did that which was right in his own eyes.ò 

Judges 21:25.   

ñThere ultimately is no certain way of knowing what the ñoriginalsò really said, because 

we simply do not have them, and literally thousands of Greek copies have been lost to 

time and decay.  The King James reading of ñbook of lifeò in Revelation 22:19 is not 

without textual support, be that of Greek copies, ancient versions, Latin manuscripts, 

early church fathers or modern English and foreign language versions.   

ñI and many thousands of other Bible believers have come to the conclusion that God 

meant what He said in His Book about His preserved words.   

ñIsaiah 40:8: ñThe grass withereth, the flower fadeth: but the word of our God shall 

stand for ever.ò  

ñPsalm 12:6-7: ñThe words of the LORD are pure words: as silver tried in a furnace of 

earth, purified seven times.  Thou shalt keep them, O LORD, thou shalt preserve them 

from this generation for ever.òò  

Note in passing that Kutilekôs judgemental approach to the Holy Bible ï see above ï is, 

for obvious reasons, wholly inappropriate for any world-wide missionary endeavour, es-

pecially to parts of the developing world, where resources for bible distribution are se-

verely stretched.  See comments on James Whiteôs preference for ñmultiple translations,ò 

discussed at the close of Chapter 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, 7, ñwithout admixture or error
34
ò and the 
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final authority in all matters of faith and practice, 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 1890
8 p 14

. 

Dr Moorman makes this observation
11 p 114

 with respect to the AV1611 reading ñbook of 

lifeò in Revelation 22:19. 

ñEach person has his own individual ñpart in the book of lifeò.  But what are we to make 

of a manôs ñpart in the tree of lifeò?  The revised reading lessens the impact of this last 

warning in the Bible.  Also a parallel is intended ñéthis bookéthe book of life.òò 

It should also be noted
62

 that the not-so-trustworthy editions of Griesbach, Lachmann, 

Tischendorf, Tregelles, Alford and Wordsworth contain the alteration ñtree of life.ò 

In addition to attacking various AV1611 readings in the Book of Revelation, White at-

tempts in this chapter to subvert several other AV1611 readings, beginning
3 p 58-9, 68

 with 

Romans 10:17, 12:11, 1 Timothy 3:16, Matthew 1:18, 20:22.   

White states with respect to Romans 10:17 that ñErasmus ñguessedòò at what became 

the AV1611 reading ñword of Godò and tries to imply that the reading ñword of Christ,ò 

would be superior because it is found in some old sources, i.e. P46, Aleph and B.   

Note Dr Mrs Riplingerôs remarks at the beginning of this chapter, to the effect that what 

Erasmus ññguessedòò ñled him to the readings which match almost every Greek manu-

script known today.ò  This is certainly true of the AV1611 for Romans 10:17.  White no 

doubt prefers the poorly attested reading ñword of Christò because it is found in Whiteôs 

ópreferredô translations, the NIV and NASV.  The NIV, NASV reading is also found in 

the DR, JR, RV, JB and with minor variation, i.e. ñword about Christ,ò the NWT.   

The NIV, NASV and Nestleôs 21
st
 Edition follow the dubious editions of Lachmann, 

Tischendorf, Tregelles and Alford
62

 for Romans 10:17. 

The expression ñword of Christò occurs only once in the scriptures, in Colossians 3:16.  

Its use is appropriate here because the central theme of this Letter is the Lord Jesus 

Christ, of Whom Paul writes, ñFor in him dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead bodi-

lyò Colossians 2:9. 

Dr Stauffer 
74, p 103

 notes with respect to Romans 10:17, ñI asked a group of young people 

what ñthe word of Christò was, and they informed me it was contained only in the four 

Gospel books.  One of them even said, ñIt is the red letters in the Bible.ò  Many of the 

publishers place the words of Christ in red.  The NIV rendering of Romans 10:17 indi-

cates that the way for a person to receive faith is by simply reading the four Gospel books 

of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John ï the words spoken by Christ while on earthéThrough 

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 primary doctrine.  Satan wants our focus 

directed away from the Apostle Paul (1 Corinthians 11:1, 2 Timothy 2:7).  The NIV ac-

tually elevates the earthly words of Christ above the rest of His Word.  This is unscrip-

tural and weakens oneôs faithò (authorôs emphases). 

It is regrettable that White didnôt carry out the same exercise with bible readers that Dr 

Stauffer did. 

The expression ñword of Godò occurs 48 times in the scriptures and appropriately is often 

associated directly with the scriptures, e.g. Luke 4:4, 8:21, 11:28, John 10:35, Acts 13:34, 

18:11, Romans 9:6, 10:17, 2 Corinthians 2:17, 4:2, Ephesians 6:17, 2 Timothy 2:9, He-

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 White (assuming he is such) has any busi-

ness attempting to infer otherwise. 

Of Matthew 1:18, which reads ñthe birth of Jesus Christ,ò White states
3 p 59

 ñIn chapter 

3 we noted how scribes could change a passage due to familiarity with a parallel account 

in another place, or due to their familiarity with the passageôs use in the church.  Eras-

mus realized the exact same thing.  With reference to the phrase ñJesus Christò at Mat-

thew 1:18, Erasmus, noting that the Latin only had ñChrist,ò said, ñHowever I suspect 

óJesusô was added by a scribe because the passage is customarily recited in this way by 

the church.òò 

Whiteôs comments above demonstrate that he believes that the word ñJesusò as found in 

Matthew 1:18 in the AV1611 is a óscribal addition.ô  

So why doesnôt he criticise the editors of the NIV, NASV for agreeing with the AV1611 

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, omit ñJesusò in Matthew 1:18.  

Of the critical editions, only Tregelles omits ñJesusò in Matthew 1:18. 

Romans 12:11 is similar with respect to variant readings.  White states that ñ[Erasmus] 

liked ñserving the timeò at Romans 12:11 rather than ñserving the Lord.ò  He defended 

his choice by noting that the Greek terms for Lord (kurios) and time (kairos) could easily 

be confused because they look the same.  This was true, ñespecially considering that 

copyists often abbreviate syllables in their writing.òò 

Again, why doesnôt White criticise the editors of the NIV, NASV for contradicting Eras-

musôs ñchoice,ò which, according to White, ñwas trueò?  These versions, together with 

the RV, DR, JR, JB, NWT have the AV1611 reading ñserving the Lordò in Romans 

12:11, with minor variation. 

White is quick to point out that Stephanusôs Greek Edition reads ñkairos,ò ñtime,ò but 

inspection of Berryôs Edition shows that the editions of Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tre-

gelles, Alford and Wordsworth read ñkurios,ò ñLordò together with the 1624 Edition of 

Eleziever
 62
.  Nestleôs 21

st
 Edition also has ñkurios,ò ñLord.ò  This level of agreement 

with the AV1611 reading, where even most of the modern editors didnôt believe that the 

reading ñkairosò is worth pursuing, indicates that Erasmusôs opinion about the verse no 

longer applies.  Like ñour critic,ò
8 p 176

 White is a blind guide, gnat-straining, Matthew 

23:24.  He is again displaying both óinconsistencyô and óa double standard.ô 

Switching his attack to 1 Timothy 3:16, which attack he extends in a later chapter
3 p 207-9

, 

White states ñKJV Only advocates ridicule modern scholars when they point to the same 

facts that Erasmus didéto explain the difference between ñGodò and ñHeò at 1 Timothy 

3:16.ò 

White actually agrees with the AV1611 reading ñGod was manifest in the flesh,ò for 1 

Timothy 3:16 in his detailed comments on this passage.  However, he is quick to try to 

justify the substitution of ñHeò for ñGodò in the NASV, NIV, stating that ñnone of this 

requires us to believe that there is some conspiracy on the part of the modern translations 

with reference to their rendering of the disputed phrase in this passageéThere is a very 

clear logical reason why these versions read as they do.ò 

There is also ña very clearly logical reason whyò the AV1611 reads as it does, apart from 

the weight and variety of underlying evidence ï see below.  Dr Moorman explains
9 p 135

, 

his emphases.   
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ñThere is no mystery about ñhe appeared in a body.ò  The same can be said for everyone 

else!  It is only a great mystery of godliness if ñheò is God.ò  In fact, despite the NIV, 

NASV translation it is not even ñheò but rather hos ï ñwho was manifested in the flesh.ò  

ñHeò is not in the text!  This leaves the textual critic with an incomplete sentence which 

does not connect grammatically.  To get around the difficulty it is suggested (without evi-

dence) that Paul was quoting from the fragment of an early Christian hymn from which 

the ñheò was missingéMy, we will weave our webs! 

ñThe passage is perhaps the strongest in Scripture on the Deity of Christ and we are not 

surprised that it is the object of Satanôs attackéò 

To return to White, he spends two pages in an effort to prove that 
_____

QS for ñGodò in the 

Greek manuscripts could easily be written instead as OS or ñHe whoò - according to 

White.  White then asserts that ñWhen we see, then such claims as that provided by Barry 

Burton [Letôs Weigh the Evidence, Chick Publications], ñThe NAS CHANGES it toéóHe 

who was revealed in the flesh, Was vindicated in the Spiritéôò we can recognise that 

there has not been a ñchangeò at all, but that the particular translation being examined 

uses a Greek text that feels that OS is the stronger reading than 
_____

QSéAnd, we might note 

that such versions as the NIV and the NASB provide textual footnotes that indicate the 

reading of ñGodòésomething that most KJV Only advocates would never want to see in 

their KJVs when the manuscripts provide a different readingéò 

Not when the different reading is wrong, no.  The sources in support of the AV1611 read-

ing have been summarised elsewhere
8 p 45, 84-6, 323-6, 9 p 135

. 

