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A Critiqgue of Kenneth Wuest

This critique was written by Bro. Nachimson in partial fulfillment for the Advanced
Greek class offered at the Pensacola Bible Institute. Mr. Nachimson would like to
stress that he feels honored that he was able to study Greek under one of the
finest teachers he has ever known, Dr. Laurence M. Vance. In many ways, Dr.
Vance is much more meticulous than even Dr. Peter Ruckman, who himself is a
wonderful Bible teacher. Notwithstanding, Dr. Vance provided the following
comments on Mr. Nachimson's project:

"...probably the best one | have ever read. Better than mine from 1990..."
- Dr. Laurence M. Vance

' Lexicography & General Syntax:

- TheGreskAmice T

Introduction

Kenneth Wuest commences hiswork entitled, " Mark in the Greek New T estament
for the English Reader"” (which isbut volume x in a serieslabeled, "Word Studiesin
the Greek New Testament™ ), with the statement that, " every book ought to have a
reason for its existence." (Wuest, Preface). Although Mr. Wuest claimsthat this
volume" isasmplified commentary on the Greek text of the Gospel according to
Mark, written for the Bible student who is not conversant with the Greek language”
(Wuest, Preface), upon a critical examination of the subsequent contentsit isever so
apparent that Mr. Wuest's ultimate pur poseisto expose what he considers
fundamental textual, lexicographical, and syntactical flawsin the Authorized
Version of the Holy Bible. Hence, if thiswork isonly studied by those " not
conversant with the Greek language,” then thisbook might " prove useful " (Wuest,
Preface) indeed. However, once thiscommentary isinspected by the most careful of
eager Greek students, its contentswill prove most detrimental, mundane, and
disappointing through Mr. Wuest's constant solecisms concer ning New Testament
Greek.

Following Mr. Wuest's comments above, namely, that every book ought to have a
reason for itsexistence, thereason for the existence of this paper isto show the
Bible-Believer that the pontificating antics of Greek grammarians are utterly

subj ective, and many times without a definitive foundation when it comesto a surety
of trandating. Therefore, the most useful method of demonstrating thistask is by



using one grammarian's sour ces against another's sour ces of the same. By this, it
should become completely apparent that when an individual seeksto correct the
blessed text of the Authorized Version, that heisdoing so based on hisfinite
knowledge of syntax, and not on the established principles of adequate transation.

Arthur Cleveland Coxe stated in 1857,

We believe, therefore, that the time has gone by for the radical improvement of the
English Bible, even in England. But if it cannot be done, at the fountain, in the mother
land, it surely cannot be done elsewhere: (Coxe 11)

It isthereforethe position of thishumble author, aswith Mr. Coxe above, that there
is absolutely no place for any improvement upon that old and hoary book which we
call our Authorized Version. Ultimately, this critique will examine the confines of
Mr. Wuest's commentary on the Gospel accordingto Mark

(evayyehov to kata Mapkov), categorizing various Greek syntactical points, thus
allowing thereader to usethiswork asa basisfor defending the Authorized Version
against other critical examinations of the King James Biblein general.

Verbs

Perhaps one of the most prevalent grammatical proclivities advocated by Mr. Wuest
isin regard to the Greek verb. Specifically, he often places an overemphasis on the
gener al aspect and usage of the Imperfect I ndicative, which is essentially linear
action in past time (i.e. " was speaking,” "waswalking," " werefighting," etc.). This
obvious overemphasisis easily demonstrable by a brief perusal of Mr. Wuest's
comments on theimperfect usagein Mark. First, in his preface he states,

...theimperfect tense, so frequent in Mark, for instance, which draws a picture, is
regularly rendered in the standard translations asthe aorist is, referring to the mere
fact of an action. Consequently, the vivid picture which Mark paints, islost. (Wuest,
Preface)

Secondly, the following examples make the afor ementioned point completely
undeniable: on page 119, " .the verb (exkrlecow) isimperfect, showing that this
condition of being beside themselves with amazement continued for sometime;" page
97 (emPatiw), " The waves were throwing themselvesinto the boat. Thetenseis
imperfect. They were repeatedly doing so;" page 64, " The verb isimperfect. They kept
on being quiet;" page 166, " Saith is exnpwraw 'to ask, to question,’ imperfect in
tense, 'He kept on questioning them;" page 43, " Came s gpyovo, an imperfect, 'They
kept on coming;" page 271, " The verbs are imperfect, showing that repeated attempts
were made to bring testimony that would warrant conviction;" page 264," Theverb is
imperfect, speaking of two things, the fact that the disciples saw Him falling upon (&)
the ground, and also, of the fact that He did it repeatedly, showing the desperateness of
the struggle in which our Lord was engaged at thetime. 'Prayed’ is also imperfect,
"kept on praying.' It was continuous prayer."



Nevertheless, before delving into the usages of the | mperfect that will otherwise
vindicatethe A.V. 1611 asrendering the | mperfect asa simple Aorist, contrary to
the bold assertions of Mr. Wuest, it isinteresting to note that the Oxford scholar,
John William Burgon, criticized the Reviserswho fabricated the Revised Version
for their similar unidiomatic splurging of the Imperfect, thrust upon English
speaking Christendom, in 1883:

Besides this offensive pedantry in respect of the Aorist, we are often annoyed by an
unidiomatic rendering of the Imperfect. True enough itisthat ' the servants and the
officers were standing.and were warming themselves." Peter also 'was standing with
them and was warming himself' (S. John xviii.18). But we do not so express ourselves
in English, unless we are about to add something which shall account for our
particularity and precision. Any one, for example, desirous of stating what had been
for years his daily practice, would say---' | left my house." Only when he wanted to
explain that, on leaving it for the 1000 th time, he met a friend coming up the steps to
pay him a visit, would an Englishman thing of saying, ' | wasleaving the house." A
Greek writer, on the other hand, would not trust thisto the imperfect. He would use the
present participlein the dative case (' To me, leaving my house, &c.). Oneis astonished
to have to explain such things." If thereforethou art offering thy gift at the altar’ (Matt.
v.23), may seem to some a clever translation. To ourselves, it reads like a senseless
exaggeration of theoriginal. It sounds (and is) asunnatural asto say (in S. Lukeii.33)
'And His father [a depravation of the text] and His mother were marveling at the
things which were spoken concerning Him:'--- or (in Heb. xi.17) 'yea, he that had
received the promises was offering up his only-begotten son:'--- or, of the cripple at
Lystra (Acts xiv.9), 'the same heard Paul speaking.” (Burgon 161)

I nterestingly enough, after all of the many instances of reiteration concerning the
continuous action of the Imperfect dictated by Mr. Wuest, he casually failsto
comment on the Imperfect gBailov (Imperfect Active Indicative, 3rd Plural) in
Mark 12:41. However, thisomission isvery distinguished because of Mr. Wuest's
own translation of the passage:

And having sat down opposite the treasury, he was viewing with a discerning eye how
the crowd throws money into the treasury. And many wealthy ones threw in much.
(Wuest 242)

Assuch, it isclear to seethat even Mr. Wuest himself obviously isawar e of the fact

that in order to promote the best trandation in the receptor language, the imperfect
must oftentimes be given asa simple aorist as seen here.

In Mark 16:3, the Scriptures statein part, " And they said among themselves." This
isthe A.V. rendering of the Greek, xou eheyov mpog eavtac. Even though it hasjust
been demonstrated that Mr. Wuest will condone a translation of the imperfect other
than simple continuous action in the past, in thisparticular passage heresortsto his
usual explanation of theimperfect indicative:



The verb isimperfect. ' They kept on saying among themselves." It was the chief topic of
conversation. (Wuest 289)

Since there are several contextual usages of the imperfect, it is shocking, to say the
least, that Mr. Wuest did not go into great lengthsto communicate thisfact to the
English reader (confessedly for those not well acquainted with Greek). If he had
spent some timereinfor cing this grammatical nuance, Kenneth Wuest would have
been apt to inform thereader of the usage of the I nstantaneous I mper fect. Wallace
definesthe I nstantaneous I mperfect (alsoreferred to asthe Aoristic or Punctiliar

I mperfect) as.

Theimperfect tenseisrarely used just like an aorist indicative, to indicate smple past.
Thisusageisvirtually restricted to eAeyev in narrative literature. (Wallace 542)

A few examples of thisusage of the Imperfect are asfollows:

Kot eheyev avtolc, O v T LKOLELY LKOLETM

" And hesaid to them, Hethat hath earsto hear, let him hear.” (Mark 4:9)
eleye, TiG pLOL MY OLTO TOV THATIOV

".and said, who touched my clothes?" (Mark 5:30)

Kol avapAeyog eleye, BAET® TOLS AVOPOTOVS WG SEWOPA TEPLTATOVVTOS
" And helooked up, and said, | see men astrees, walking." (Mark 8:24)

Proof positive of this principle can be gleaned by a comparison of the Greek text of
Nestleto that of the Received text in John 5:19. In this particular passagein the
critical text we see the Imperfect eheyev juxtaposed with the Aorist arexpivaro.
The Aorist istranslated " answered,” with the Imperfect being rendered as" said.”
However, upon inspection of thetraditional text reading, it is seen that although the
same 3rd singular Aorist verb isused (amekpivato- answered), instead of an
Imperfect Activelndicativeverb, thereistheverb eunev (2 nd Aorist Active
Indicative, 3rd Singular). In the English translation, both ver bs, whether | mper fect
or Aorist, would be trandated the same way (" said" ). Hence, with the substitution
in the modern critical text, it goesto show the aptness of the A.V. treatment of the

I nstantaneous | mperfect asa simple Aorist (of course, much to the chagrin of Mr.
Wouest). In reality, as one author succinctly stated, " habit rather than logical
principle appears to govern the choice of impf. or aor. with verbs of speaking.”
(Moulton and Turner 3: 67)

Consequently, Nigel Turner proclaimsthe following concer ning the relationship of
the Imperfect to the Aorist tense:



Although imperfects are retreating before aorists in the Koine, they are till in wide use
and the class. distinctions are still being observed. Thereisa certain interplay between
the tenses; indeed we can find no difference between edeyev and euev in the NT.
Although it isusual to distinguish various kinds of imperfect, and for convenience we
preserve these divisions, the classification is not inelastic and the chief determining
factor for tranglatorswill be the context itself. (Moulton and Turner 3: 64)

While Turner maintains abovethat he found no differ ence between the | mperfect
and the Aorist when it cameto theverb Aeyo, it isevident that Mr. Wuest availed
himself of no such study, even as a respected professor at the M oody Bible I nstitute.
He stated emphatically,

The verb is eAeyov, imperfect in tense which is always durative in action. Had Mark
wanted to speak merdly of the fact of their speaking to Jesus, he would have used the
aorist. (Wuest 59)

However, it seemsall to clear that Mr. Wuest isalone on this point, both in

reference to the opinions of other grammarians, and clear examplescited from the
Scriptures.

Continuing with the relationship between the Aorist and | mperfect tenses, Dr.
Robertson infor ms us of the following details:

The aorist is not used 'instead of' the imperfect. But the aorist is often used in the midst
of imperfects. The Old Bulgarian does not distinguish between the aorist and the
imperfect. In modern Greek, aorists and imperfects have the same endings (Thumb,
Handb., p. 119), but the two tenses are distinct in meaning. Radermacher (N.T. Gr., p.
122) thinksthat in the kotvn he finds the imperfect used as aorist, asin

&K TOV 11OV enVEL (emotel) Tov Bauov (Inser. Dela Syrie 2413a), and

diecageic gop dicoagnoug (P. Lond., XLII, Kenyon 30). But | venture to be

skeptical. The same sort of event will be recorded now with the aorist, as

moAv mAnBog nkoiovBnoev (MK. 3:7), now with the imperfect, as

nxolovBet oyAog moldug (5:24). Cf. Lu. 2:18 and 4:22. But the changing mood of the
writer does not mean that the tenses are equivalent to each other. (Robertson 837-838)

Although Dr. Robertson might be correct in hisassertion that the Aorist and
Imperfect tenses are not equivalents, | think with the examples provided it goes
without saying that they are oftentimes used synonymously, thereby warranting the
idiomatic usagesin English proclaimed by our Authorized Version. In short, it
should be observed by the keen investigator that what is different about the
imperfect and the aorist tenses, can be gleaned from the context of the English
passages themselves.

Concerning the usage of the Imperfect (eAeyev yap avtw, " for hesaid unto him™") in
Mark 5:8, Mr. Wuest incorrectly insists that the Imperfect isa " Progressive
Imperfect." He states:



The original hasthe progressive imperfect, 'for He had been saying.' Our Lord had
repeatedly ordered the demon to come out of the man, as a result of which the demon
had made this outcry. (Wuest 103)

Now, if Mr. Wuest's exegesis based on one type of usage of the imperfect is correct,
then why do we, upon examination of others proclaiming Greek scholar ship,
discover that thisparticular instance of the Imperfect isnot consider ed
"Progressive,” but a definitive example of the " Pluperfect Imperfect” ? Defining this
" Pluperfective" Imperfect, Dr. Wallace maintainsthat:

Theimperfect isinfrequently used to indicate a time prior to the action occurringin
the narrative. It thus indicates time antecedent to that of the main verb (which also
indicates past time). The difference between this and the pluperfect is that the
imperfect'sinternal portrayal is till intact. (Wallace 549)

Hence, Mark 5:8 isnot an example of a Progressive | mperfect, which Dana and
Mantey refer to as, " the most characteristic use of thetense” (Dana and Mantey,
187), but a Pluperfect Imperfect (as attested by Wallace on page 549 of his
Grammar) becauseit expresses antecedent action to that of themain verb (in this
casethemain verb would be e&gh0e [2 Aorist Active Imperative, 2 nd Singular],
"Come," or "Comeout"). Therefore, it isnot something that had been stated
repeatedly as Wuest asserts, but a statement that had been uttered previously.

Notwithstanding, there are a couple of unsound doctrinal implicationsin Mr.
Wouest'sinterpretation of the Progressive | mperfect. First, why would the Lord
Jesus Christ haveto repeatedly order an unclean spirit to come out of a man when
that selfsame spirit had just worshipped him (Mark 5:6), and confessed his deity
(Mark 5:7)? Secondly, Mr. Wuest's bold assertion explicitly defiesthe recognition
given totheLord Jesus Christ in Mark 1:27 that, " .even the unclean spirits.do obey
him." In the context in Mark 1:25-27, the L ord Jesusrebuked the spirit
(ememiunoev [Aorist Active Indicative 3 rd Singular], which isnot | mperfect to be
obfuscated by Wuest), and ordered the spirit to come out of the man (using the same
Aorist Imperative, e€eA0e, aswasused in Mark 5:8). It should also be noted here
that theword used for speakingisnot an | mperfect indicative, but a
Complementary Participle, Aeyov.

Another variety of subdivision within the spher e of the Imperfect Indicativeisthat
which isdeemed the, " Conative Imperfect." Under the heading of " tendential
imperfect,” David Allen Black definesthe Conative I mperfect as:

The tendential imperfect presents the action as having been attempted but not
accomplished: o... Ieavvng diekmwAvev avtov, John was trying to prevent him (Matt.
3:14). (Black, 106)

Coincidentally, Wallace (pg. 550), Turner (pg. 65), and Dana and M antey (pg.189)
list Black's example of the Conative Imperfect in Matthew 3:14. Wallace transates



as Black, while Turner relegates the passage as, " .wished to hinder." With thesein
mind, another passage which ismorerelevant to the discussion at hand, isMark
15:23. Again, Wallace (pg. 551), Turner (pg. 65), and now Robertson (pg. 885) cite
this passage as a palpableillustration of the same. In this, weturn to Kenneth Wuest
who gives usthefollowing regarding Mark 15:23:

We have the conative imperfect, 'they tried to give, offered." Thiswas a stupefying
drink which was usually offered to condemned malefactors through the charity (it is
said) of the women of Jerusalem, the intention being to deaden the sense of pain. This
drink Jesusrefused. (Wuest 282)

In this per spective, the grammarians are once again at variance with one another on
the translation of the Conative I mperfect being represented by the verb gdidovv
(Imperfect Activelndicative, 3rd plural form of d1dwpt). While Wallace rendersthe
verb, " they were attempting to give,” (pg. 551), Turner postulates, " tried to give' (pg.
65- which isnone other than an aorist form of translation), and of course much to
theinconsistency of hisclaims, Mr. Wuest gives, " And they offered him." (Pg. 282) in
his own expanded translation (which of courseisan AORIST type of rendition).
However, if all of that were not sufficient to prove theinnocence and perfection of
our beloved A.V. text in regard to the Imperfect Indicativein the Gospel of Mark,
shooting for overkill, here are some examples of the renderings of the mperfect
Indicative form of 313w in the NASB and the NKJV:

* "Then they gave him." (Mark 15:23- NKJV)
e "And they tried togive." (Mark 15:23- NASB)

« ".and yidded." (Mark 4:8- NKJV [edidov - Imperfect Active Indicative, 3rd
Singular)

« "they yielded." (Mark 4:8- NASB)

» "gavethem power." (Mark 6:7- NKJV [ed180v - Imperfect ActiveIndicative, 3rd
Singular)

* "wasgiving them authority." (Mark 6:7- NASB [herethe NASB keepsthe
supposedly literal rendition of the imperfect, but notice number 7 below)

» "and gave them authority." (Mark 6:7- NASB Update)

e "and gavethem." (Mark 6:41- NKJV [g8180v again]

* "Hekept givingthem." (Mark 6:41 - NASB and Updated edition: both editions of
the NASB keep what they call the literal imperfect, but asyou can see, it is poor

English aswas pointed out by the quotation from Dean Burgon earlier in this
treatise)
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L eaving, therefore, the principles surrounding the usage of the Imperfect I ndicative
in the Gospel of Mark, let us move onto another egregiouserror of Mr. Wuest, this
timein referenceto the Subjunctive mood of the Aorist tense. Mr. Wuest informs us
inregardsto Mark 9:9:

Wererisen. Theideain Greek isnot that of the perfect tense. The aorist subjunctiveis
used. Theideaismore exactly, 'should rise." (Wuest 178)

Defining the Subjunctive mood, Dr. Wallace informs us:

The subjunctive is the most common of the oblique moodsin the NT. In general, the
subjunctive can be said to represent the verbal action (or state) as uncertain but
probable. It isnot correct to call thisthe mood of uncertainty because the optative also
presents the verb as uncertain. Rather, it is better to call it the mood of probability so as
to distinguish it from the optative. (Wallace 461)

David Allan Black categorizesthe varioustypes of Subjunctivesas hortatory,
prohibition, deliberative, emphatic negation, and content (Black 99). Besides these,
which are essentially independent uses of the Subjunctive, thereare a variety of
subordinate clauses involving the conjunction 1va (the most common usage), those
involving indirect questions with an accompanying interrogative particle, future
conditionsinvolving eav, thosein indefinite relative clauses, and those in indefinite
temporal clauses (see Wallace 461-480). These areintroduced to correct a senseless
omission per meated by Mr. Wuest, namely, while professing to be granting material
for the benefit of the English reader not so accustomed to Greek, he incessantly
employs usage of Greek grammatical nomenclatur e of which the English reader has
absolutely no knowledge. Therefore, it isexpedient to give a brief description of
these things.

It ismost unfortunate that Mr. Wuest simply correctsthe Authorized Version by a
passing statement that the Greek word underlying the English text isan " Aorist
Subjunctive" asif thisendsthe matter without any mor e information being
warranted. However, a perusal of this Subjunctive mood, along with its underlying
principles, coupled with a comparison of relevant ver ses, will yield the obvious
information that is unbeknownst to the English reader solely acquainted with
Kenneth Wuest's study of the Gospel of Mark.

Tobegin, Mark 9:9in Nestle's Greek New Testament is asfollows:
Kot kataforvoviov autov ek TOv 0poug S1ECTEILOTO QLTOLG VA
UNdEVL A 130V S1NYNCOTAL, €1 U1 OTALV O L1OG TOL AVOPOTOL €K

VEKP®OV OLVOLOTT
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Although there are some variations between Nestle'stext and the Receptus
underlying the A.V. 1611 in this ver se, the Subjunctive clause under consideration is
thesamein both texts. Therefore, alisting of the variants here would be redundant.

Avaotn (which isthe2 nd Aorist Active Subjunctive, 3 rd Singular of avietnut -
cause to stand up or rise; raise up [asthe dead], etc.) in Mark 9:9 isthe Subjunctive
used in an indefinitetemporal clause. Thisparticular usageindicates" a future
contingency" (Wallace, pg. 479), referencing the time of the action to the main verb
in the sentence. Thistype of usageisfrequently employed after a temporal adverb
(also known as an improper preposition), such as emg, aypt, peypt, or after a
temporal conjunction, such as otav, meaning, whenever (which isa coalesced form
of the conjunction ote with the particle av). The passage in Greek aboveis
trandlated in the A.V. 1611, " And as they came down from the mountain, he
charged them that they should tell no man what things they had seen, till the Son of
man wererisen from thedead.” The underlined portion isthe translation of the
Aorist Subjunctive under consideration. Wuest automatically assumes that this
rendition of the A.V. 1611 isarendition equated with the perfect tense, hencea
mistranslation of the subjunctive. Hefurther, as seen above, assertsthat this should
be" should rise." However, an examination of other Aorist Subjunctivesfollowing
otav, along with Mr. Wuest's rendition of them, will once again exoneratethe A.V.
text, proving its complete authenticity and veracity.

* |t should be observed that just because the words" wererisen" are used doesn't
necessarily imply that the A.V. trandators ar e substituting the Perfect tense for the
Subjunctive. On the contrary, they render the Aorist Subjunctive following otav as
Mr. Wuest would have them render it in Mark 9:9 in the following passages: M att.
5:11 (" when men shall revileyou"); Matt. 9:15 (" when the bridegroom shall be
taken"); Mark 2:20 (" when the bridegroom shall be taken"); Mark 13:7 (" And
when ye shall hear "), etc. Hence, the A.V. translators had a point in their rendering
in Mark 9:9. Thisshall be demonstrated momentarily.

» After all of therigmarole concerning the more" exact" meaning of the Aorist
Subjunctivein Mark 9:9, Mr. Wuest goes on himself to translate two sets of Aorist
Subjunctives without any futureindication (" should,"” "shall," etc.) ashe
promulgated previously. In Mark 12:23, hetranslates the Aorist Subjunctive
(following oty to boot) as, " In the resurrection, when they areraised.” Again, with a
similar construction in Mark 12:25, Mr. Wuest offers, " For when they arise.” In
both passages, the A.V. 1611 rendered the Aorist Subjunctive as, " when they shall
rise" (both also following otav).

* |t should also be noted, that in the fair usage of good and idiomatic English, that
the A.V. trandlator s wer e perfectly within thelogical confines of accurate
trandlation torender Mark 9:9 as, "wererisen." Thereason for thisisexplained in
examining every day English. When one desires to present a hypothetical scenario to
another with which heisin dialogue, he often speaksin the following fashion:
"What if | weretotdl you.?" "What would you do, if hewereto not pay you on
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time.?" Seeing then that the Subjunctive mood is one that speaks of probability (as
attested by Wallace above), referencing what could take place, what better way to
render such a point than to say that the disciples shouldn't say anything until the
Son of Man "wererisen” from the dead?

« |f those were not conclusive enough to establish the case, then what can be said of
other forms of the Subjunctive with an indefinite temporal clause that translates a
versein what seemsto be past time? Were not wetold that the Subjunctive follows
thetimerelativeto that of the main verb? Aren't the main verbsin Mark 9:9
denoted by diecteltdato (Aorist Middle Indicative, 3rd Singular of dractedA®-
admonish, direct, charge, command, etc.) and sidov (2 nd Aorist Active Indicative, 3
rd Plural of opaw- | see)? Wallace translatesthe indefinite temporal clausein John
13:38 as, " you have denied" (apvnon following ewg ov- Wallace, pg. 479), and
Matthew 5:26 as, " you have paid back" (amodwg following emg av, ibid.). Following
Wouest'slogic, shouldn't these be rendered as " you should deny," and " you should
pay back," respectively?

* Notwithstanding, what does one say to the NKJV which translates the Aorist
Subjunctivein Mark 9:9 as, " till the Son of Man had risen from the dead;" Or the
ASV, " should haverisen."; " had risen" in the New International Version; "had
risen” in the New Living Trandlation; " should haverisen" in the RSV; "had risen”
inthe NWT of the Russellites?