Note that ñour criticò disagrees with White with respect to the AV1611 reading.  He in-

sists, ñThe manuscript evidence is decidedly in favour of ñHeò.ò  If two supposedly 

learned supporters of the modern versions are in disagreement over a reading of such im-

port as ñGodò versus ñHe,ò where does that leave the ordinary believer? 

As Spurgeon said in his final address to his students, April 1891, speakerôs emphases, 

ñWe shall gradually be so bedoubted and becriticized that only a few of the most pro-

found will know what is Bible and what is not, and they will dictate to the rest of us.  I 

have no more faith in their mercy than their accuracy.ò 

The following comments from the first listed source, in answer to ñour critic,ò are rele-

vant to Whiteôs comments.  This authorôs emphasis. 

ñNone of the manuscript evidence is in favour of ñHeò.  ALL the manuscript evidence is 

in favour of either ñGodò or ñWhoò or ñWhichò.  I [have] describedéhow ñTHEOSò or 

ñGodò, which is found in the majority of manuscripts and is written ñTHSò, can easily be 

changed into ñOSò, ñWhoò, or ñOò, ñWhichò...   

ñGail Riplinger states [New Age Versions] p 353 ñThose few copies*  that have ñwhoò in 

place of ñGodò do not have a complete sentence.  There is no subject without ñGodò.  In 

addition, a neuter noun ñmysteryò cannot be followed by the masculine pronoun ñwho.ò  

To avoid having a clause with no subject, the NIV and JW bible arbitrarily drop the word 

ñwhoò and invent a new word, ñHeò...By making these additions and subtractions, the 

new versions, in 1 Timothy 3:16, follow no Greek manuscripts at alléò 

*She alludes to 5 out of 300.  See Dr Ruckmanôs remarks following on the ASV reading 

of 1901, amended further by the NASV to make a complete sentence. 
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ñDr. Hills states [The King James Version Defended] p 138 ñBut if the Greek is ñwhoò, 

how can the English be ñHeò?  This is not translation but the creation of an entirely new 

reading.ò   

ñConcerning the versions, Burgon [The Revision Revised] p 426, 448 shows that the Old 

Latin does NOT bear witness to ñHeò but rather to ñOò, ñwhichò and that ñFrom a copy 

so depraved, the Latin Version was altered in the second century.ò  See Hills, above.  The 

TBS Publication No. 10, p 8, states ñWhile the Syriac ñPeshittoò version has been justly 

described as ñthe oldest and one of the most excellent of the versions...It was evidently 

influenced by Greek manuscripts like Codex D and the Latin versions, which have ñwhich 

was manifestedò...It is probable that the earliest Syriac copies had ñGod was mani-

fested.ò 

ññOne of the Syriac versions which was remarkable for its literal adherence to the Greek 

was attributed to Philoxenus Bishop of Hierapolis in Eastern Syria, A.D. 488-518.  This 

version actually includes the name of God in 1 Timothy 3:16 and indicates that Philox-

enus found ñGodò in the Greek or Syriac copies in his hands.òò 

The editions of Griesbach, Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles, Alford and Wordsworth
62

 

unite in substituting ñWhoò for ñGodò in 1 Timothy 3:16 and are copied by Nestle. 

Dr Ruckman comments as follows
1 p 38ff

 on Whiteôs evaluation of ñGodò versus ñHeò in 

1 Timothy 3:16, authorôs emphases.  (Dr Ruckman also includes all the evidence for the 

readings ñGodò or ñWhoò in 1 Timothy 3:16.) 

ñThe passage before us (1 Tim. 3:16) speaks of Jehovah-God becoming incarnate in the 

flesh.  This is the verse that [in 1857] Jonathan Philpott (The Gospel Standard) prophe-

sied would be meddled with if ANY revision of the AV was attempted by anybodyéIn 

1881, Hort did just that.  Nestle, Aland, and Metzger followed him; and, in this century, 

the ASV (!901), the NASV (1960), and the NIV (1973), did the same thing.  James White 

justifies ñGodò being removed from 1 Timothy 3:16éWhite says ñnone of this requires 

us to believe that there is some conspiracy on the part of the modern translations with 

reference to their rendering of the disputed phrase in this passage.ò 

ñHe lied right off the bat.  He lied twice.  The conspiracy was ñin evidenceò more than 

seventeen centuries ago*, when no modern translation was in sight.  No ñPHRASEò was 

disputed at all.  A word was disputed: ñGodòò 

*Dr Mrs Riplinger cites six of the church fathers bearing witness to ñGodò in 1 Timothy 

3:16 before 400 AD and adds that ñOf writers before AD 400, Origen, the exiled heretic, 

stands alone in omitting ñGod.òò  Dr Ruckman continues. 

ñIt is true that the NIV and NASV invented a phrase or two (ñHe appeared in a bodyò 

and ñHe who was revealed in the fleshò), but the dispute was over who it was that was 

revealed.  The AV said it was ñGod.ò  [White said]ò There is a very clear logical reason 

why these versions read as they do.òò 

ñLied again.  Three times in one paragraph. 

ñThe NIV was one of the versions.  But it said ñHeò for ñGod.ò  There is no ñhe,ò sonny, 

in any Greek manuscript.  There is no ñheò in any Greek ñfamilyò or ñtext typeò or 

ñvariant.ò  The word ñHe,ò Jimmyé, is ñautosò; it isnôt found in ANY Greek text.  But it 

is clear and LOGICAL,ò is it?  ñOòéis not ñhe.ò  [It] is a neuter article* .  The NIV 

reading was plucked out of pure Pixie dust; not one of three hundred Greek manuscripts 

says ñhe.ò  White just corrected ñthe Greekò with the NIV English, and did it while con-

demning the practiceéRead Romans 2:19-22!éò 
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*It appears that omicron O, o, is shown to represent either the neuter definite article or the 

relative pronoun which, depending on how it is accented
71
.  Note also Dr Ruckmanôs ob-

servation, from inspection of a photocopy of Sinaiticus, that James White is not correct in 

his use of QEOS, 
_____

QS and OS.  These terms appear in the upper case manuscripts as CQEO, 
_____

CQ  and CO  respectively.  Note that this authorôs earlier work
8 p 45

 should also be cor-

rected in this respect L.  See also Burgon
13 p 426

.  Dr Ruckman continues. 

ñThe apostates before Whiteôs day (the ASV of 1901) éwere so rabid to remove ñGodò 

from the verse they constructed an Englishò sentenceò that had a subject but no predi-

cate!éWhite didnôt even dare mention it; he was too full of ñtruth and honestyò!
3 p 13

  

The ASV of 1901 violated the grammar of Third Grade English*, so their ñgodlyò suc-

cessors had to cover up for them.  They did it (NASV) by adding a verb (ñwas vindicated 

in the Spiritò) where there wasnôt one single ñvariantò reading that wayéò 

*1 Timothy 3:16 in the ASV of 1901 reads, ñHe who was manifested in the flesh, Justi-

fied in the spirit, Seen of angels, Preached among the nations, Believed on in the world, 

Received up in glory.ò  The verse does not constitute a complete sentence.  The 1881 RV 

reading of Westcott and Hort is the same as that of the 1901 ASV and likewise grammati-

cally incorrect.  Dr Ruckman continues. 

ñWhite didnôt mention either of these makeshift devices which had to be invented to get 

rid of the Deity of Christ (ASV and NASV) and bow down to the reading of Sinaiticus 

[Aleph].  He said they were ñclear and logicalò reasonsé 

ñ[White] says [the modern translators] were not led by Satan; no conspiracy could be 

found among theméBut he didnôt dare document anything.  We just did it.  We will do it 

againé 

ññGodò was omitted from 1 Timothy 3:16 by someone who majored in omissions when 

they quoted Scripture (Luke 4:10). 

ñNow there follows a brief mention of the ñnomina sacra,ò which simply means that cer-

tain words like ñGod,ò ñJesusò and ñChristò were abbreviated in the corrupt ñgreat un-

cials.ò  A line would be written over the first letter to show that the abbreviation had 

taken place.  In this case, ñTheosò in the manuscripts appears as (
_____

CQ ) with a line over 

the lettersé 

ñHere is Sinaiticus, without ONE item of information given about it [by White], while it 

has removed ñGodò from 1 Timothy 3:16.  Canon Cook says that Sinaiticus was written 

at Caesarea by Eusebius, ñthe STANDARD bearer of the Arian HERESYò and Scrivener 

says of Vaticanus and Sinaiticus: ñThey contain unpardonable BLUNDERSécorrupt 

documentséLOGICALLY incompatibles with faith in the Saviourôs Divinity.ò 

ññClear and logicalò reasons is it Jimmy, for the corrupt NASV reading?é 

ññSo it is easy to see how Theta (Ū) could be mistaken for Omicron (Ƀ).ò  [White inserts 

the verse in uncial Greek without word separation, once with 
_____

QS and in parallel with OS
.]  It could?  If it had been, you couldnôt have read ñhe,ò for Ƀɠ is not ñHe,ò and Ƀ, 

without the sigma (C or Ɇ or ɠ), is an article.  It couldnôt have been translated as ñheò or 

ñhe who.ò  And what would a LINE be doing (ñnomina sacraò) over CO  (
____

CO )?  There 

are no nomina sacras abbreviated aséCO .  Every scribe for nineteen centuries knew 

there werenôt any.  What White means is that ñwhoò (CO ) is a possibility because it is 

found in Sinaiticus [Whiteôs ñgreat treasureò
3 p 33

]éSomeone (NIV and NASV) deliber-
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ately chose the outrageous reading of a [conspiratorial] copyist [Aleph] in order to get 

read of ñGodòé 

ñOn goes [James White]. 