* Finally, who could have neglected to see that the indefinite temporal clause
involving otav in Matthew 23:15, in regard to the modern versions, is consistently
transglated in fashion with the A.V. 1611. The phrase under consideration in Greek
IS, kou otTav yevn ot (yevnron isthe 2 nd Aorist Middle Deponent Subjunctive, 3rd
Singular form of yivopai- | become), which istransated asfollowsin the A.V. 1611
and subsequently in other English versions. Notice how absolutely none of them
follow the pattern as given by Wuest, but all follow in suit with the King's English:
".and when heismade."” A.V. 1611

.and when he becomes a proselyte." RSV

" .and when he becomes one." NIV

.and when heisbecome so." ASV

" .and when he becomes one." NASB

.and when he becomes.” Anointed Standard Translation

" .and when heiswon." NKJV

.and when heismade." Douay-Rheims
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" .and when he becomes one." NWT

In nearly all of the major, modern Bible versions, theverb gpavvare / gpgovarte
(Present Active Indicative/l mperative, 2 nd Plural of epevvam- search, trace,
investigate, explore, etc.) isinterpreted asan Indicativein John 5:39, while the King
Jamesrendersit asan Imperative. William M ounce concisely expounds the reason
for thisdiversity of interpretation asfollows:

Do not be fooled by the imperative second person plural (active and middle) endings
(ete, e0B¢; oate, oacbs). They are the same astheindicative. I n the present, context
will usually decide whether a particular form is a statement or a command. In the
aorist, there will not be an augment (M ounce 313)

However, why investigate a passage in John's Gospel when the focusison Kenneth
Wuest'sgrammar in Mark's Gospel? The explanation is plainly given by Mr. Wuest
himself as he comments on Mark 2:25 in the following:

Theword is ovéerore, literally, 'did ye not ever,’ expecting an affirmative answer.
These Pharisees knew the Old Testament scriptures frontwards and backwards. Our
Lord was appealing to their knowledge of the Old Testament. I ncidentally, our Lord
did not say to these samereligious teachers, ' Search the scriptures (John 5:39), but
"Ye are constantly searching the scriptures.” The verb could be either imperative or
indicativein form. The context here decides for the latter. (Wuest 59-60)

Therefore, theargument here isone based on the inter pretation of the context of the
passage, and not onethat is pertinent on syntactical or grammatical grounds. All
parties commenting (so Mounce, so Wuest) seem to bein agreement that theword is
both Indicative and I mperative in form, with the context being the deciding factor in
the English trandlation of the word. " The ambiguity of the imperative persistsin the
second person plural present where only the context can decide the mode. Thus
gpavvare (Jo. 5:39;." (Robertson 941). Historically, Cyril, Erasmus, Beza, Lampe,
Bengel, Campbell, Olshausen, M eyer, DeWette, L ucke, Tholuck, Webster and
Wilkinson subscribed to the I ndicative inter pretation, while Chrysostom, Augustine,
Luther, Calvin, Grotius, Maldonat, Wetstein, Stier, and Alford advocated the

I mperative position. Hence, it comes down to the question of whether or not our
Lord Jesus Christ was making a statement of indication, or whether he was making
a solemn command to be embraced? Howbeit, aswith every other point in this
treatise, Greek scholar ship isunableto give a definitive answer, sincethey are
equally divided. Nonetheless, the Bible-Believing Christian with hisFinal Authority
asfoundintheA.V. 1611, isfully prepared to deliver the verdict asto what our
Lord Jesus Christ stated in John 5:39. Assuch, | contend that there are several
reasons for promoting the I mperative interpretation asfound in the King's English:

e Mr. Wuest assertsthat the Pharisees knew the Old Testament Scriptures

" frontwards and backwards," although the proper word is" forwards." Theverb
gpevvom appearsin the New Testament five times (twice as an | mper ative; once as
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an Indicative; and twice asa Participle). The two uses of the I mperative, both
appear in John's Gospel. Howbeit, when it isused in John 7:52 (gpavvnoov- Aorist
Active Imperative, 2 nd Singular), it isin reference to the Pharisees rebuking
Nicodemusfor standing up for Jesus Christ. They told himto" SEARCH " for out
of Galilee arisesno prophet. Thisdetail isvery important because it standsto reason
that the only other time that John employs usage of thisverb it isin theimperative
and subsequently (though indirectly) sheds light on the Pharisees lack of knowledge
in the Old Testament Scriptures. Had the Pharisees sear ched the Scriptures, they
would have discovered that a prophet did indeed arise out of Galilee, namely, the
prophet Jonah (seell Kings 14:25- Gath-hepher isin Galilee [Joshua 19:10 -14]).

I nterestingly enough, thisisthe prophet whom the Lord chose to typify his death,
burial and resurrection (see Matthew 12:40 -41 with Jonah 2:1-10).

» Although the Pharisees may have been familiar with a vast amount of the
historical and prophetical material found in the Old Testament (see John 7:40-42;
1:19-21,24), they along with Kenneth Wuest and other expositors (onesthat appeal
to the Pharisees knowledge of the Old Testament as a vindication for the I ndicative
rendering of John 5:39), missthe point that no matter what they knew, they failed to
correlatethe Old Testament Scriptureswith the deity of our Lord Jesus Christ. This
isthe point that Jesus Christ was making in the context of John 5. He stated, " . and
they arethey which testify of me" (John 5:39). Again he said in the context, " for had
ye believed M oses, ye would have believed me: for he wrote of me" (John 5:46). This
isthe English Koine way of saying " you better look again." They may have looked
at the Scripturesad infinitum, but he was ordering them to search the Scriptures
under the auspicesthat they testified of him in them.

» Jesus Christ constantly corrected the Pharisees with the very same Old Testament
Scriptures with which they were supposed to be familiar. He corrected them on his
deity in John 10:35; regarding hisdeity again in Matthew 22:41-46; and
emphatically corrected them with a verse that depicted both hisfirst and second
adventsin Matthew 21:41 -46. He infor med them that they made the word of God of
none effect through their tradition in Mark 7:13, and preached conclusively that
they wer e of the devil (John 8:44) and did not hear the wor ds of God because they
wer e not of God (John 8:48).

» Finally, asa Scriptural correlation to further bolster the I mperative
inter pretation in John 5:39, thereisthe Imperative crossreferencein |1 Timothy
2:15. In this passage the apostle Paul instructs Timothy:

GTOVIAGOV GEQVTOV JOKILOV TOLPALCTNOL TM OE®

Study to shew thyself approved unto God.

Theverb onovdacov (Aorist Active Imperative, 2nd Singular form of orovdalw-
study, endeavor earnestly, etc.), which isrendered as" study,” much to the chagrin
of the modern versions, isclearly an imperative (command) given by Paul to
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Timothy, which, sincein the Aorist tense, cannot be discombobulated with the
Present Indicative. This serendipity goesto demonstrate two facts. One, that there
aretwo versesin the English Bible which Bible revisers have sought to alter, both
being | mper atives, and both dealing with commands to sear ch and study the
Scriptures. Two, refuting the claims of those condoning the I ndicative inter pr etation
of John 5:39, Paul commands Timothy to study even though Timothy, by Paul's own
admission, had known the Holy Scripturesfrom hischildhood (seell Timothy 3:15).
Therefore, it is erroneous and nugatory to assert that because the Pharisees knew
the Scriptures, that Jesus Christ could not be commanding them to " Search the
scriptures.”

Lexicography & General Syntax

Theproliferation of lexicographical blunders, and random errors of syntax are both
ardently frequent and rampant throughout Mr. Wuest's commentary on the Greek
text that he subscribesto asthe basisfor Mark's Gospel.

Concerning Mark 13:9, Wuest writes:

But the language goes beyond this, to the Jewish remnant in the Great Tribulation.
The setting is Jewish. The expression should read, 'for a testimony to them' (ssmple
dative), not 'a testimony against them.' (Wuest 247)

The passage under scrutiny readsin the King James Bible, " But take heed to
yourselves: for they shall deliver you up to councils; and in the synagogues ye shall
be beaten: and ye shall be brought beforerulersand kingsfor my sake, for a
testimony against them.” In Greek, the portion in bold reads, gi¢ paptopiov avtolg

Asyou can see, Mr. Wuest assertsthat the A.V. 1611 isin error for not rendering
the passage asa " simple dative" (which thereader not " conversant” in Greek
would have absolutely no clue asto what that means), which would be"to" or "for"
them. However, for the benefit of thereader, the basic fundamentals behind the
dative case are as follows:

The dative substantive isthat to or for which the action of the verb is performed. The
indirect object will only occur with a transitive verb. When thetransitive verb isin the
active voice, the indirect object receives the direct object (" the boy hit the ball to me");
when the verb isin the passive voice, the indirect object receives the subject of the verb
("the ball was hitto me"). The indirect object isthereceiver of the direct object of an
active verb, or of the subject of a passive verb. (Wallace 140-141)

The use of the simple dative (as Wuest callsit), or the use of the pure dative (as
Wallace namesit), isindisputably the most common use of the dative in the New
Testament. In short, it isthe primary function of the dative; serving asthe indirect
object of atransitiveverb. However, aswith other syntactical points observed
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earlier in thistreatise by way of examplethrough theverb and the Greek article,
there are many subcategories and a variety of usages within the dative case.

When the dative case noun becomesindicative of the person interested in the action
of theverb, the function of the dative can be classified generally as a Dative of
Interest. Hence, " growing out of the use of the dative of indirect object we have the
dative used in a more specific expression of personal interest” (Dana and Mantey 84).
If the dative case carriesthisfunction in a given context, it usually, in a more vivid
fashion, depicts the positive or negative aspect of thissameidea. Thisbeing the case,
the function of the dative is known as Dative of Advantage or Dative of
Disadvantage. One of the major factorsinvolved which distinguishes between a
dative substantive being used as an indirect object or denoting interest isidentified
by the connotation of the verb.

Consequently, in the case before us, both the context of the passage, and the
connotation of the verbsin the passage (" deliver you up," "ye shall be beaten,"

"and ye shall be brought") give the distinct idea of negativity and disadvantage. The
context of the passage, even acquiesced by Wuest, hasto do with the persecution of
saintsin the Tribulation period.

If a dative substantiveisused in theidea of interest, and more specifically, a
disadvantage, the translation can be provided in a variety of ways. Technically
speaking, a dative of disadvantage can berendered with the preposition " to," such
asin Philippians 1:28 with n1ig eotiv avtotlg evdelélg anwierag (" which isto them
an evident token of perdition"), but in the case beforeusin Mark 13:9, Mr. Wuest
simply pawned the dative usage off as a simple dative, and gave no accountability
for its specific usage. In Matthew 23:31, thereisa similar Dative of Disadvantage
used that reads, pamtopeite eavroig (" ye bewitnesses UNTO yourselves'). Wallace
rendersthis passage as " you testify against yourselves," but all of thisistruly
immaterial, because Mr. Wuest corrects himself in Mark 6 before he even getsto
Mark 13. In Mark 6:11, thereisanother Dative of Disadvantage, with the exact
same construction asthe passage under consideration in Mark 13:9. In Greek it
reads, eig paproprov avtorg. Mr. Wuest, in his expanded trandation, rendersthe
passage, " .shake off the dust that is underneath your feet as a testimony AGAINST
them" (Wuest 124). Nevertheless, if thisinfor mation were not available, our Lord
Jesus Christ in the plain words of the English Bible providesthe sum of the matter.
In Mark 6:11 thereisavariant reading, which isin the text of the Authorized
Version, but isrestricted to the apparatusin Nestle'stext, which describesthe
precisereasoning asto why theword "against” istheright word tousein theA.V.
1611. Thelatter end of Mark 6:11, which isabsent from the texts of the modern
versions, reads asfollows: " Verily | say unto you, It shall be moretolerable for
Sodom and Gomorrhain the day of judgment, than for that city." Paul says,

" Seeing it isa righteous thing with God to recompense tribulation to them that
troubleyou;" (Il Thessalonians 1:6), with the context being the 2 nd advent (see
verses 8-9), it isno small thing that theidea behind testimony AGAINST these
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individualsisthat their actionswill come back to be a withess at the judgment bar
of God.

Next thereistheanomaly of therendering of Greek pluralsas English singulars.
One of the more famous casesisfound in Matthew 14:9 and Mark 6:26, wherethe
plural accusative toug opkovg isgiven in the King's English asa singular possessive
("the oath's). Commentators far and wide haveinsisted for centuriesthat thisisan
error in the King James Bibleintroduced by revisersof the A.V. 1611 that
interpreted the plural in the 1611 edition (which iswithout apostrophes throughout
the entiretext of the Bible) asan English singular possessive. However, it is
interesting to notethat not only does Turner (pg. 26) ascribe the singular translation
to the passage, but the singular interpretation is cross-referenced by Wallace (pg.
404-405), and isrendered asa singular possessive " hisoath” by none other than
Kenneth Wuest in hisexpanded translation (pg. 131). Thisthen bringsusto a
peculiar note by Wuest in respect to Mark 1:6. He expounds:

"Hair" isplural in the Greek text. John's garment was not made of the skin of the
camel, but was a rough cloth woven of caméd's hairs (Wuest 20).

However, in his expanded transation Wuest writes, " And there was this John,
clothed habitually in a camel's hair garment.” (Wuest 21). Again, Wuest takesa
Greek plural accusative (tpiyag), and transatesit asan English singular.
Unfortunately, he doesn't emphasize for hisreader, confessedly not conversant in
Greek, why this phenomenon takes place. This syntactical point isreferred to a
Categorical Plural, and is often used when a singular grammatical object isin scope.
The moder n versions employ usage of the Categorical Plural at their discretion, as
doesthe A.V. 1611. In the NIV, the substantive ta ot patevpata avtov (plural
accusative-" hisarmy") istranslated as an English singular in Matthew 22:7 and
Revelation 19:19 (second reference), excepting the fact that thereferencein
Revelation is a genitive plural instead of an accusative. Nevertheless, on the
reciprocal, the NIV trandates the same plural substantiveasa plural in English in
Luke 21:20, Revelation 19:14, and Revelation 19:19 (first reference). Therefore,
when a Greek plural of category isreferred toin English, it isn't giving a revelation
found in Greek that isn't in English (as Wuest's alludesto by stating what he does
concer ning the woven hairsin contradistinction from the skin of the camel), but is
making a generic reference out of the plural. Every human being has thousands of
hairsupon their heads (unless they suffer from hair loss or shave their head), but
that doesn't prevent usfrom saying, " he hasafull head of HAIR."

Discussing essential lexicography, Mr. Wuest condemnsthe A.V. 1611 for
trangating the verb covetnpet (Imperfect Active Indicative, 3rd Singular of
cuvinpem) as " observed,” when he commentson Mark 6:20:

Observed him. The verb is cuvrnpew 'to preserve a thing from perishing or being lost,
to guard one, to keep him safe.’" The A.V,, rendering 'observe' isnot correct (Vincent,
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Robertson, Expositors). That is, Herod kept John safe from the evil plots of Herodias,
who was seeking to kill him (Wuest 128).

On the contrary to Mr. Wuest's claims above, the rendering of theverb as
"observe" isnot only accurate, but a preservation of contemporary English even
mor e so than the modern versions. First, thereisthe usage of theword " observe" in
the 21 st century which utilizesthe precise meaning of " protect, preserve, keep safe,
etc." Thewebsite of the Coastal Virginia Wildlife Observatory (www.cvwo.or ), lists
asitsprimary mission statement: " Protecting wildlife and habitatsin coastal
Virginiathrough field resear ch, education, and land conservation." When one
observes (used as such by theword napatnpew in Galatians 4:10) a holiday, they
keep that timein special consideration. M oreover, when a physician wantsto retain
apatient in the hospital, in order to assurethan their condition doesn't immediately
wor sen, they keep them under observation.

Secondly, the A.V. rendering is more suitable for the context of Mark 6. Not only
does Her od seek to protect John because Herodias” . would havekilled him; but she
could not: For Herod feared John. " (Mark 6:19-20), but " Herod himself had sent
forth and laid hold upon John, and bound him in prison for Herodias sake." So, the
context fits both scenarios. Herod had John arrested because he preached against
the sinsof Herodias and Herod (see verses 17-18), but he also didn't want him dead,
so he protected him. Thistype of observation is called " protective custody"” in
contemporary nomenclature.

Thirdly, not only does the meaning of the word observe asused in modern English
vindicatethe A.V. 1611, but the meaning of cuovinpew asgiven in thelexicon
justifiesit aswell. The New Analytical Greek L exicon statesthat the word meansto,
" keep safe and sound; to observe strictly, or, to secure from harm, protect; to preserve
in memory, keep carefully in mind" (Perschbacher 395-396). Nevertheless, that the
A.V.transatorswerewell awarethat theroot of the verb carriesthe connotation of
" preserve, keep, etc." iseasily demonstrable by the fact that they translated the
sameword as" preserved” in Matthew 9:17, " kept" in Luke 2:19, and " preserved"
againin Luke5:38.

Mr. Wuest saysirresponsibly in light of Mark 2:5:

Son, thy sins be forgiven thee. 'Son' is texvov, 'child, the word 'son’ being the proper
tranglation of viog, 'an adult son' (Wuest 47).

It isconceded that the primary definition of tekvov is" child." Tothis| offer no
dispute. However, to make the passing usur pation that " son" is" the proper"

tranglation of viog simply cannot be condoned to the eradication of the words as
found in the A.V. 1611 text. Concerning thesetwo words, Vine states, " The A.V.

does not discriminate between texvov and vioc. " (Vine 187). Hence, Dean Burgon
relayed thisrelationship aptly in 1883:
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Tekvov, ninetimes out of ten signifies nothing else but 'child." On thetenth occasion,
however, (e.g. where Abraham isaddressing therich man in Hades,) it would be
absurd soto render it. Wetranslate'Son' (Burgon 153)

Similarly, the Theological Dictionary of the New Testament makesrelated
observations:

I n context the word may take on the sense 'son’.In the LXX it answersto 11 Heb.
words, though predominately /B (Kittel V: 638).

Considering thereciprocal, | would stressthe point that viog, especially in the
plural (though not always), isrendered properly inthe A.V. 1611 as" children”
instead of " sons' (so Galatians 3:26; Mark 2:19; certainly referencesto " the
children of Israel” in Acts 9:15, 10:36; Romans 9:27, etc.). Furthermore, in a
context such as Revelation 12:5, it would be completely unforgivable to render
viov appeva as"aman son." TheA.V. trangatorsrightly rendered viog there as
" child." Some of the modern versions (such asthe NIV and the NASB), dueto a
textual variant that places aponv in the neuter gender, thus segregating it from the
masculine accusative viov render the passage, " a son, a male child" making the
"child" anitalicized type of addition. However, in the text that underliesthe A.V.
1611 the two substantives match in gender, number and case, so the proper
rendition of viogis" child" to avoid redundancy.

The Greek Article

Mr. Wuest'serrorsregarding the use of the Greek definite article are due both to
negligence of applying proper grammatical principles, and a complete failure (as
with the verb systems previoudly) in discer ning between idiomatic and unidiomatic
renderings of the article and the absences ther eof.

Nevertheless, before engaging into Mr. Wuest's all too obvious plethora of articular
discrepancies, it is noteworthy to list for thereader a general, but timeless and
definitive statement on the usage of the Greek definite article by Drs. Dana and
Mantey:

It isimportant to bear in mind that we cannot determine the English trandlation by the
presence or absence of the articlein Greek. Sometimes we should use the articlein the
English trandation when it isnot used in Greek, and sometimes the idiomatic force of
the Greek article may best be rendered by an anarthrous noun in English. (Dana and
Mantey 150-151)

Regar ding the substantive apyn, Mr. Wuest informs usin hiscomments on Mark
1L
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Beginning, apyn, 'beginning, origin, the person or thing that commences, the first
person or thing in a series’; used without the definite article, showing that the
expression isa kind of title. (Wuest 11)

Wouest'serror hereisonly partial. Conceding the point that apyn isfunctioning asa
titlein the passage, it should still be emphasized that it is miseading to inform the
reader that apym isatitle becauseit isanarthrous (without the definite article). The
truth of the matter isthat apyn hasother anarthrous functions (such aswhen it is
used asthe object of a preposition; seegv apyn- John 1:1, etc.). Secondly, apyn
should not necessarily be deemed as a title because it lacks the definite article, but
because it stands absolutely as a substantive in the Nominative case, independent
from the whole of the sentence structure. On this matter, Wallace states:

The nominative absolute is the use of the nominative case in introductory material
(such astitles, headings, salutations, and addresses), which are not to be construed as
sentences. (Wallace 49)

Other anarthrous examples of substantives functioning absolutely in the Nominative
case can be observed in introductory material such as Matthew 1:1, and Revelation
1:1. Had Mr. Wuest worded his sentence as Bishop Middleton (" Titles, however, in
apposition frequently want the Article. " [Middleton 254]) regarding the function of
apym, he might have been met with far less criticism.

In this next example, Mr. Wuest postulates a sort of converseto hisusual criticism
totheA.V. 1611 in perspectiveto the Greek article. Aswill beillustrated shortly, his
usual manner of criticism revolves around the lack of the definite articlein Greek
being represented by an English definite rendering. However, for the present time,
our observation will take usto a peculiar (yet not original) instancein which thereis
adefinitearticlein Greek not subsequently designated by an English, " the."

Relatingto Mark 6:32, Mr. Wuest asserts:

The definite article precedes the word 'ship." The words'by ship' are not an adequate
trandation. It was not merely by sea that they went, but in the boat, the zA010v which
was always kept in readiness to take our Lord out of danger from the crowds that
would crush Him.

Unfortunateit is, that when it comesto the adver se implications of not
corresponding the Greek articlein the English transation by " the," that
grammariansuniversally are quiteirritable when discussing this syntactical
phenomenon. The general consensusisthat when thearticleisused in Greek, it is
always significant and never without meaning. Concer ning g1g to tAowov in
Matthew 13:2, Bishop Middleton pontificates, " In the present instance, English
Version, Newcome and Campbell understand ro mAotov indefinitely; but that any ship,
without reference, can be meant by this phrase is grammatically impossible"
(Middleton 211). Befor e proceeding, if Mr. Middleton is correct on this bold
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assertion, then not only isthe A.V. grammatically incorrect, but so arethe NKJV,
NIV, NASB, ASV, RSV, and NLT. It seemsthat the problem in thisregard with
Greek scholarship isthat they arewilling to disregard good English for the
preservation of theinterpretation of an established principle. Again, Bishop
Middleton reiterates:

Thereis not, however, as has been shown in thiswork, any such thing as an indefinite
sense of the Article; that, which has sometimes been so denominated, being no other
than its hypothetic use, explained Part I. Chap. 111 Sect. ii. which iswholly
inapplicable to the present case. (Middleton 211-212)

Conceding to theimpression that the Greek articleisnot without due signification,
it cannot be acquiesced that thisinfersthat the Greek article must always be
imitated by an English definite. Despite his many brilliant concepts on the Greek
article, what the good Bishop is neglecting to communicate at this moment is that
the Generic use of the Greek articleis sometimes best reiterated by an English
indefinite article. A Generic article as such isused to denote and distinguish one
classfrom another (i.e. mankind, the animal kingdom, the realm of angels).

O gpyatng ("thelabourer™) in Luke 10:7 isan excellent example of this class usage.
However, although you havethe presence of the Greek article, sometimesit isbest
torender the trandlation with an English indefinite article. Such a case can be seen
in Matthew 18:17 with the usage of the nouns o eBvikog (Second declension
Masculine Singular - " Heathen" [also Gentile]) and o teAwvng (First declension
Masculine Singular - " Publican" [also tax-collector]), which are presented by the
King'sEnglish as" an heathen man and a publican.” Dr. Wallace makestwo
excellent comments on this usage:

In translation we would probably say, ' a Gentile and a tax-collector." However, thisis
dueto the fact that the force of the generic articleis qualitative, sinceit indicates the
class to which one belongs (thus, kind), rather than identifying him as a particular
individual. Sometimes the English indefinite article brings out this force better
(Wallace 228).