ññHence WE can see how a textual variant arose at this point merely by the fact that hu-

man beings with less than perfect vision were copying words that are liable to cause con-

fusion on the part of a personéwho is not paying close attention [to the copying of Godôs 

word?]éa scribe might believeéfully and completely in the deity of Christ but may still 

see OS and copy it as such.  No theological bias needs to be asserted to understand how 

this reading could arise.ò 

ñHe didnôt see the nomina sacra?  So he thought a neuter antecedent (ñthe mystery of 

Godlinessò) required a MASCULINE pronoun (oɠ)? 

ñAnd he went to college in Alexandria?  What kind of faculty did they have there?é 

ñThese clumsy perverts made three errors on one word in English where the word was 

ñGodò (and the verse dealt with the first fundamental of the faith), and Satan wasnôt pre-

sent at this sideshow?  That is Alexandria.  That is ñScholarship Onlyism.ò  You are to 

believe ñno theological biasò was present although they altered the gender, ignored the 

correct reading, added a verb and then lied about the problem.  If it had been ñHE 

WHOò [Aleph] what on ñGodôs earthò would that have meant?éAll human beings be-

come ñmanifest in the flesh.ò  Who didnôt know that who had an IQ of 70?  I know!  

Someone who trusts NIVs and NASVsé 

ñBut Whiteôs lame alibis for blasphemers has a much deeper source.  You see, he never 

mentioned ALEXANDRINUS (manuscript ñAò)é 

ñEvery man on theéNASV committeeéand the NIV committee, knew it was ñTheosò 

with the nomina sacra (
_____

CQ ), and NOT ñoɠò or ño.ò  Some ñcareless scribeò in AD 330 

was not even a factor in the problem.  Alexandrians never face issues.ò 

Dr Ruckman then gives extensive documentation to show how the letter Ū was visible as 

such in the 5
th
 century Codex Alexandrinus

65 p 170
 for over 100 years, 1628-1738, until it 

finally faded.  He concludes. 

ñThe real reason for the NIVôs and NASVôs rejection of ñGodò had nothing to do with 

any ñscribeò mistaking anything for anything.  The blasphemous text of the NIV and 

NASV was adopted because it was (1) ñThe most difficult readingòéand (2) Because 

ñdoctrinal passagesò are ñsuspect.ò  Those were two of the traditional dogmatic decrees 

established by Hort to hog-tie a scholar when he approached a Greek Text.  They were 

laid down by Griesbach and Lachmann before Hort adopted themé 

ñJames White was incapable of even discussing 1 Timothy 3:16éHis vastly reduced 

ñthumbnail sketchò of 1 Timothy 3:16 dealt with only ONE problem and he LIED about 

that one.  That is how you qualify for the Scholarsô Union. 

ñThey are ñlooking for a few good liars.ò  You have to attack ONE BOOK (and one book 

only) to qualify, and you have to lie about it when you attack it.ò 

A lengthy citation has been given from Dr Ruckmanôs work because later in his book, 

James White
3 p 109ff

 attacks Dr Ruckman for ñspearheading the KJV Only Movementò 

with arguments that ñsimply donôt hold waterò and ñargumentationécircular at best, 

and often grossly flawed.ò 
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The above citation from Dr Ruckmanôs work and others elsewhere in this work should 

indicate to anyone genuinely concerned for ñtruth and honesty
3 p 13
ò that Dr Ruckmanôs 

analyses of scripture texts and sources is profoundly insightful and that Whiteôs calumny 

of Dr Ruckmanôs writings, which will be addressed in more detail in the next chapter, is 

wholly unfounded.  White is also clearly upset by what he terms Dr Ruckmanôs ñinsult-

ing, demeaning language at his opponents,ò like James White. 

An inspection of Dr Ruckmanôs comments on James White and his speculations will 

demonstrate for anyone concerned for ñtruth and honestyò that James White deserves all 

of Dr Ruckmanôs censure that he gets and more, just as the scribes and Pharisees merited 

the rebukes they got from the Lord Jesus Christ, Matthew 23:13-33. 

As Paul rightly rebuked an inveterate deceiver of his day, ñWilt thou not cease to pervert 

the right ways of the Lord?ò Acts 13:10b. 

White then attempts
 
to use Erasmusôs notes on Matthew 20:22 in order to bolster up his 

speculations on ñharmonizationò in the AV1611 and therefore cast further doubt on its 

text. 

ñErasmus recognised correctly, the appearance of ñharmonizationò between parallel 

passages in the GospelséOne clear example of this is found in Matthew 20:22 where the 

KJV has, ñAre ye able to drink of the cup that I shall drink of, and to be baptized with the 

baptism that I am baptised with?ò  The NASB [of which revision committee White is a 

paid consultant ï see Chapter 3] has simply, ñAre you able to drink of the cup that I am 

about to drink?ò  While Erasmus kept the phrase ñand to be baptized with the baptism 

that I am baptised withò in his text, he noted that it appeared to have been ñtransferredò 

from the parallel passage in Mark 10:38.ò 

White neglects to mention that the DR, JR, JB, NWT agree with the NASV, NIV in omit-

ting the phrase ñand to be baptized with the baptism that I am baptized withò from Mat-

thew 20:22.  See Appendix, Table A1.  He also neglects to mention that the NASV, NIV, 

DR, JR, JB, NWT likewise unite in omitting the phrase
8 p 62

 ñand be baptized with the 

baptism that I am baptized withò from Matthew 20:23.  Both omissions in the modern 

versions stem from the corrupt Greek editions
62

 of Griesbach, Lachmann, Tischendorf, 

Tregelles, Alford and Wordsworth, copied by Nestle.  Were both phrases ñtransferredò 

from Mark 10:38, 39 or simply recorded by Matthew and Mark? 

Dr Moorman shows
9 p 70

 that the phrases found in the AV1611 have support from 22 of 

the uncial manuscripts and the majority of the cursives, together with the 2
nd

 century 

Peshitta Syriac and portions of the Old Latin.  Why would the majority of scribes, work-

ing over a wide geographical area from earliest times, opt for ótransferô of the phrases in-

stead of simply copying?  How does White know that those copying Matthew first con-

sulted Mark before undertaking their work?  White doesnôt attempt to address these ques-

tions but they are relevant. 

Aleph, B and 5 other uncials omit the phrases, which are absent from most of the Old 

Latin ï Moorman cites 14 manuscripts ï and Jeromeôs Vulgate. 

Dr Ruckman
33 p 98-9

 has this observation.  Emphases are his. 

ñThere are two types of Old Latin readings: European and African.  The old European 

(Note: ñItalyò ï Itala) was the type Jerome (from ITALY) used to bring the Old Latin into 

line with the Pope (who was in ITALY).  Any ñOld Italaò would have been the right ñOld 

Latinò BEFORE JEROME MESSED WITH IT, and consequently, any Old Latin would 

have been the right text in Africa before ORIGEN messed with it.  Thus Jerome, Origen, 
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and Augustine stand perpetually bound together as an eternal memorial to the depravity 

of Bible rejecting ñFundamentalists,ò who enthrone their egos as the Holy Spirit.ò 

Like James White.  Dr Mrs Riplinger states
39 p 963

. 

ñJerome corrupted [the] pure Old Itala Bible in the fourth century.  He admitted in his 

Preface.  ñYou [Pope Damasus] urge me to revise the Old Latin and, as it were, to sit in 

judgment on the copies of Scriptures which are now scattered throughout the worldéIs 

there not a man, learned or unlearned, who will not, when he takes the volume in 

handécall me a forger and a profane person for having had the audacity to add anything 

to the ancient books, or to make changeséò  In Jeromeôs Prologue to the Catholic Epis-

tles, ñPreserved in the Codex Fuldensisòéhe admits that Christians ñhave pronounced 

to have me branded a falsifier and a corrupter of the Sacred ScripturesòéEven Metzger 

admits, ñJeromeôs apprehension that he would be castigated for tampering with the Holy 

Writ was not unfounded.  His revision of the Latin Bible provoked both criticism and an-

ger, sometimes with extraordinary vehemence.òò 

White fails to mention Metzgerôs admission anywhere in his book, although he repeatedly 

cites Metzger when he seeks to cast doubt
3 p 179, 185, 252, 261, 263, 264, 266

 on readings in the 

AV1611.  See Dr Mrs Riplingerôs comments above on Revelation 22:16-21 with respect 

to Professor Metzger and Wilkinsonôs remarks under Whiteôs Introduction about the sav-

age persecution Rome meted out to the Waldensian believers whose bible was the Old 

Itala, dating from the 2
nd

 century AD.   

White then directs his criticisms
3 p 60-62

 towards 1 John 5:7. 