Again, Daniel Wallace delineates:

At times, the most natural tranglation isto replace the article with an indefinite article.
Thisis because both indefinite nouns and generic nouns share certain properties:
while one categorizes or stresses the characteristics of a given class (generic), the other
points to an individual within a class, without addressing any traits that would
distinguish it from other members (indefinite). (Wallace 228)

Other examples can be observed in Matthew 23:24 with

TOV KOVOTQ, TNV 08 Ko unAov, " agnat and a camel, and | Timothy 3:2 with
Tov gmokonov, " abishop.”
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Hence, returning to the problem presented by Mr. Wuest in Mark 6:32, even though
"ship" isarthrousin Greek, the A.V. 1611 |leaves off the definite articlein order to
emphasize the point of quality, not particularity. Thisisnot only observed by the
omission of the English definite article, but by the usage of the prepositional phrase.
In Mark 6:32, the phrasereadsasthusin Greek ev T mAoim- " by ship." The usage
of the preposition gv in this context iswhat we call a dative of means. The basal
definition for thispreposition is™in," but the context can also call for usages such as
within, during, while, when, because of, by, with, etc. " By one Spirit" in |
Corinthians 12:13 isa palpable example. Here gv isused to indicate the means of a
particular agent shown to be theinstrument by which a specific action takes place.
Thiscan also beseen in Mark 1:8 (ev mveopat aywo - " with the Holy Ghost™).
Regarding thecasein Mark 6:32, " ship" isthe meansthrough which our Lord and
hisdisciples departed into a desert place. Had the article been translated in this
instance, the emphasis would be placed upon the actual ship used instead of the fact
that it was a ship being the meansthrough which they departed privately.

Furthermore, in Wuest'snoteson Mark 6:32, he attemptsto justify hiscriticism of
the A.V. text by stating that the use of the definite article proliferatestheidea that a
ship or asmall "rowboat" at other timeswas alwaysready at hand for our Lord.
Wuest of course, as per usual, makes thisbold assertion without any foundation
support. However, Bishop Middleton, in hisearlier commentson Matthew 13:2,
citesMr. Wakefield as an authority to justify thistheory (see Middleton, pg. 212).
They postulate the concept that because our Lord had a ship in waiting (see Luke
5:3), and that a ship waslater said to belong to Simon Peter (see Luke 8:22), that the
reader should understand it of a ship previously mentioned. However, thisreally
begs the question of which ship was previously narrated in the context? On the
contrary, we see this phenomenon handled extremely precise by theKing's
tranglators. Introducing " ship" into a passage, the A.V. 1611 givesus " in a ship"

(ev t® mwAoww) in Matthew 4:21, but THEN " the ship" (to mAotov) subsequently in
Matthew 4:22. Cleverly, the A.V. 1611 introduces " ship" into the narrative of Mark
8:10 with "into a ship" (eig to miowov), THEN informsusthat it isa definite ship in
Mark 8:13 by stating, " into the ship again” (eppog moAly €1 10 TAOLOV).
Oftentimes, because " ship" isunknown in the contextual narrative, it isintroduced
asa particular member of a classindefinitely, though it hasthe Greek article
attached toit. Hence, even in Acts 27:2, we observe the omission of the Greek article
introducing " ship" into a narrative (empavteg 8¢ TAow® - " entering into a ship"),
with the particular emphasis on the ship introduced retur ning with both the Greek
and English definite articlesin Acts 27:10,15, etc. (note: " ship" in Acts27:10is
definitein English by means of the compound usage of the articlefollowing " the
lading" in the verse).

Commentingon Mark 1:7, Mr. Wuest places an overemphasison the Greek article
when he states:
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The definite articleis used. There cometh 'the One,' not merely 'one.' It wasa
distinctive, unique, outstanding Person, even the Jehovah of the Old Testament who
wasto come (Wuest 21)

Thewordsin Greek under consideration are

EPYETOLL O LOYLPOTEPOG HoL omcw pov (" there cometh one mightier than | after
me" ). Wuest insiststhat theinsertion of the article befor e the adjective toyvpog is
indicative of the fact that the sentence structureisreferring to the deity of Jesus
Christ. However, although we ar e always forwar d to emphasize the deity of our
Lord (seel Cor. 12:3), it should not be done at the expense of the fundamentals of
Greek syntax. Therudimentary cause herefor theinsertion of the article isthat the
adjective in the passage (ioyvpotepog- Nominative M asculine Singular,

Compar ative Adjective) is functioning substantively as a compar ative adjective.
When an adjective functions substantively, it takes the place of a noun and not
infrequently serves asthe subject of a sentence. If Wuest's point had any viable
substancetoit, then why does our Lord refer to himself as

o7t Tov tgpov petfov eottv wde (" that in this placeisone greater than thetemple”)
in Matthew 12:6? Doesn't the same point residein Matthew 12:41-42? Granted the
articleiswanting in Greek, but would that not establish the point even further? If
our Lord were seeking to emphasize himself particularly, would not the article be
employed if Wuest's point werevalid?

Notwithstanding, thereis an amicable attestation to our objection in Luke 7:28,
which reads, o 8¢ pikpotepog ev ™ Bacideia Tov Beov pelov aotov gott . but he
that isleast in the kingdom of God is greater than he." In thisexamplethereisan
adj ective (wmikpog), functioning substantively asa Compar ative adjective (the
differencein the adjectives being that although ik potepog is grammatically
comparative, it is contextually superlative). I n thisexample, thereis nothing out of
the ordinary about the article, just asin Wuest's examplein Mark 1:7, saving the
fact that it isallowing the adjectiveto serveasa noun in the verse. Other than the
fact that the article segregates the point that thereisa specific individual to whom
the details of the verse arereserved for, thereis nothing that can be gleaned from it
syntactically. Asfar asMark 1:7 referring to our Lord Jesus Christ, that piece of

information is ascertained from a study of the context, NOT thelocation of the
Greek definitearticle.

Compounding the evidence that his knowledge of the Greek articleiselementary in
nature, Mr. Wuest provesthisfurther by commenting on Mark 15:39:

The centurion, impressed with all that had taken place, exclaimed (A.V.), 'Truly this
man was the Son of God." Thereis no definite article before the word 'Son." What this
soldier said was, 'Truly, this man was a son of God." (Wuest 284-285)

After going to great lengthsto state that the definite article before the Comparative

adjectivein Mark 1.7 was evidentiary of Jesus Christ being the manifestation of the
Jehovah of the Old Testament, Mr. Wuest isvery quick to dispose of areferenceto
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our Lord'sdeity in the passage at hand. In Greek, nonetheless, the passagein
question reads as follows: AAnBwg o avBpmmog ovtog LvIog NV Begov, " Truly this
man wasthe Son of God."

Before engaging in another dismantlement of Mr. Wuest's unacceptable syntactical
assertions, it is necessary to establish pertinent ground rules by which tointer pret
thewordsin dispute. First, it ssemsinconsistent at best for Mr. Wuest to place such
an emphasison the lack of the article beforeviog but then nonchalantly pass by
Oeog asif it had thearticlein contradistinction. Therefore, if consistency wereto
play a part in thisgrammatical fiasco, why not render the passage, " a son of a

god" ? After all Mr. Wuest in hisbook goes on to emphasize that the centurion had
no way of knowing the M essianic implications of the Lord Jesus Christ (see Wuest,
pg. 285) referencing the phraseology of the Jewish scribes. Unfortunately, thisis not
thefirst occasion in which we have witnessed Mr. Wuest employ theological biasin
order to bolster hisgrammatical proclivities.

Secondly, there are other grammatical considerations, which Mr. Wuest either did
not consider, or did not give hisreaders (admittedly not conversant in Greek) the
benefit of investigating. Thefirst to be considered iswhat we call a" Monadic
Noun." The structure of the Monadic Noun isonein which the noun is one-of-a-
kind. Therefore, sinceit isone-of-a-kind, the definite articlein Greek isunnecessary
and maybe even deemed redundant. An excellent example of this syntax and
consequently a parallel to the phrasein Mark 15:39 is kAn Oncetat viog 6gov

(" shall be called the Son of God") in Luke 1:35. In this passage you have the
anarthrous noun viog which is definite becauseit isareference to Jesus Christ, who
isthe " only begotten Son." Hence, it is obviousthat viog Beov can bedemonstrably
definite without theinsertion of the Greek article. In referenceto this passage,
Bishop Middleton emphasizes:

Here also, of course, Mr. Wakefield trandates 'a son of God." See on ver. 32. Besides,
if viog Beov be hereto be taken in theinferior sense, what becomes of the inference
implied in 610? To announceto the Virgin that she shall have offspring by the
extraordinary agency of God, and to add 'therefore that offspring shall be called (or
‘shall be) a holy man,' really appears to meto be a downright anti-climax. (Middleton
285-286)

I'n respect to hiscomments above, Mr. Middleton saysto refer to hiscommentson
Luke 1:32 wher e vioc vgwetov (" the Son of the Highest" ) are also anarthrousin
similarity to the passage under consideration in Mark 15:39. He cleverly points out
that Mr. Wakefield isequally inconsistent (as| have previously stated of Mr. Wuest)
in rendering viog " ason" for not also rendering vpiotov "a most High God."
Bishop Middleton fastensthe certainty that our Lord Jesus Christ must either be"
the Son of God" or merely one of many sons of God, which are so styled

viot Beov in Romans 8:14. Therefore, hereiterates, viog must be anarthrous™in the
original" (so phrasesMiddleton, pg. 285), as o viog after kAndncetat would not be
Greek. Furthermore, he notesthat veiotov in the LXX isfrequently without the
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article. Along these linesthe careful reader should readily incorporate " the Son of
God" from Daniel 3:25 into the context of this discussion. There, modern

scholar ship incessantly and ver bosely demands that the passage be rendered " a son
of the gods" because the noun rb(son) lacksthe definite article h. However, it should
be noted in similar fashion that the readingaaaa aaAAM hlaaa rbl can be deemed as
definiteasit isfound in the A.V. 1611 because a noun in the construct position
doesn't takethearticle. In thisregard, Vance states most assuredly:

A noun in the construct state never takes the article. If the absolute noun is definite
(proper names and the words for God are definite without the article) then the
construct noun istranslated as definite (Vance 26)

Thirdly, thereisa specific Greek construction known as Apollonius Canon. This
canon, so named after the second century Greek grammarian, Apollonius Dyscolus,
essentially teaches that with regard to genitive phrases, the head noun and the
genitive following it, generally recapitulate one another in respect to the articularity.
Thisprinciple can easily be observed by inspecting to Tveopa tov 6gov (" the Spirit
of God" - Matt. 3:16); tnv Aaurpotnta tov nAtov (" the brightness of the sun” -
Acts 26:13); n BaoiAsia tov Ogov (" the kingdom of God" - Mark 1:15), etc.

Confirming this postulation are the words of Bishop Middleton, who again dictates:

Another omission respects Nounsin regimen. It was remarked, that according to
Apolloniusthe Articleis prefixed to both the governing and the governed Nouns, or
elseit is omitted before both. An omission will, therefore, frequently be observable,
where the governing Noun might seem to require the definite form (Middleton 67)

Along these lines of thought, it isnoteworthy that in 1983, David Hedges, asa
Master'sthesisfor the M .Div. degree at Grace Theological Seminary, constructed a
corollary to Apollonius' Canon. Thiscorollary basically promulgatestheidea that
when both nouns are anarthrousin a genitive construction, then both nouns will
usually have the same semantic force. Hence, if one of the nouns can be proved to be
definitein the context, then it is statistically likely that both nouns ar e definite. In
subsequent studiesdone by Dr. Wallace and others, although Hedges hypothesisis
not an established rule, it has been shown to possess general validity in the majority
of theinstances examined. An example of the anarthrous definite-definite
construction can be attested by Romans 1:18 wher e opyn Begov is most certainly
"thewrath of God." In short, relating to Wuest's hypothesisin Mark 15:39, if 6gov
isdefinitein the context (which it must sinceour Lord had no other Father than
Almighty God), then viog iscertainly definiteaswell. Therefore, it isevident that
theversefound in Mark 15:39 can beinterpreted asa Monadic Noun, an example of
Apollonius Canon, or mor e specifically, another example of the mor e experimental
and less established corollary hypothesized by David Hedges.