He seeks to undermine the authenticity of this verse mainly by reference to Erasmusôs 

doubts about the passage.  He states that ñ[1 John 5:7]éwas found only in the Latin Vul-

gate.  Erasmus rightly did not include it in the first or second editionséhe was con-

strained to insert the phrase in the third edition when presented with an Irish manuscript 

that contained the disputed phraseéthe manuscript is highly suspect, in that it was 

probably was created in the house of Grey Friars, whose provincial, was an old enemy of 

Erasmuséwe have a phrase that is simply not a part of the ancient Greek manuscripts of 

Johnôs first epistle.  The few manuscripts that contain the phrase are very recent, and half 

of those have the reading written 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 and the KJV translators.  And yet this passage is ferociously defended by KJV 

advocates to this dayéIf indeed the Comma was a part of the original writing of the 

apostle John, we are forced to conclude that entire passages, rich in theological meaning, 

can disappear from the Greek manuscript tradition without leaving a single traceéthe 

defenders of the KJVé[present] a theory regarding the NT text that in reality, destroys 

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 is obviously a later addition to the text that 

entered into the KJV by unusual circumstances.ò 

Again, White neglects to mention where ñthe original words of Paul or Johnò can be 

found as the preserved words of God between two covers.  He adds a note
3 p 85-6

 with re-

spect to ñthe grammatical argument that posits a problem in the masculine form of 

ñthreeò and the genders of Spirit, blood and waterò and insists that ñThis is not a very 

major problem, as ñthreeò almost always appears in the NT as masculine when used as a 

substantiveéthis is more stylistic than anything else.ò 
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First, White has demonstrated his contempt for, or wilful ignorance of, faithful bible be-

lievers such as the Waldenses, whose pre-1611 Latin Bibles, the texts of which date from 

as early as 157 AD, furnished ñunequivocal testimony of a truly apostolical branch of the 

primitive church, that the celebrated text of the heavenly witnesses [1 John 5:7] was 

adopted in the version which prevailed in the Latin Church, previously to the introduction 

of the modern Vulgate.ò  See Wilkinsonôs citation of Nolan, under Catholic Corrupters 

and Centuries of Warfare. 

How can a text of scripture preserved by ña truly apostolical branch of the primitive 

church,ò possibly be a late addition?  157 AD is not late! 

Dr Mrs Riplinger notes
39 p 946

 that ñThe worldôs leading Erasmusian scholar, Henk de 

Jonge, finds Bruce Metzger, James White, and others sorely wrong in their appraisal of 

Erasmus.  He states, in his ñErasmus and the Comma Johannem,ò that Whiteôs assertions 

are patently wrong.ò 

The evidence for 1 John 5:7 as scripture has been summarised elsewhere
8 p 88-9 319ff

 but 

extracts follow, together with citations from other researchers.  

Dr Holland
4
 states in refutation of Whiteôs disinformation about 1 John 5:7 that ñAnother 

example of false information is White's treatment of the ñJohannine commaò (1 John 

5:7).  ñIf indeed the Comma was a part of the original writing of the apostle John, we are 

forced to conclude that entire passages, rich in theological meaning, can disappear from 

the Greek manuscript tradition without leaving a single traceò (p. 62).ò  Without a trace?  

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 manuscript 

of the fifth century and in the Speculum.ò 

He has this further detailed study
55 p 163ff

 as follows.  Dr Hollandôs book contains refer-

ence citations that have been omitted here.   

Note that Dr Holland in his overview of 1 John 5:7 does not accept Whiteôs assertion that 

the grammatical difficulty arising from omission of the verse ñis not a very major prob-

lem.ò 

ñ1 John 5:7 (Johannine Comma) - ñThese Three Are Oneò  

ññFor there are three that bear record in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy 

Ghost: and these three are one.ò  

ñThe passage is called the Johannine Comma and is not found in the majority of Greek 

manuscripts.  However, the verse is a wonderful testimony to the Heavenly Trinity and 

should be maintained in our English versions, not only because of its doctrinal signifi-

cance but because of the external and internal evidence that testify to its authenticity. 

ñThe External Support: Although not found in most Greek manuscripts, the Johannine 

Comma is found in several.  It is contained in 629 (fourteenth century), 61 (sixteenth cen-

tury), 918 (sixteenth century), 2473 (seventeenth century), and 2318 (eighteenth century).  

It is also in the margins of 221 (tenth century), 635 (eleventh century), 88 (twelfth cen-

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 minority reading with later textual 

support from the Greek witnesses.  Nevertheless, being a minority reading does not elimi-

nate it as genuine.  The Critical Text considers the reading Iesou (of Jesus) to be the 

genuine reading instead of Iesou Christou (of Jesus Christ) in 1 John 1:7.  Yet Iesou is the 

minority reading with only twenty-four manuscripts supporting it, while four hundred 
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seventy-seven manuscripts support the reading Iesou Christou found in the Textus Recep-

tus.  Likewise, in 1 John 2:20 the minority reading pantes (all) has only twelve manu-

scripts supporting it, while the majority reading is panta (all things) has four hundred 

ninety-one manuscripts.  Still, the Critical Text favors the minority reading over the ma-

jority in that passage.  This is commonplace throughout 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.    

ñWhile the Greek textual evidence is weak, the Latin textual evidence for the Comma is 

extremely strong.  It is in the vast majority of the Old Latin manuscripts, which outnum-

ber the Greek manuscripts.  Although some doubt if the Comma was a part of Jeromeôs 

original Vulgate, the evidence suggests that it was.  Jerome states: 

ññIn that place particularly where we read about the unity of the Trinity which is placed 

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 testimony of the 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 Holy Spirit is confirmed.ò 

ñOther church fathers are also known to have quoted the Comma.  Although some have 

questioned if Cyprian (258 AD) knew of the Comma, his citation certainly suggests that 

he did.  He writes: ñThe Lord says, óI and the Father are oneô and likewise it is written of 

the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit, óAnd these three are oneô.ò  Also, there is no 

doubt that Priscillian (385 AD) cites the Comma:  

ññAs John says ñand there are three which give testimony on earth, the water, the flesh, 

the blood, and these three are in one, and there are three which give testimony in heaven, 

the Father, the Word, and the Spirit, and these three are one in Christ Jesus.ò  

ñLikewise, the anti-Arian work compiled by an unknown writer, the Varimadum (380 AD) 

states: ñAnd John the Evangelist sayséóAnd there are three who give testimony in 

heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Spirit, and these three are oneô.ò  Additionally, 

Cassian (435 AD), Cassiodorus (580 AD), and a host of other African and Western bish-

ops in subsequent centuries have cited the Comma.  Therefore, we see that the reading 

has massive and ancient textual support apart from the Greek witnesses. 

ñInternal Evidence: The structure of the Comma is certainly Johannine in style.  John is 

noted for referring to Christ as ñthe Word.ò  If 1 John 5:7 were an interpretation of verse 

eight, as some have suggested, than we would expect the verse to use ñSonò instead of 

ñWord.ò  However, the verse uses the Greek word logos, which is uniquely in the style of 

John and provides evidence of its genuineness.  Also, we find John drawing parallels be-

tween the Trinity and what they testify (1 John 4:13-14).  Therefore, it comes as no sur-

prise to find a parallel of witnesses containing groups of three, one heavenly and one 

earthly. 

ñThe strongest evidence, however, is found in the Greek text itself.  Looking at 1 John 

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 language understand this 

to be poor grammar if left to stand on its own.  Even more noticeably, verse six has the 

same participle but stands in the neuter (Gk.: to marturoun).  Why are three neuter nouns 

supported with a masculine participle?  The answer is found if we 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 in-
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troducing verse eight, it is very proper for the participle 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. 

ñEven though Gregory of Nazianzus (390 AD) does not testify to the authenticity of the 

Comma, he makes mention of the flawed grammar resulting from its absence.  In his 

Theological Orientations he writes referring to John: 

ññ(he has not been consistent) in the way he has happened upon his terms; for after using 

Three in the masculine gender he adds three 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 One and One and One to use the Three not in the 

masculine but in the neuter, which you yourselves disclaim in the case of Deity?ò  

ñIt is clear that Gregory recognized the inconsistency with Greek grammar if all we have 

are verses six and eight without verse seven.  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 Mid-

dleton in his book, Doctrine of the Greek Article, argues that verse seven must be a part 

of the text according to the Greek structure of the passage.  Even in the famous commen-

tary by Matthew Henry, there is a note stating that we must have verse seven if we are to 

have proper Greek in verse eight.  

ñWhile the external evidence makes the originality of the Comma possible, the internal 

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 Comma is authen-

tic.ò 

David Cloud supports 1 John 5:7 as follows
6 Part 3

. 

ñWHITE MAKES AN ISSUE OF THE ALLEGED LACK OF SUPPORT FOR 1 JOHN 

5:7.   

ñWhite largely ignores the powerful arguments which have led Bible believers to 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 Tyndaleôs New Testament of 1525, the Coverdale Bible of 1535, the Matthewôs 

Bible of 1537, the Taverner Bible of 1539, the Great Bible of 1539, the Geneva New Tes-

tament of 1557, the Bishopôs Bible of 1568, and the Authorized Version of 1611.  It did 

not disappear from a standard English Bible until the English Revised of 1881 omitted it.   

ñJames White would probably reply, ñSure, Wycliffe translated from the Latin Bible and 

1 John 5:7 has always been in the Latin Bible.  It was an accident of history.  It doesnôt 

mean anything.ò  I believe this history means a lot.  The fact that the most widely used 

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 denominational leaders, editors, translators, etc., who accepted 

the Trinitarian statement in 1 John 5:7-8 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 that long tradition in itself is not proof that something is true, but he ig-

nores the fact that long tradition CAN BE an evidence that something is true, and if that 

tradition lines up with the Word of God, it is not to be discarded.  ñRemove not the an-

cient landmark, which thy fathers have setò (Proverbs 22:28).  There are many reasons 

for believing 1 John 5:7 was penned by the Apostle John under inspiration of the Holy 
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Spirit, but Whiteôs readers are not informed of this fact and are left with an insufficient 

presentation of this issue. 

ñWhite ignores the scholarly defense of the Trinitarian passage published by Frederick 

Nolan in 1815 - An Inquiry into the Integrity of the Greek Vulgate or Received Text of the 

New Testament, in which the Greek manuscripts are newly 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 for April 1871, described Nolanôs book as ña 

work which defends the received text with matchless ingenuity and profound learning.ò  

ñWhite ignores the Christ-honoring scholarship of 19
th
-century Presbyterian scholar 

Robert Dabney, who wrote in defense of the Trinitarian statement in 1 John 5:7 (Discus-

sions of Robert Lewis Dabney, ñThe Doctrinal Various Readings of the New Testament 

Greek,ò Vol. 1, p. 350-390; Edinburgh: Banner of Truth Trust, 1891, reprinted 1967).  

Dabney was offered the editorship of a newspaper at age 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 publications, including 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 he co-founded.  A. A.  Hodge called 

Dabney ñthe best teacher of theology in the United States, if not in the world,ò and Gen-

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 1903 original).   

ñWhite ignores the fact that it was particularly the Unitarians and German modernists 

who fought viciously against the Trinitarian passage in the King James Bible.  For exam-

ple, in my library is a copy of Ezra Abbotôs Memoir of the Controversy Respecting the 

Three Heavenly Witnesses, 1 John v. 7 (New York: James Miller, 1866).  Abbot, Harvard 

University Divinity School professor, was one of at least three Christ-denying Unitarians 

who worked on the English Revised Version (ERV) of 1881 and the American Standard 

Version (ASV) of 1901.  Abbot was a close friend of Philip Schaff, head of the ASV pro-

ject, and was spoken of warmly in the introduction to Schaffôs history.  According to the 

testimony of the revisers themselves, the Unitarian Abbot wielded great influence on the 

translation.  Consider the following statement by Matthew Riddle, a member of the ASV 

translation committee: 

ññDr. Ezra Abbot was the foremost textual critic in America, and HIS OPINIONS USU-

ALLY PREVAILED WHEN QUESTIONS OF TEXT WERE DEBATED.   Dr. Ezra Abbot 

presented a very able paper on the last clause of Romans 9:5, arguing that it was a dox-

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 margin of the American Appendix, and is more 

defensible than the margin of the English Company.   Acts 20:28. óThe Lordô is placed in 

the text, with this margin: óSome ancient authorities, including the two oldest manu-

scripts, read God.ôéDr. Abbot wrote a long article in favor of the reading [which re-

moves óGodô from the text]ò (Matthew Riddle, The Story of the Revised New Testament, 

Philadelphia: The Sunday School Times Co., 1908, pp.  30,39,83).   

ñMatthew Riddleôs testimony in this regard is very important as he was one of the most 

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, AND IT DID SO UNDER 
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THE INFLUENCE OF A UNITARIAN.  White sees no significance to these matters.  I see 

great significance.  White, as do most modern version defenders, ignores the direct Uni-

tarian connection with modern textual criticism and with the textual changes 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.   

ñWhite also ignores the scholarly articles defending 1 John 5:7 which have been pub-

lished since the late 1800s by the Trinitarian Bible Society.  He also ignores the excellent 

defense of 1 John 5:7-8 by Jack Moorman in his 1988 book When the KJV Departs from 

the ñMajorityò Text: A New Twist in the Continuing Attack on the Authorized Version 

(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 ex-

cellent reply given in 1980 by Dr. Thomas Strouse to D. A. Carsonôs The King James 

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 (Ph.D. in the-

ology from Bob Jones University) is Chairman of the Department of Theology, Taberna-

cle Baptist Theological Seminary (717 N.  Whitehurst Landing Rd., Virginia Beach, Vir-

ginia 23464. 888-482-2287, tbcm@exis.net).   

ñWhite also ignores the landmark work of Michael Maynard, author of A History of the 

Debate over 1 John 5:7-8 (Comma Publications, 1855 ñAò Ave. #4, Douglas, AZ 85607).  

It is possible, of course, that he had not seen Maynardôs book prior to the publication of 

The King James Bible Controversy.  Maynardôs book basically summarizes the long-

standing defense of 1 John 5:7-8 as it exists in the King James Bible, but White pretends 

that there is no reasonable defense of the Trinitarian passage.ò 

Dr Moorman
11 p 115ff

 summarises the reasons why bible critics reject 1 John 5:7 and cites 

Dabneyôs evaluation of the verse as follows.  See also this authorôs earlier work
8 p 322ff

. 

ññThe masculine article, numeral and participle HOI TREIS MARTUROUNTES, are 

made to agree directly with three neuters, an insuperable and very bald grammatical dif-

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 masculines among 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 known in Greek syntaxéIf the words [of verse 7] are 

omitted, the concluding words at the end of verse 8 contain an unintelligible reference.  

The Greek words KAI HOI TREIS EIS TO HEN EISIN mean precisely  - ñand these three 

agree to that (aforesaid) One.ò  If the 7
th
 verse is omitted ñthat Oneò does not appear.òò 

Moorman adds that ñGaussen says it best: ñRemove it, [verse 7] and the grammar be-

comes incoherent.òò 

White may disagree but the sources that Moorman quotes provide much more detailed 

analyses than White does.  As indicated, Moorman also gives a detailed analysis of sup-

port for 1 John 5:7 as it reads in the AV1611 ï see Holland and Cloud above - and refers 

the reader to Dr Hills
65 p 209ff

 for his explanation of why the verse was possibly omitted 

from the majority of Greek manuscripts. 

Dr Hills refers to Sabelliusôs heresy of the 3
rd

 century, which taught that the three Persons 

of the Godhead were not distinct Persons but identical.  Hills concludes that the statement 

ñthese three are oneò in 1 John 5:7 ñno doubt seemed to [orthodox Christians] to teach 

the Sabellian viewéand if during the course of the controversy manuscripts were discov-
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ered which had lost this reading [by accidental omission], it is easy to see how the ortho-

dox party would consider these mutilated manuscripts to represent the true text and re-

gard the Johannine Comma as a heretical addition.ò 

Dr Hills states that ñIn the Greek-speaking Eastéthe struggle against Sabellianism was 

particularly severe,ò resulting in the loss of 1 John 5:7 from most Greek manuscripts, 

whereas it was nevertheless preserved in the Latin-speaking West ñwhere the influence of 

Sabellianism was probably not so great.ò 

White attempts to undermine Dr Hillsôs analysis of support for 1 John 5:7 as follows
3 p 85

.  

ñHills is one of the few who seem to have thought through the matter to its conclusion, 

though he is not quick to bring out the fact that this means the Greek manuscript tradition 

can be so corrupted as to lose, without trace, an entire reading.ò  Whiteôs contempt for 

bible believers emerges once again, where he states in this note ñMost who defend [1 

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. they use completely circular reasoning).ò 

Again, White ignores his own ócircularity,ô evident in his own ómaxim,ô of rejecting 

AV1611 readings ñby any means,ò 2 Corinthians 11:3a; apparent lack of manuscript 

support, alleged recension and conflation in the Byzantine ñtext-type,ò Erasmusôs notes, 

ña great treasureò like Codex Aleph (supposedly such) and alleged ñharmonizationò and 

ñexpansions of pietyò etc.  His note above could be re-worded as follows. 

ñI, James White, who reject 1 John 5:7 do so by merely repeating the maxim that the KJV 

is not the Word of God wherever I can find something that conflicts with it, and hence the 

passage should not be there (i.e. I use completely circular reasoning).ò 

But White is lying about 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 Hillsôs book in front of him.  See Dr Hollandôs remarks above, in refutation of 

Whiteôs lie. 

Moreover, White was clearly too careless to check out the work of R. L. Dabney
8 p 322

 

who gives a further explanation of how 1 John 5:7 might initially have been removed 

from early Greek manuscripts, by means that were not accidental.  See remarks by Whit-

ney and Wilkinson, under Whiteôs Introduction, to the effect that ñthose who were cor-

rupting the scriptures, claimed that they were really correcting themò and Colwellôs 

statement that ñThe first two centuries witnessed the creations of the large number of 

variations known to scholars today in the manuscripts of the New Testament most varia-

tions, I believe, were made deliberately.ò 

Dabney states. 

ñThere are strong probable grounds to conclude, that the text of Scriptures current in the 

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 channel, of nearly 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 the consubstantial unity of the Persons and the 

proper incarnation of the Godhead - the very propositions most clearly asserted in the 

doctrinal various readings we have under review. 

ñThe weight of probability is greatly in favour of this theory, viz., THAT THE ANTI-

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 SIMILAR READ-

INGS.ò 

Concerning the Irish Manuscript 61 that White dismisses as ñhighly suspect,ò attention is 

drawn to Dr Ruckmanôs description
8 p 321

 of this document. 

ñHow about that Manuscript 61 at Dublin? 

ñWell, according to Professor Michaelis (cited in Prof. Armin Panningôs ñNew Testa-

ment Criticismò), Manuscript 61 has four chapters in Mark that possess three coinci-

dences with Old Syriac, two of which also agree with the Old Itala:  ALL READINGS 

DIFFER FROM EVERY GREEK MANUSCRIPT EXTANT IN ANY FAMILY.  The Old 

Itala was written long before 200 A.D., and the Old Syriac dates from before 170 

(Tatianôs Diatessaron). 

ñManuscript 61 was supposed to have been written between 1519 and 1522; the question 

becomes us, ñFROM WHAT?ò  Not from Ximenesôs Polyglot - his wasnôt out yet.  Not 

from Erasmus, for it doesnôt match his ñGreekò in many places.  The literal affinities of 

Manuscript 61 are with the SYRIAC (Acts 11:26), and that version WAS NOT KNOWN IN 

EUROPE UNTIL 1552 (Moses Mardin).ò 

Dr Ruckmanôs findings add support for 1 John 5:7 from Tatian and the Old Syriac, 170-

180 AD, in harmony with the Old Itala Bibles, whose text dates from 157 AD.  Again, 

hardly ña later addition.ò 

In opposition to all this, Whiteôs ally, D. Kutilek, has an article entitled A Simple Outline 

on 1 John 5:7 on his site, www.kjvonly.org/index.html. 