Thelast portion of thissection on the Greek Articlethat shall be examined is
Kenneth Wuest's greatest accusation against the A.V. text in respect to the usage of
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thearticle, and that is, namely, that the exclusion of the definite articlein Greek is
justification for theindefinite transation into English. Hence, if it isanarthrousin
Greek, it should be render ed indefinitely in English. On this matter, in respect to
Mark 1:3, he expounds:

The voice; no definite articlein the Greek text. The Baptist was not the only
mouthpiece of God sent to I srael. John only claimed to be'a voice,' not ' the voice
(John 1:23). (Wuest 13)

Detailsin perspectiveto Apollonius Canon wererelegated above, being witnhessed
by the material from Bishop Middleton, and also by the corollary to that Canon by
David Hedges. Since the semantic for ce of the head noun is particularly the same for
the genitive connected with it, it is certainly feasible that two anarthrous nouns
fitting this construction can be deemed as definite. Therefore, again, aswith the
examplewith Mark 15:39 above, just because the nounslack thearticle, it isnot
sufficient to render the words as English indefinites. In regardsto Mark 1:3, we
have an anarthrous substantive in the Nominative case (¢cvn) followed by an
anarthrous participlein the Genitive case (Bowvtog). This matches the Apollonius
construction again, and as Bishop Middleton refersusto thisprinciple (Middleton,
pg. 170), he notesthat Mr. Wakefield, evidently unawar e of this grammatical
function, translates the passage as Wuest, " a voice of one crying." Observing that
the passageisfound in the same construction in Matthew 3:3, Luke 3:4, and John
1:23 (hence, three other times), each time being attested by the fact that John's
ministry isadirect fulfillment of the prophecy depicted in Isaiah 40, it isabundantly
clear that thereason that " voice" or ¢ovn should berendered as definiteis because
it isareferenceto a specific voice; a certain voice. Just because the passageis
rendered as a definite doesn't call for the accusation that this definesthe meaning as
THE ONLY voiceasthrust upon usfor theinterpretation of such usage by Kenneth
Wuest. In linewith the A.V. 1611 arethe NKJV, NASB, and the RSV. The
dissenting versionsarethe NIV, and theNLT. Similarly, the LXX hasa similar
anarthrous construction in Greek, yet Sir Lancelot Brenton tranglates the passage
astheA.V. 1611, " thevoice."

Textual Considerations

Besides the plethora of grammatical blunders, lexicographical assertions, syntactical
oversights, negligence in explanations, failureto defineterms, and a general refusal
to properly reference source material cited, Kenneth Wuest, whileusing the A.V.
1611 as his English base, employed usage of a subsequent critical Greek text that
doesn't correspond to the King James Bible. Ther efore, throughout his
commentary, the pages are indefatigably and relentlesdy ador ned with phrases such
as, " not in Nestle'stext,” "not in the best texts,” "missingin Aleph and B," " oldest
and best textsomit,” "rejected by Nestle,” " Nestle omits,” ad infinitum throughout
hiswork.
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Mr. Wuest'sfirst error in regardsto textual orientation isin the assumption that
thereis"the Greek text." In theintroduction to hiswork, he pontificates:

The student can study it through verse by verse, and with the help of this book, obtain a
clearer, more vivid portrait of the Lord Jesusthan he could from the translation heis
using, and for the reason that he has been given access to the Greek text (Wuest

Intro.)

In the very next sentence, hencethefinal paragraph of the introduction, Wuest
admits: " The English trandation commented upon isthe Authorized Version, and the
Greek text used isthat of Nestle" (Wuest Intro.). It isabundantly clear, that in
actuality, the " student” has absolutely no chance of completing Mr. Wuest's study
of the Gospel of Mark with any faith left in his King James Bible, which, (since heis
not conver sant with the Greek language to start with [see Wuest'sintroduction]) he
depended upon to lead him in hisinitial course of study. At no time throughout his
book on the Gospel of Mark, does Kenneth Wuest make oneinclination asto what
"the Greek text" is, nor does he even consider advising hisreading audience what
"thebest text" is, or what " the best texts" are. You areleft to assertions and
guesswor k, which arethe unfortunate fruit of Mr. Wuest's labors, definitively
manifested in thistreatise. Therefore, before concluding my remarks upon
Kenneth'sWuest's study on the Gospd of Mark, it behooves us to examine at least
oneinstance in which heinsiststhat " the best texts' aresuperior to thetext that
underliesthe King's English in Greek.

Considering the textual variant in Mark 1:2, Mr. Wuest describesit asthus:

In the prophets. The best Greek texts have'in I saiah the prophet.” The quotation is
from Malachi and I saiah 40:3. Asto the apparent discrepancy here, Robertson says
that it was common to combine quotations from the prophets. Bruce, in Expositor's
Greek Testament, says, 'An inaccuracy doubtless, but not through error of memory,
but through indifference to greater exactness, the quotation from | saiah being what
chiefly occupied the mind. It is somewhat analogous to attraction in grammar.' (Wuest
12)

The" texts" which contain thereading " in | saiah the prophet” or

ev 1o Hoowa o mpodmtn are uncial mss. Aleph B D L A; lessthan fifteen cursive
mss. accor ding to Dean Burgon (Burgon, Causes of Corruption in the Traditional
Text, pg. 113); Nestle specifically cites minuscule mss. 33 565 892 1241 2427; Syriac
Peshitta, the margin of the Harklean Syriac, the margin of the Philoxenian Syriac as
well as some copies of that version, the L atin, the Memphitic (Coptic according to
Nestle), some codices of the Armenian, Erpenius Arabic, the Persic and the Gothic
for the Early Versions; Titus of Bostra (Adv. Manich. iii.4 per Burgon, The
Traditional Text, pg. 108), Origen (Cels. ii.4; Comment. In John i.14, ibid) listed as
in part by Nestle (pg. 90), Irenaeus (111.xi.8), Epiphanius, Basil (Adv. Eunom. ii.15),
Serapion, Victorinus of Pettau (In Apoc. S. Joann.), Severianus, Porphyry
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(according to Whitney, pg. 171), and othersrepresenting the testimonies of the
church fathers.

For the external evidencein support of "in the prophets' or gv toig tpodntaig we
haveuncialmsss AEFGHK M PSU YV I'II; thevast majority of the extant
cursive mss,, ferrar group 13; the Early versions consist of some Vulgate mss, the
Harklean Syriac, one manuscript of the Memphitic (which has both readings
conflated into the text), the text of the Philoxenian Syriac, Zohrab's Armenian, the
Ethiopic, the Roman Arabic aswell asthat of the Polyglot, and the Slavonic; the
church fathers arerepresented by Porphyry (Burgon, The Traditional Text, pg.
108), Titusof Bostra, Origen, Irenaeus (111.xvi.3), Eusebius, Victor of Antioch,
Ambrose, Photius, and Theophylact.

Beginning with the witnesses of the early versions, when the contents of other
relevant material isfactored in, it becomes evident that they don't play an integral
part asweighty witnessesin the attestation of the false reading (" Isaiah the
prophet"). Isaiah’'s name can be found in copies of the Old Latin in Matthew 1:22,
Zechariah's name placed into Matthew 21:4, aswell astheremoval of Jeremy's
name from Matthew 27:9. Thefirst blunder can also be discovered in the
Curetonian Syriac, Lewis edition, the Harklean Syriac, aswell asthe Palestinian
Syriac, and Codex D (D, however, can probably be explained on the account of its
L atin affinity). The second error made itsway into the writings of Chyrsostom and
Hilary, with the third manifestation of corruption being witnessed in the Peshitta.
Nothwithstanding, the Latin and Syriac, in Matthew 2:23, replace tov tpo¢ntov
with tov tpodntwv by " misapprehension of the Evangelist's meaning" (Burgon,
Causes, pg. 112).

Secondly, it should be noted that thisblunder in Mark 1:2 isnot only attested by
Codex Aleph, but other such fabrications are thrust into that manuscript. In
Matthew 13:35, the name of Isaiah isfound, although the citation isclearly from
Psalm 78:2 (see Nestle, pg. 35). Of cour se, thisinexcusable alteration could not
stand, being later corrected in the mss. by another scribe.

Statistically considering Aleph and B, although Wuest never specifically callsthem,
"the best texts," such a detail can be affirmed and ascertained by his substitution of
hisusual phrase " the best texts,"” with " Robertson says that the words 'and of fasting'
do not appear in the two best manuscripts (Aleph and B)." (Wuest 187) However, if
these two manuscriptsaretruly, " the best texts," then they areinaugurated as such
contra mundum. Vaticanus possess 620 readings than cannot be found in any mss.,
as Sinaiticus 820 to boot. Together, throughtout the New Testament, they omit 3,704
words, add 2,213, substitute 2,121, transpose 3,471, modify 1,772, levying a grand
summation of 13,281 alterationsto the Received Text of the New Testament.

The church fathersthat witnessto thefabricated reading in Mark 1:2 are somewhat

inter esting because of the nature of their testimony. For example, Titus and Basil
are said to have but reproduced the text of Origen, along with hisargument. Origen,
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not only procured thereading, " Isaiah the prophet” in histext, but he did so by
completely omitting the portion that is quoted from Malachi, ther eby passing from
" lsaiah the prophet" to the portion quoted from that prophet. According to Dean
Burgon, Epiphanius does the same thing (see Burgon, Causes, pg. 113). Victorinus
and Augustine simply quote the Latin version (" sicut scriptum est in I saia
propheta"), lacking variation. Por phyry the heretic, is hardly a reputable witness,
on record as having written a book to prove that the Gospel writerswere full of
misstatements. Eusebius and Jerome both confess astheir opinion that the name of

I saiah was admitted into the text " through the inadvertency of the copyists" (Burgon,
Causes, pg. 114).

Seeing not only that the exter nal evidence of the falsereading is questionable, and
that the concr ete remaining witnesses are few and disputable in character, what
doesit stand to reason asto how thisreading originated, being preserved in
antiquity and forced upon Biblereadersin the 21st century?

First, Dean Burgon insiststhat the origin of thereading, " | saiah the prophet” came
to pass as an assimilation to thetext, when " some critic with harmonistic proclivities
should have insisted on supplying the second also, i.e. the parallel placein St. Mark's
Gospel, with the name of the evangelical prophet, elsewhere so familiarly connected
with the passage quoted?" (Burgon, Causes, pg. 115). Thisquestion is posed after
showing that the Eusebian tables each contained in arow all four referencesto the
passage quoted from Isaiah 40 in reference to John the Baptist (Matt. 3:3; Mark
1:3; Luke 3:3-6; and John 1:23). With M atthew, Luke, and John all reading
"lsaiah" (howbeit only quoting from Isaiah), it is easy to see how an unsuspecting
scribe might naturally assimilate I saiah into Mark's quote of two prophets.

Finally, to thisreasoning Whitney ascribes, adding the point that the false reading
(asgiven previoudly in thelisting of evidence) appearsin the margin of one Syriac
version, then in the text of another. With these being the versions of the country of
Tatian's Diatessaron, " we need not be at a loss to see whence or how or when it got
into the text. It evidently came from Matthew iii.3, through Tatian in the latter part of
the second century. It iswhat Dr. Hort would call a Syrian, a distinctively Syrian
reading, though preserved in Aleph B L 33 Origen, etc. The genuine reading, as found
in the Received Text, comes down to usin later uncials and other documents.”
(Whitney 173).

Reverting back to Mark 9:29, we are not at all impressed by the infelicity of Wuest's
referenceto Dr. Robertson:

Robertson says that the words 'and of fasting' do not appear in the two best
manuscripts (Aleph and B), also that it is clearly a late addition to help explain the
failure of the disciples. Their failure was due to their prayerlessness. They lacked
power because of that (Wuest 187)
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And, how may we ask, isthisreading (Gr.- xou vnotew, " and of fasting") " clearly a
late addition" if the sole authority for its eradication from the text are Aleph and B?
Accor ding to the exter nal manuscript evidence available for the omission of the
phrase, besides these two manuscripts of spurious character and uncertain origin,
thereisthe Old Latin manuscript k, aswell as cursive mss. 0274 and 2427. However,
that isall.

Attesting to the reading of the Received text is a copious selection of texts so well
accounted for, and so well distributed, that it is exhaustibly a wonder how any
individual claiming to purport scholar ship, could make such an injudicious remark
asthisis" clearly a late addition.” " And of fasting” is overwhelming supported by
UncialsSACDEFGHKLMNSUVWXTI A®IIY,theentireenvoy of cursives
(save the two previously mentioned in support of the former), the Old L atin, the
Vulgate, the Peshitta and Philoxenian Syriac, the Memphitic, the Gothic, the
Armenian, the Ethiopic, the Persic, etc. Thefathers, such as Clement of Rome,
Cyprian, and othersvindicate the A.V. reading, although some invert the order of
"prayer" and " fasting."

The Receptus or Received reading isnot only witnessed by the host of testimonies
above, but according to Nestle, it is possibly read in Papyrus 45 of the third century
(Nestle, pg. 119). This exquisite detail goesalong way in refuting the claim of
Robertson, blindly and super stitiously embraced by Mr. Wuest, namely, that the
King Jamesreading isalate addition. A Number of the versions above represent an
older text than Aleph and B (such asthe Old L atin and the Peshitta), someare
essentially coeval with these two mss. (such as Codex Washingtonianus of the 4th
century), and othersarenot very far removed (such as Codex Alexandrinus of the
5th century). Nothwithstanding, the second corrector of Sinaiticusrestoresthe ms.
to the Receptusreading.

Seeing that the external evidenceis not even a question, Whitney reportsthe
following on internal considerations:

Christ believed in fasting aswell asin praying, as histeaching and example
abundantly show. Believing in it asa means of strengthening one's faith and of growth
in grace generally, he naturally coupled it with prayer in histeaching. And those who
know by experience the effect of fasting in keeping the mind clear and in preserving a
spiritually minded condition of soul, are prepared to see the propriety and appositeness
of coupling the two duties (Whitney 229)

Thereal issueisthat not only isfasting reiterated doctrinally in other passages
(Matthew 6:16-17; Acts 10:30; 13:3;14:23, etc.), but it isreadily altered by other
variant readings of asimilar circumstance and naturein other passages. In |

Corinthians 7:5, the Received reading, ™ vnotela is shunned from the critical texts,
just like Mark 9:29. The Receptus reading, " Howbeit this kind goeth not out but by
prayer and fasting" (Gr-

TOVTO O€ TO YEVOG OUK EKTTOPOEVETAL €1 U1 EV TPOCELY N Kol viotela). Hence,
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thereissome scribal motivation to emasculate these words from their inspired
domains. Based on the overwhelming exter nal testimony, and the obviousinternal
consider ations, the passage should beleft asit standsin thetext of the A.V. 1611. On
an interesting note, it should be observed that thereis perhaps more exter nal
support for I John 5:7, than thereisfor thisomission from Aleph and B, yet it is
accepted antipaV. Thefalsereading was obviously a very limited and fleeting
perforation. Ultimately, some early scribe, not sedulously seeking to preserve the
text, taking extravagant libertiesas a transcriber, omitted the wordsfrom the
sacred passage of Scripture, thus erecting an inter minable scandal of confusion that
still thundersin textual circlestoday.
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A More SureWord of Prophecy Than Greek Scholar ship
By: Jeffrey D. Nachimson

Modern Biblerevisers, trandators, accompanied by Romantic and Semitic language
scholars, operate with one essential, basic, fundamental principle (either consciously
or unwittingly) guiding them in their pursuits: Diminish and annihilatethe
authority of a single Book-the Authorized Version of the Holy Bible. Whileit is
acceptableto publicly profess allegiance to this particular Book (usein
church/chapel services, classroom lectures, etc.), it isequally and oppositely
intolerableto receive and cleaveto it asthe Christian's sole and absolute authority
for determining, " Thus saith the Lord." Hence, in order to welcome the public
reading of the King James Bible from pulpitsfar and wide, while still
recommending any number of contemporary and contradictory English Bible
versions, the preciseness of the words of God has been reduced to a preferential
relativism.

In 1997 the faculty and staff of Central Baptist Theological Seminary conspired to
write a book entitled The Bible Version Debate, 1 which isa buttressed title covertly
designed to sequester thereal, guileful objective: How to Get Rid of Your Final
Authority in Exchange for the Opinions and Preferences of the Faculty of Central
Seminary. The coconspiratorsinclude Douglas McL achlan, Larry Pettigrew, Roy
Beacham, and W. Edward Glenny. Pastor Lloyd Streeter hasthoroughly and aptly
critiqued this hideous and deplorable work in hisbook Seventy-five Problemswith
Central Baptist Seminary's Book The Bible Version Debate. 2 Nevertheless, within the
contents of thisacme of Satanic ingenuity, Professor Glenny illustrates exactly how
tranglation relativity operates: " No translation of Scriptureis perfectly exact or
exhaustive, and Christians must realize the difference between the authority inherent
in any tranglation of Scripture and the authority inherent in the meaning of the
original language manuscripts.” 3. Of course, we are indubitably curious asto which
of the 5,656 NT Greek manuscripts 4 comprise " the original language manuscripts.”
Besides the substitution of emc ov gtekev viov (until she gave birth to a son) for

€MG OV ETEKEV TOV LIOV aVTNG TpwTtotokoV (till she had brought forth her first born
son - Matt. 1:25); the substitution of BAn0ev (aorist passive participle of BaAlw - |
cast) for BAnOnvou (aorist passive infinitive - to be cast) along with the omission of
kot (and) beforexatanateicOat (present passive infinitive - to be trodden under foot
-Matt. 5:13); the acidulous omission of gwxn (without a cause - M att. 5:22); the
alteration of edikailmwOn n codra ano Tov tekvav avtng (wisdom isjustified of her
children) to edikaimn N codra amo Tov epyov avtng (wisdomisjustified by her
deeds - Matt. 11:19); thefallacious and incredible notion that Jesus asked

K1 €S ToL ovpavov LywOnon (will you be exalted to heaven?) instead of flatly
stating, h emg Tov ovpavov vy wberca (which art exalted unto heaven - Matt. 11:23);
wereally desire to know which " original language manuscripts' are disposed to
teach uswhether Peter really saw tov avepov toyvpov (the wind boisterous) or did
hejust seetov avepov (thewind) in Matt. 14:30? Are we to blindly supposethat the
eradication of moAAot yop €161 kAnTot, oAryor 3¢ ekAektot (for many be called, but
few chosen - Matt. 20:16) from the sacred text isafair representation of these
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" original language manuscripts' ? We desper ately inquire, did the disciples

do xkabwc tpoceta&ev avtolg o Incovug (as Jesus commanded them), or as he
appointed, directed, or instructed them (cuveta&ev) in Matt. 21:6? Considering the
removal of pwpot ka (Yefoolsand) from Matt. 23:19, we are urged to accept the
proposition that whether or not the L ord Jesus called them " fools and blind" instead
of just " blind," will forever berelegated to the candor of individual caprice.

The sampling of versesin the previous paragraph, in all truthfulness, arejust a
whimsical assortment of variancesin thetextual tradition of the modern versions
compared tothe A.V. 1611 in Matthew's Gospel. No forthright appraisal of " the
original language manuscripts" will yield anything definitive or certain, unlessthe
God-honored readings are sought out objectively by manifest fruition, providence,
universality, and in contradistinction from subjective textual motives designed torid
theworld of the greatest piece of literary prosein the history of theworld. Without
amore sureword of prophecy the exactness of what God said and inspired to be
documented in Holy Writ will forever be a mystery, hopelessly lingering in the
exhausted days of yore. Neal Windham observed the matter profoundly when he
succinctly stated, " textual criticism israther like an enormousjigsaw puzze. Its pieces
are the words contained in the numerous and often dissimilar manuscripts of the
Greek New Testament." 5 Thetrouble, however, liesin thefact that the proponents
of "textual criticism,” in the current usage of theword, are not only inclined to
dictate which piecesto use, but whereto put them and how to apply them. And,
what isthe end result? The riddance and attempted disposal of the mellifluous
words of the A.V. 1611.

Let'sassume, then, that we areinvolved in a classic scenario in which textual
variantsarenot an issue. For the present indulgence, we are going to entertain an
enigmatic extravagancy in which there exists a passage of Scripturethat textual
criticsarenot persistent in changing because of a differentiation in the underlying
Greek words of a particular verse. What we are going to uncover isnot a medley of
word diversity asin our erstwhile example, but a multiplicity of inter pretations
based on the varying nuances of Greek syntax.

Accordingly, we are bamboozled to no certain degreefor thereasoning and logic
urging the alteration of the A.V. 1611'srendition of

Kol gxopev feparotepov tov mpodntikov Aoyov as, " we have also a more sure word
of prophecy.” (2 Pet. 1:19) to something completely different in both sense and
meaning. For instance, the NASB rendersthe passage, " So we have the prophetic
word made more sure." The ESV trandates (although the senseisthe same asthe
A.V.) the Greek of thetext as, " And we have something more sure, the prophetic
word." Providing a third take on grammatical possibilities, the NET Bible says,

" Moreover, we possess the prophetic word as an altogether reliable thing." These four
per spectives constitute what Professor Glenny asserts, namely, " the translations will
help the student see different dimensions and emphases of the meaning of the Bible in
any given passage." 6 Well, if thisrelative asseveration is substantial, then the

" different dimensions and emphases of the meaning of the Bible" in 2 Peter 1:19
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allow for four entirely opposing trandations of the compar ative adjective
BePaotepov to be practically applicable based on someone's personal delight.
Glenny later tellsusthat, " Loyalty to Christ and His Word is not measured by the
version of Scripture one usesin public worship or private study.” 7 Therefore, doesn't
it stand to reason that Professor Glenny or any other avaricious, English Bible-
translating apostate should forbear any further pontificating rhetoricin referenceto
which underlying Greek text isright, or which peculiar renderingiscorrect? Such
acquiescence though, is not going to happen. If these egomaniacal, self-commending,
scholar ship-adoring ssmpletons would apply the same standardsto the A.V. 1611
that they expect therest of Bible-believing Christendom to expresstowardsthe
moder n English Bible versions, then they would all be frequenting the mailbox for
unemployment compensation. | magine the sheer lunacy involved in saying
something so obtuse as, " loyalty to Christ and His Word," when you just spent over
100 pages of print promoting textual relativity and usurping the authority of one
Book? However, the deleterious implications of several Greek translation options
evidently don't end with Professor Glenny.

Daniel Wallace, author of the exegetically opulent Greek Grammar Beyond the
Basics, 8 and Professor of New Testament at the Dallas Theological Seminary has
composed a short treatise on the translation of 2 Peter 1:19. Dr. Wallace maintains
that the four translation specimens above can be categorized into three broad
groups. First, the A.V. 1611 represents, " those that take the adjective as an attributive
adjective modifying rov rpo¢nrikov Aoyov." Secondly, atranslation such asthe ESV
depicts, "those that take it appositional to Tov mpogntikov Aoyov." Next, heinsists
that thethird group such asthe NASB and the NET describe, "those that regard it as
a predicate adjective." Thisthird category, notwithstanding, can be further broken
down into mor e detailed subgroups.