He declares. 

ñAn Irish monk deliberately fabricated such a manuscript to meet Erasmusô requirement.  

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 basis of this one 

16
th
 century deliberately falsified manuscript, Erasmus inserted the disputed words in his 

3
rd

, 4
th
, and 5

th
 editions of the Greek NT, though he protested that he did not believe the 

words were genuine.ò 

ñSimpleò is the operative word. 

¶ Who was this Irish monk? 

¶ What manuscript did he copy from? 

¶ Who testified about ñthe disputed wordsò being ñon a special paperò and 

where is the evidence? 

¶ Why should a forger risk arousing suspicion by use of the ñspecial paperò? 

¶ Even then, how does use of the ñspecial paperò establish unequivocally that 

the ñdisputed wordsò were not in the source manuscript? 

¶ Where is the statement from Erasmus protesting against 1 John 5:7? 

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. 

http://www.kjvonly.org/index.html


 139 

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 citations
2
, ñIf I had debated Flimsy-Jimmy, 

I 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 Waldensian Bibles had 1 John 5:7-8 in 

them.ò 

See remarks under Catholic Corrupters and Centuries of Warfare.  Dr Ruckman contin-

ues. 

ñWatch God Almighty preserving His words. In spite of the negative, critical, destructive 

work of ñgodly Conservative and Evangelical ñscholars.ò  AD 170: Old Syriac and Old 

Latin, AD 180: Tatian and Old Syriac, AD 200:Tertullian and Old Latin, AD 250: Cyp-

rian and Old Latin, AD 350: Priscillian and Athanasius, AD 415: Council of Carthage, 

AD 450: Jeromeôs Vulgate, AD 510: Fulgentius, AD 750: Wianburgensis, AD 1150: Min-

iscule manuscript 88, AD 1200-1500: Four Waldensian Bibles, AD 1519: Greek Manu-

script 61, AD 1520-1611: Erasmus TR, AD 1611: King James Authorized Version of the 

Holy Bible. 

ñGod had to work a miracle to get the truth of 1 John 5:7-8 preserved; He preserved it.  

You have it; but not in an RV, RSV, NRSV, CEV, ASV, NASV, or NIV.ò 

See also David Danielsôs
43 p 110ff

 review of the evidence for 1 John 5:7.  He states ñ157-

1600s AD Waldensian (that is, Vaudois) Bibles have the verse* .  It took [the Roman 

Catholic religion] until the 1650s to finish their hateful attackséon the Vaudois and their 

Bible.  But the Vaudois were successful in preserving Godôs words to the days of the Ref-

ormation.ò  See remarks above and under Catholic Corrupters and Centuries of War-

fare.   

*This site
75

 is also a good summary of the evidence and researcher Kevin James
76 p 230ff

 

provides a thoroughgoing discussion of 1 John 5:7. 

White continues to cast doubt
3 p 63, 66-8

 on further AV1611 readings by highlighting al-

leged lack of manuscript support, variant readings of the Received Text and/or the ad-

vances of ñmodern scholarship.ò  His next group of such readings consists 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 from the AV1611 according to Whiteôs preferred 

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.  See Appendix, Table A1.  Once again, White shows that he believes that God gave 

His word to Rome and Watchtower in preference to faithful bible believers down through 

the centuries. 

All the AV1611 readings for these verses will satisfy 6 of Burgonôs 7 tests of truth
8 p 43

 for 

authenticating a disputed text.  Except for Luke 2:14 in the AV1611, which satisfies all 7, 

only number of witnesses is lacking, on the basis of the evidence available today and von 

Sodenôs limited collation of the cursive manuscripts. 

Concerning Luke 2:14, White maintains that ñWhile maintaining the reading of Erasmus 

at Luke 2:14, in his text, Beza disputes this in his comments.  Modern Greek texts agree 

with Beza, resulting in the differences between the KJVôs ñgood will toward menò and 

the NASBôs ñamong men with whom he is pleased.òò  The NIV reads similarly to the 

AV1611, with ñon whom his favour rests.ò 
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The ñModern Greek textsò include the corrupted editions
62

 of Lachmann, Tischendorf, 

Tregelles and Alford and later Nestleôs 21
st
 Edition.  They agree only with Bezaôs notes, 

not his text. 

White has a further comment on this verse later in his book that reflects his inclination to 

the heresy of 5-Point Calvinism
3 p 169-70

 ï see Whitneyôs comments on Whiteôs Hyper-

Calvinism at the start of Chapter 2.  White states. 

ñThis variant involves the difference between the nominative form of the word [for ñgood 

willò] and the genitive form [ñof good willò]éDr Metzger notes that there is a possibil-

ity that the move from the genitive to the nominative could have taken place by simple 

oversightéFurthermore, the nominative makes an ñeasierò reading than the genitive, 

which speaks of Godôs peace seen in the birth of the Savior resting on those that God has 

chosen to be the recipients thereof [i.e. like James White and his Calvinist fellow-

travellers].  Edward F. Hills cites Theodore Beza, who, though retaining the nominative 

reading in his text, felt the genitive was the more likely reading: ñNevertheless, following 

the authority of Origen, Chrysostom, the Old (Vulgate) translation, and finally the sense 

itself, I should prefer to read ñ(men) of good will.ò  Compare this insight from 

Bezaéwith the words of KJV Only advocate Gail Riplinger on the same passage:  

ññThe former has the genitive ñeudokios,ò (sic) [eudokias, ñof good willò], while the 

latter has the nominative, ñeudokiaò [ñgood willò].  Watch out for the letter ósô ï sin, 

Satan, Sodom, Saul (had to be changed to Paul).  The added ósô here is the hiss of the 

serpentéIn their passion to give space to Satanôs sermon, they follow four corrupt fourth 

and fifth century MSS while ignoring a total of 53 ancient witnesses including 16 belong-

ing to the second, third and fourth centuries and 37 from the fifth, sixth, seventh and 

eighth centuries.ò 

ñThe difference between textual criticism done on the basis of facts and evidence, and 

that done on the basis of conspiracies and prejudgement is plainly evident.ò 

Whiteôs concluding statement is truly astounding.  Only Riplinger gives all the facts and 

all the evidence, not Beza.  Moreover, 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 editors.  Once again, James White demonstrates his óincon-

sistencyô and ódouble standard.ô 

Dr Hills concludes
65 p 208

 his statement on Beza in part as follows. 

ñThe diffident manner in which Beza reveals these doubts shows that he was conscious of 

running counter to the views of his fellow believers [i.e. ordinary bible believers had long 

accepted the reading ñgood will toward menò as found in the AV1611 ï see Dr Mrs Rip-

lingerôs
39 p 932ff

 remarks earlier on Erasmus*].  Just as with Erasmus and Calvin, so 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 in the cur-

rent New Testament text.  ButéGod used this common faith providentially to restrain 

Bezaôs humanism and lead him to publish far and wide the true New Testament text.ò 

*ñWhiteéis trying to give his readers the false impression that these men ócreatedô this 

text, rather than merely PRINTING the Greek text that was received everywhere.ò 

Dr Hills reveals that ñthe facts and evidenceò show that God preserved His word in spite 

of Bezaôs humanism ï ñfacts and evidenceò that James White wilfully omitted to men-

tion. 
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White has taken his citation of Dr Mrs Riplingerôs comments
14 p 229ff

 from Chapter 13 of 

New Age Versions, entitled Another Gospel.  The chapter addresses the Calvinistic her-

esy* of Unconditional Election, supported by the New Age renderings of Luke 2:14 in the 

NASV, NIV, as indicated together with the DR, JR, JB, NWT and the critical editions of 

unsaved editors; Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles, Alford and later Nestle. 

*See The Other Side of Calvinism, by Dr Laurence Vance for a complete treatise on this 

particular heresy, www.vancepublications.com/. 

The context of the quote that White takes from Dr Mrs Riplingerôs book reads as follows.  

Emphasis is the authorôs. 

ñEdwin Palmeréwas the ñcoordinator of all the work on the NIVòéPalmer devoted an 

entire chapter in his book, The Five Points of Calvinism, to disprove the idea that ñman 

still has the ability to ask Godôs help for salvationòéPalmerôs chapter on the óElectô elite 

is reflected in [NIV] translation of 1 Thessalonians 1:4, ñhe has chosen you.ò  He admits 

his change ñsuggests the opposite of ñthe KJVôs ñyour election of God.ò  In his system, 

God elects a few ówinners.ô  In Christianity, God calls all sinners, but few elect to re-

spondéPalmer believes, ñMan is entirely passive.ò  He points to his alteration of John 

1:13 asserting that it óprovesô man has no free will.   

ñ[Palmerôs] óeliteô were serenaded by the heavenly host in Luke 2:14 in the NIV and 

NASB.  However in the KJV the good will of God was extended to all men, not his favorite 

óGod-pleasingô elect.ò 

Here Dr Mrs Riplinger inserts the comparative readings for the NASV, NIV, KJV and 

states ñHere, the new versions follow manuscripts Aleph, B, C and D.ò  The extract that 

White gives then follows.  She concludes as follows.  ñPalmerôs Calvinism did not rest 

with his influence in the NIV.  The New King James Committee boasts seven members 

who subscribe to Palmerôs elite óElectô and damned ódepravedô classes.ò 

Much of the venom directed at Dr Mrs Riplinger by her critics such as White, Kutilek and 

others stems from her scriptural stance against the heresy of Five-Point Calvinism.  As 

the prophet Amos warned many centuries ago. 

ñThey hate him that rebuketh in the gate, and they abhor him that speaketh uprightlyò 
Amos 5:10. 

Or her.  Especially her. 

The evidence in favour of the AV1611 reading ñgood will toward menò is summarised as 

follows
8 p 68

, reference numbers altered as appropriate. 

ñThe evidence in favour of the AV1611 against the modern textual critics is cited by Bur-

gon
13 p 42-43, 422-423

, by Fuller citing Burgon
77 p 96

 and the TBS article Good Will Toward 

Men.  Only five codices; Aleph, A, B, D, W, support the modern textual critics, against 

ñevery existing copy of the Gospels, amounting to many hundredsò Fuller, ibid. 

ñAlthough the Latin, Sahidic and Gothic versions support the modern textual critics, the 

AV1611 reading is supported by: 

2
nd

 Century: Syriac versions, Irenaeus 

3
rd

 Century: Coptic version, Origen, Apostolical Constitutions 

4
th
 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 

http://www.vancepublications.com/
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5
th
 Century: Armenian version, Cyril of Alexandria, Theodoret, Theodotus of Ancyra, 

Proclus, Paulus of Emesa, Basil of Seleucia, the Eastern bishops of Ephe-

sus collectively 

6
th
 Century: Georgian and Ethiopic versions, Cosmos, Anastasius Sinaita, Eulogius, 

Archbishop of Alexandria 

7
th
 Century: Andreas of Crete 

8
th
 Century: Cosmos, Bishop of Maiuma, John Damascene, Germanus, Archbishop of 

Constantinople, Pope Martinus.ò   

Further insight into Whiteôs speculation on Luke 2:14 emerges from this article by T. L. 

Hubeart
78
.  Emphases are the authorôs. 

ñJames White, in trying to bolster this reading, cites a fact from Edward F. Hills: that 

Theodore Beza, whose Textus Receptus edition the KJV translators followed, retained 

eudokia in his text but noted that he believed eudokias was correct (King James Only 

Controversy, p. 170).  Given Bezaôs Calvinistic beliefs, we would expect him to be favor-

able to a reading that seemed to reflect Calvinôs doctrine of predestination.  But even 

Paul, who said more that could be taken in support of predestination than any other apos-

tle (e.g., Rom. 8:28-30), acknowledged that Christ ñdied for allò - 2 Cor. 5:14-15 - and 

that God used this as a way ñto reconcile all things unto himselfò - Col. 1:20.  And John 

is similarly expansive in a well-known passage of scripture - John 3:16-17 - which claims 

that God gave His Son ñthat the world [not just certain elect individuals] through him 

might be saved.ò  

ñOn balance, then, it seems more likely that the passage in this gospel of Luke would ex-

tend ñgood willò to all, rather than reflecting a restriction on the gift of Christ to those 

ñin whom he is well pleasedò which accords with the hyper-predestination of some the-

ologies.ò 

Tom Hubeart has a site
79

 entitled The NIV-Only Controversy, a parody on The King 

James Only Controversy, which contains a link to James Whiteôs response to Dr Hol-

landôs critique
4
 of Whiteôs book.  White vehemently denounces Dr Hollandôs critique but 

immediately begins to contradict himself and misrepresent his critic.  He quotes Dr Hol-

land ññWhite seeks to justify the use of modern versions such as the NIV and NASV while 

attacking those who hold to the Authorized Version as the word of Godòò and then states, 

ñA fair reading of my book shows that I have no desire to ñattackò those who hold to the 

AV as the Word of God.  In fact, I said it is the Word of God, just as the NASB or NIV is 

rightly called ñthe Word of God.ò  I did not ñattackò anyoneò (authorôs emphasis).  

ñA fair readingò of Whiteôs book shows that he blames
3 p v

 ñthe KJV Only camp for the 

destruction of many Christian churches.ò  Whiteôs accusation, which remains unsubstan-

tiated throughout his book, is a blatant attack on bible believers, regardless of his insis-

tence to the contrary.  Moreover, Dr Holland referred to ñthe Authorized Version as the 

word of God,ò that is, the scripture, John 10:35, not ñWord of God.ò  This term appears 

only once in scripture, with reference to the Lord Jesus Christ as ñThe Word of God,ò 

Revelation 19:13.  Whiteôs application of the phrase is therefore unclear, especially inso-

far as he obviously regards certain passages in the AV1611 as the words of men, e.g. Acts 

8:37, 1 John 5:7, alleged
3 p 37, 43, 47, 177

 ñharmonization,ò e.g. with respect to Colossian 1:2 

in the AV1611, ñexpansion of piety,ò and ñbalancingò acts, e.g. with respect to Romans 

11:6, 14:6 in the AV1611.  He also regards some passages in the NIV as ñtoo interpretive 

for my tastesò and even his preferred NASV
3 p 26

 ñutilize(s) less-than-literal renderings at 

times whenénot actually forced to do so by the text itself.ò   

http://members.aol.com/kjvisbest/parody_intro.htm
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In other words, even these modern óimprovementsô on the AV1611 are, in Whiteôs opin-

ion, tainted by the words of men.  He insists that the translators ñfelt justified in their 

workò ï no doubt just like Eve did, in taking the forbidden fruit, Genesis 3:6 ï but given 

the apparent influence of men in the compilation of the NASV, NIV, how can White truly 

describe these versions as ñthe Word of God,ò however he perceives that term?  White 

doesnôt explain.   

Nevertheless, he maintains
3 p 94-5

 that we ñare to make learning and studying Godôs Word 

a high priority in our livesò and ñto be lovers of the truthò holding ñto the highest stan-

dards thereof,ò but, unfortunately, in so doing we can have no certainty* of finding out 

precisely what God said or where it is documented because, according to James White, 

ñThose who offer absolute certainty do so at a cost: individual responsibility.ò  So how is 

the child of God meant to exercise ñindividual responsibilityò in order to acquire ñGodôs 

Wordò for the purpose of ñlearning and studyingò?  White does not explain.  He simply 

implies that it is individuals like himself who are most suited to recovering the ótrueô 

scriptures, on behalf of the rest of the Body of Christ.  

See remarks under Revisionôs Romanizing Aftermath. 

*Even though Solomon said we did, ñHave not I written to thee excellent things in 

counsels and knowledge, That I might make thee know the certainty of the words of 

truth; that thou mightest answer the words of truth to them that send unto thee?ò Prov-

erbs 22:20, 21. 

Understanding Whiteôs perception of ñthe Word of Godò or ñGodôs Wordò is rendered 

even more difficult because his first usage of the term ñGodôs Wordò is in a derogatory 

sense, where he states
3 p v

 that ñAnyone who would seek to reason with [the KJV Only 

movement] runs the risk of being identified as an ñenemy of Godôs Word,ò i.e. the KJV,ò 

i.e. the KJV is ñGodôs Wordò only in the prejudiced imaginations of the destructive, 

church-splitting KJV Only lobby, according to James White.  

His first actual reference
3 p iv

 to the AV1611 is neither as ñthe Word of Godò nor ñGodôs 

Wordò but as ña seventeenth-century Anglican translation of the Bible,ò ñBibleò un-

specified, as indicated earlier ï see Whiteôs Introduction.  Even in his response to Dr 

Holland, White subsequently refers
3 p vii

 to the AV1611 as ña great, yet imperfect, trans-

lation of the Bible,ò (ñBibleò still unspecified) as he insists on ña little context!ò for his 

remarks.  At the end of Whiteôs polemic against Dr Holland, the reader is none the wiser 

about specifically what ñthe Word of Godò is according to James White and why he bla-

tantly contradicted himself in applying to the term to books that in his opinion are un-

doubtedly in part demonstrably not even the words of God but the words of men. 

Where Dr Holland raises the question, ñHas White been speaking with Erasmus lately?ò 

White responds indignantly, his emphases, ñNo, but I sure have been reading him, and I 

said what I did on the basis of what Erasmus wrote. Holland conveniently ignores the 

preceding six pages of information, replete with twenty-two endnotes almost all of which 

are from Erasmusô own writings in making this statement. This isn't reviewing a book, 

this is massacring a book.ò   

Whiteôs ñsix pages of informationò consist of extracts from Erasmusôs arguments with 

Martin Dorp over the Latin Vulgate and Erasmusôs conjectures about a handful of read-

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 chapter, where Erasmus speculated about óscribal 

additionsô and ñharmonizationò but included most of the future AV1611 readings in his 

text.  Mere óguesswork,ô according to White but which prompted Dr Mrs Riplinger to ob-
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serve that ñcritics, such as James White
3 p 58-9

, feel that, ñErasmus guessedò or ñEras-

musô hunchò led him to the readings which match almost every Greek manuscript known 

todayéWithout the preservation of the text by God, try guessing all of them for your-

selféò  See comments at the beginning of this chapter.   

In sum, Whiteôs diatribe against Dr Holland is reminiscent of the old adage, óA hit dog 

yellséô 

Dr Mrs Riplinger states
7 Part 5

 further with respect to White and Luke 2:14, authorôs em-

phases. 

ñKJV antagonists love to quote Whiteôs remarks about my brief comments about the letter 

ñSò.  I stated:  

ñTheir Greek differs from the overwhelming majority of manuscripts by one letter, ósô.  

The former has the genitive eudokios [eudokias] while the latter has the nominative eu-

dokia.  Watch out for the letter ñsò - sin, Satan, Sodom, Saul (had to be changed to 

Paul).  The added ósô here [emphasis added] is the hiss of the serpent.ò  

ñThe new versions destroy the meaning of Luke 2:14 because of an added ósô in their mi-

nority Greek text.  My comments about the ósô were intended as satire and fit Websterôs 

definition:  

ññtrenchant wit, irony or sarcasm, used for the purpose of exposing or discrediting vice 

or follyò  

ñThat was the intent.  HOWEVER, White is wrong to assume that the comment is devoid 

of truth.  The realities regarding the letter ósô are known to any student of linguistics.  A 

brief history follows, if only to prove that: 1.) even simple statements in New Age Bible 

Versions were not made without years of study behind them.  2.) Mr. Whiteôs background 

in most of the subjects under discussion is shallow, at best.ò  See site for the aforemen-

tioned history, of which an extract follows. 

ñEvery dictionary and reference book (look up ósô in Websterôs) calls ósô ñthe hissing 

sound.ò  The sound phonetically associated with the serpent shaped pictograph was the 

sound made by the serpent-hiss.  (pronounce ósô as ñhissò)  Even Websterôs ñGuide to 

Pronunciationò identifies ósô ñas in hiss,ò on p.  vii.  óSô is the hissing sound in French, 

German, and most other European languages.ò 

Dr Moorman gives detailed citations
9 p 86

 of the sources in favour of the AV1611 reading 

ñgood will toward menò versus the handful in opposition.  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 regards
3 p 33

 as ña great treasure,ò (Aleph) and ñanother great codex,ò (B). 

An insightful comment on the AV1611 reading ñgood will toward menò emerges from 

the pen of the late General Sir Anthony Farrar-Hockley
80 p 259-60

, 1924-2006
81

.  In 1951, 

General Sir Anthony Farrar-Hockley 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 Farrar-Hockley spent two and a half years as a prisoner-of-war and made these 

observations about a special óChristmasô message delivered to the Allied POWs by a rep-

resentative of Camp Commandant Ding named Chang on Christmas Day, 1952. 

ñHe began to read from a page of typescript in his handéIt was in the worst possible 

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 ï or rather, misquoted ï the Scrip-

tures, particularly the teachings of Christ.  We heard the beloved Christmas words, for 

instance, rendered as follows: ñPeace on earth to men of good willò; and the only men of 

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 I have neither felt nor seen before such profound disgust expressed si-

lently by a body of men.ò 

Whiteôs ópreferred readingô in Luke 2:14 is the same as Commandant Dingôs, with slight 

variation (Calvinists might have to compete with CommUNists for favoured-species 

status).  Little more need be said, except that, providentially, bible believers do not have 

to remain silent about their profound disgust with Whiteôs ópreference.ô 

White says with respect to Acts 8:37 ñAnd Philip said, If thou believest with all thine 

heart, thou mayest. And he answered and said, I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of 

Godò that ñthe verse is found in only a very few Greek manuscripts, none earlier than the 

sixth century, and Erasmus inserted it due to its presence in the VulgateéWhile the inser-

tion surely speaks the truth...We cannot ñimproveò upon what God has revealed.ò 

He has a note on the verse stating ñSome have suggested (Hills, p. 201) that this passage 

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 ecclesiastical ñconcernò makes this argument somewhat tenuous.ò 

Evidence in support of Acts 8:37 has been summarised elsewhere
8 p 77-8, 326-8

.  Dr Hol-

land
55 p 157-8

 states with respect to Acts 8:37. 

ññAnd Philip said, If thou believest with all thine heart, thou mayest.  And he answered 

and said, I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of God.ò  

ñHere the testimony of this faithful and beloved African, the Ethiopian eunuch, does not 

appear in the Critical 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 manu-

scripts (such as l, 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 other manu-

scripts.  Additionally, Irenaeus (202 AD), Cyprian (258 AD), Ambrosiaster (fourth cen-

tury), Pacian (392 AD), Ambrose (397 AD), Augustine (430 AD), and Theophylact (1077 

AD) all cite Acts 8:37.   

ñIf the text were genuine, why would any scribe wish to delete it?  In his commentary on 

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 converts to as-

sure that they had truly understood their commitment to Christ and were not holding to 

one of the various heretical beliefs prevalent at that time.  It is possible that a scribe, be-

lieving that baptism should not immediately follow conversion, omitted this passage from 

the text, which would explain its absence 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.ò 
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This is the explanation that Dr Hills gave to which White referred ï see above.  White 

was careful not to give any of the details that Drs Hills and Holland included, because 

Rome does not delay baptism.  She sprinkles infants.  Jerome would therefore have no 

reason to excise Acts 8:37 from the Vulgate ï the sooner the baptism the better.  It is 

therefore Whiteôs objection that is tenuous, not the explanation to which Dr Hills refers.  

Dr Holland continues. 

ñNevertheless, because of biblical preservation, the reading remains in some Greek 

manuscripts as well as in the Old Latin manuscripts.  Clearly the reading is far more an-

cient than the sixth century, as some scholars have suggested [and James White].  

Irenaeus noted that ñthe believing eunuch himself:éimmediately requesting to be bap-

tized, he said, óI believe Jesus Christ to be the Son of Godô.ò  Likewise, Cyprian quotes 

the first half of the verse in writing, ñIn the Acts of the Apostles: óLo, here is water; what 

is there which hinders me from being baptized?  Then said Philip, If thou believest with 

all thine heart, thou mayestô.ò  These statements, clearly quotations of Acts 8:37, appear 

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 testifies to its authenticity and to the assurance of biblical preservation.ò 

Moorman
11 p 60-1

 notes that the verse is found in Tyndaleôs, the Great, Geneva and Bish-

opsô Bibles and the editions of Stephanus, Beza and Eleziever, in addition to the sources 

that Holland cites above, which include at least 30 Greek manuscripts, hardly ña very 

fewò as White tries to maintain. 

The editions of Griesbach, Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles, Alford and Wordsworth 

join with White in omitting the verse
62
.  Birds of a featheré 

Concerning Acts 9:5, 6, 19:20, White insists that ñErasmus indicated that the Vulgate 

and the parallel passage in Acts 26 caused him to insert the phrase ñit is hard for thee to 

kick against the pricksò at Acts 9:5 as well, again placing the TR in direct conflict with 

the vast majority of Greek manuscripts.  The Vulgate is also the source of a large section 

of Acts 9:6, ñAnd he trembling and astonished said, Lord, what wilt thou have me to do?  

And the Lord said unto himéò as well as the reading ñthe word of Godò at Acts 19:20 

rather than the reading of the Greek texts, ñthe word of the Lord.òò 

Dr Holland responds
55 p 158-61

 as follows on Acts 9:5, 6.  Evidence in support of the 

AV1611 reading is summarised elsewhere
8 p 78

. 

ñActs 9:5-6 - ñit is hard for thee to kick against the pricksò 

ñAnd he said, Who art thou, Lord?  And the Lord said, I am Jesus whom thou persecut-

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 must do.ò 

ñThe phrase from verse five, ñit is hard for thee to kick against the pricks,ò is in the Old 

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 from verse six that reads, 

ñAnd he trembling and astonished said, Lord, what wilt thou have me to do?  And the 

Lord said unto himò is in the Old Latin, the Latin Vulgate, and some of the Old Syrian 

and Coptic versions.  These phrases, however, are not found in the 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 Receptus be accepted over the majority of Greek wit-

nesses at this point?  Because the phrases are preserved in other languages, and the in-
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ternal evidence establishes that Christ in fact spoke these words at the time of Paulôs 

conversion and are therefore authentic.   

ñActs chapter nine is not the only place in Scripture where the conversion of Paul is es-

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. 

ñActs 22:10 - ñAnd I said, What shall I do, 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.ò 

ñActs 26:14 - ñAnd when we were all fallen to the earth, I heard a voice speaking unto 

me, and saying in the Hebrew tongue, Saul, Saul, why persecutest thou me? it is hard for 

thee to kick against the pricks.ò 

ñWhen the apostle Paul recounts his conversion he cites the words in question.  It is cer-

tain that the Holy Spirit inspired these words which should be included at Acts 9:5-6.  We 

must conclude that these words were spoken when the event originally occurred.  Al-

though they have not been preserved in the Greek manuscripts at Acts 9:6, they have been 

preserved in the Latin manuscripts (ar, c, h, l, p, 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.   

ñA similar example may be noted in Matthew 19:17, although the textual evidence is 

much stronger there.  The King James Version reads, ñAnd he said unto him, Why callest 

thou me good? there is none good but one, that is, God: but if thou wilt enter into life, 

keep the commandments.ò  Modern texts render ñwhy callest thou me goodò to ñwhy do 

you ask me about what is good.ò  Also, the reply of Christ, ñthere is none good but one, 

that is, Godò is rendered ñthere is only one who is good.ò  

ñThis verse, as it stands in the King James, wonderfully establishes the deity of Jesus 

Christ.  If only God is good and Christ is called good, He must be God.  The Greek sup-

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 century), K and 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 than that of Acts 9:5-6.  Similarly, this passage has ad-

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 both cases there is no textual variant in the places supporting the dis-

puted passage. 

ñMark 10:18.  ñAnd Jesus said unto him, Why callest thou me good? there is none good 

but one, that is, God.ò 

ñLuke 18:19.  ñAnd Jesus said unto him, Why callest thou me good? none is good, save 

one, that is, God.ò 

ñIn neither passage does the Lord say anything like, ñWhy do you ask me about what is 

good?ò  And, in both passages we find the noun ñGod.ò  Therefore, we do not have to 

ask ourselves which reading in Matthew 19:17 is correct because the Holy Spirit has 

made it clear in additional passages which one is the correct reading.  The same princi-

ple may be applied to Acts 9:5-6.  Once again God bears testimony to His word.ò 

Will Kinney
82

, citing Dr Moorman
11 p 61

, has the following comments about Acts 9:5, 6. 