Naturally, the authority of the A.V. 1611 cannot be allowed to stand. Disqualifying
the King's English immediately, Professor Wallace declares, " taking the adjective as
an attributive is virtually impossible since it stands outside the article-noun group. The
construction is gyouev Befaiotepov Tov mpogn tikov Aoyov. In such a construction,
the adjective needs to be taken as predicate or perhaps as substantival (and thus
appositional). To be sure, there are a few placesin the NT in which an adjective stands
in predicate position but has an attributive relation to the noun, but these are few and
far between. There are no more than half a dozen of them. And when the text makes
good sense taking the adjective as a predicate, there is no need to resort to seeing as an
attributive. That isthe casein 2 Peter 1.19. The KJV trandlation isthusin error here,
asis often the case when the underlying Greek text involves the article." Professor
Wallace's bigoted attitude towardsthe A.V. 1611 can easily be demonstrated in his
mor e delicate treatment of the other trandations of the passage with which he
disagrees. Notwithstanding, hisdismissal of the A.V. 1611 because the verbal-

adj ective-article-adjective construction isuncommon in the NT really just betrays
good sense. Dean Burgon timelessly preserved this moment perpetually with the
following captivating remarks: " But what makes this so serious a matter isthat,
because Holy Scripture is the Book experimented upon, the loftiest interests that can be
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named become imperiled; and it will constantly happen that what is not perhapsin
itself a very serious mistake may yet inflict irreparable injury.” 9

The quintessential principlethat Dr. Wallace neglectsto mention in histreatise (this
isafter stating that, " .when the text makes good sense taking the adjective as a
predicate, thereisno need to resort to seeing as an attributive" ) that segregates 2
Peter 1:19 from other, similar adjective-articlenoun constructionsisthefact that in
this particular instance the meaning of therendition is utterly altered by the
differencein theattributive and predicative outlooks. But, in other related,
scriptural cognatesthe attributive and predicative interpretations don't alter the
force of the point being conveyed in the verse. For example, in Hebrews 11:23,

diott e1dov aotelov to motdov isrendered attributively (" because they saw he was
a beautiful child") in the NASB, but asa predicatein the NET (" because they saw
the child was beautiful" ). Similarly, 6e®povvtog kateldwAov ovoay TNV TOALY may
betreated as an attributive adjective (" as he was beholding the city full of idols" [i.e.
the full-of-idols-city]) asit isgiven in the NASB, or as a predicate adjective (" as he
saw that the city was full of idols") likeit istranslated in the ESV. The point being,
that with either example, neither the attributive nor predicative aspects deter from
the obviousimplications demanded in theverse. Yet, in 2 Peter 1:19 the verbal
predicative perspective asillustrated by Dr. Wallace metamor phoses the intent from
thefact that an attributiveinter pretation relegates the notion that the scripturesin
the believer's possession are morereliablethan Peter's mountain experiencein
which he personally witnessed Jesus Christ transfigured into his millennial glory.
Moreover, the attributive trandation bolstersthe doctrinal certainty that the holy
Scripturesare a more sureword of prophecy than the actual, audible voice of God
himself when he stated, " Thisis my beloved Son, in whom | am well pleased" (2 Pet.
1:17). On the other hand, the verbal predicative position promulgates the wicked
insinuation that Peter's experience confirmsthe authority of the written word. The
NIV says, " And we have the word of the prophets made more certain.” When the
Book says, " So then faith cometh by hearing, and hearing by the word of God," (Rom.
10:17) it meansjust that. You take the words of God by faith at face value, lest you
abruptly discover that your experience could get you killed (see 1 Kings 13:8-9; 18-
19; 23-24).

However, Dr. Wallace's treatment of the NIV/NASB renderings of 2 Peter 1:19is
honor able, although his prejudicial leanings against the A.V. 1611 are exposed to a
greater degree. Following his escape from the ESV reading (which promotesthe
same meaning asthe A.V. 1611), Dr. Wallace proceeds to comment upon the
predicative inter pretation of the compar ative adjective Befonotepov. He stresses
that, " One of the fundamental pointswe wish to raisein thisbrief essay isthat the
rendering 'we have the prophetic word made more sure' isunlikely from a grammatical
standpoint.” |, myself, find it nonsensically remarkablethat thisirreverent,
objurgating, Greek adulator takesit upon himself to spew the panty-waist, " unlikely
from a grammatical standpoint” while insisting that our Common English Bibleis
thus, " .in error here, asif often the case when the underlying Greek text involves the
article” What in theworld, may we ask, happened to the other versionsbeing " in
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error” when he holds a dissenting position to those translation particularities?
Despite hississified performance in highlighting errorsin some of the moder n
English versions, Dr. Wallace' s keen remarksregarding this" unlikely grammatical
standpoint” should not go unnoticed or unconsidered. Heinstructsusthat, " The
translation.is unparalleled in object-complement constructions. When the construction
hasthisforce, zotew ispresent (asin 2 Pet. 1.10

[orovdarte PeBarav vuwv TV kKAnotv kat ekAoynv moigicfai))"

Furthermore, it desper ately behooves thereader to capture and ponder upon the
convenient negligence abounding in Dr. Wallace's treatment of the predicative
interpretation in 2 Peter 1:19. | find it shamefully transparent that Dr. Wallace only
provided a sampling of two types of sub-pointsin relation to fepaiotepov being
treated as a predicate adjective (seerenditions by the NASB and NET above) to
rebuff in our current passage of Scripture. However, although Bishop Middleton
shared Dr. Wallace'sdisdain for the A.V. 1611 trandlation of the verse, the
Middleton reviser, James Scholefield, stated in a footnote that an optional, right
rendering of the ver se could be, " The prophetic word which we haveis more sure.” 10
Even Dr. Wallace, later in his essay expressesthat, " if we render the clause as'the
prophetic word ismore sure' (which is certainly more plausible grammatically), then
thiswould be saying that the OT was a morereliable guide to truth than Peter's
experiences, including his experience of the Transfiguration." Thistranglation,
though given as a predicate adj ective instead of attributive, asin our
attributive/predicative examples above, postulates the same meaning asthe A.V.
1611. Professor Wallace'sreasoning for rejecting the NASB translation of
BePaotepov as a predicate adjective had to with the fact that moiew isnot used in
theverseasit isin back in verse 10. What, then, will be hisexcuse for shunning this
rendition that reinforces the good sense of our King James Bible? We will consider
thisquestion in our concluding remarks.

The ESV trandatesBefatotepov asa substantive, meaning that the adjective
functionsasa noun. In this case the adjectiveisn't modifying another noun
(attributive), nor isit asserting something about the subject (predicative). We would
agreewith Dr. Wallacethat, " as an adjective one would expect it to function in its
typical adjectival capacity unlessthereis contextual or lexical warrant for taking it
otherwise" in light of the observation that in all 9 NT usagesin which BgBatog
occurs, it indeed functions ™ in its typical adjectival capacity." His second reason for
regecting the ESV translation of the passage isthat, " as a substantival adjective.one
would expect it to have the article with it." Notwithstanding, as you might have
guessed, one might not always expect to have the article with an adjective
functioning as a substantive. Mounce maintainsthat, " it is possible for an anarthrous
adjective to function substantivally, but it isunusal." 11 Palpable examples

include, TodpA ot avaPrerovoty (Theblind receive their sight - Matt. 11:5);

mov copog (Whereisthewise?- 1 Cor. 1:20); ov duvn Pactacatl kakovg (thou canst
not bear them which are evil - Rev. 2:2), etc. Thereader should keep fresh in his
mind the blatant hypocrisy and inconsistency of Dr. Wallace at thisjuncture. His
second reason for ousting the ESV reading is dueto the assertion that we should
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"expect” to seean articlewith a substantival adjective. However, he did not bother
to apply this standard of expectation to the elative use of the comparative adj ective
in the Petrine epistles. Also, how is Dr. Wallace to know whether an exceptional case
iserroneous or not if it ispermissiblein other sections of the NT? Were not those
cases atypical in their respective locations aswell? The point hereisthat
irregularities cannot be a solidified deter minate for shelving a general

consideration, especially when that irregularity carriesthe same weight in sense as
the A.V. 1611.

Ultimately, Dr. Wallace's obdurate design in denying the authority of the A.V. 1611
in 2 Peter 1:19 (indirectly and to a lesser degreerebutting the trandation attempts
of other " modern, reputable trandations') isto provide a vindication for the

inter pretative slope manifested in the NET. In thisversion the compar ative
adjective Befonotepov (Moresure) isnot treated as atrue comparative, but is
determined to be a compar ative adj ective functioning as an elative (e.g.

nuepag mAglovg - many days[Acts 13:31]). An elative, instead of making a
comparison, intensifiesthe quality inherent in the adjective. Hence, the translation
offered by the NET (" Moreover, we possess the prophetic word as an altogether
reliable thing™). Surprisingly enough, the 1525 Tyndale translation (" aright sure
word"); the 1535 Miles Coverdale version (" a sureword"); and the 1568 Bishop's
Bible ("aright sureword") all seem to convey this elative sense even though the
actual word placement follows the attributive position. Nevertheless, as Robertson
notes, " .one could go through all the rather numerous examples of elative comparative
adjectives and adverbsin the N.T. and show that with proper attention to the context
the point of comparison appears plainly enough.” 12

Despite Professor Wallace's effrontery in seeking to justify the compar ative
adjective functioning as an elative approach, we must insistently demur from his
conjectures. In avery intriguing article, which actually defendsthe A.V. 1611
readingin 2 Peter 1:19, John Sherwood effectively revealsthe flawed chink in
Professor Wallace's élative stronghold. I n an unwitting preemptive blow to the
elative hypothesis advocated by Dr. Wallace, Mr. Sherwood wrote, " However, of the
seven other times Peter uses a comparative adjective, he always uses it comparatively
instead of elatively, sometimeswith an expressed object of comparison (1 Pet. 1:7;
3:17; 2 Pet. 2:20, 21), sometimes without (1 Pet. 3:7; 5:5; 2 Pet. 2:11).1f the present
verse follows that norm, he must be comparing the prophetic word to something. Since
the following verses make clear that he is speaking of the written Word, he has now
advanced to present the written Word as superior to the audio/visual experiences of w.
17-18." 13 Here, thereader should recall our previous point about Dr. Wallace's
undeniable and mor dacious hypocrisy in referenceto thrusting the supposed
inapplicability of exceptional grammatical nuances onto us. He stated that because
wewould " expect” to seean article used with a substantival adjective, thisrenders
the ESV possibility " less satisfactory.” How isit that Dr. Wallaceis allowed to have
exceptional cases (i.e. the elative used for the comparativein the Petrineliterature),
but we cannot have a substantival use of an anarthrous adjective, or an anarthrous,
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compar ative adjective followed by an articular noun? Even appotepa (both)
modifiesta mhoia (the ships) in Luke 5:7 as an anarthrous attributive adjective.

Reverting back to our previousinquiry concer ning what or any excuse that the good
Professor may employ to elude the implications of the (in his own wor ds)
grammatically plausible trandation of eyopev Bepatotepov tov npodntikov Aoyov
astheliteral predicate adjective (remember that up to thistime he'salready ruled
out the attributive rendition), " we have the prophetic word which ismore sure," we
discover that he asserts, " .to say that the OT scriptures (the most likely meaning of
"the prophetic word') were more trustworthy an authority than an apostle's own
experience of Christ is both to misconstrue how prophecy took place in the OT (did not
the prophets have visions or other experiences?) and deny the final revelation of God
in Christ (cf. Heb. 1:2)." First, Dr. Wallace ignor antly misses the apostl€'sintention
in theverse. The attributive or predicativeinter pretations of the passage do not
definitively implicate the text as stating that the Scripturesare " more trustworthy an
authority than an apostle’'s own experience.” The prospectus hereisthat Peter is
propagating the idea that the Scriptures are more certain than hisaudio/visual
experiences on the mount of Transfiguration because the tangibility of the
Scriptures are an obvious practical aberration of which the Professor isutterly
oblivious. Peter saysthat theword of prophecy is something that " we have"
(eyopev). Secondly, the prophecy of Scriptureisnot to be of any private

inter pretation. The words of prophecy areto betaken literally and at face value,
exactly asthey were given (see 2 Peter 1:20-21). If thereisonethingthat is
abundantly and overtly apparent in the Bibleit isthe fact that experiences can be
completely misguided and under stood improperly or partially. Two mammoth
examples of thisdilemma are found in John 12:28-29, and Acts 9:7 in conjunction
with Acts 22:9. In referenceto the latter example, the Bible-correcting intelligentsias
of our day have magnified this supposed " discrepancy” (which isno discrepancy at
all) to epic proportions, obfuscating many. The point hereisthat experience can be
misinter preted, and moreover, communicated inaccurately. And, whileweall are
painfully aware of the travesty of misinter preting Scripture, we ar e also enlightened
to the privilege that we possessin that we can compar e the inter pretation of verses
by the Scripturesthemselves. Such afeat isimpossible with experiences only, unless
you judge the experience by the Book. Thirdly, Dr. Wallaceis clueless (at least in his
particular treatiseregarding 2 Peter 1:19) to the superiority of Scriptureto
experiences, even if the experiencewerefirst in order of existence. 2 Peter 1:21 says
that " holy men of God spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost." Original
inspiration had to do with speaking, even though specific inspired words of God's
choosing wer e subsequently relegated to written Scripture. By virtue of fact that the
" visions and other experiences' are known to subsequent generations through sola
scripturareinforcesthe attributive/basal predicativeinterpretation of the passage.
In Jeremiah 36:1-2 not only does the Lord speak to Jeremiah, but more
importantly, heinstructs him to, " take thee aroll of a book, and write therein all the
words that | have spoken unto thee against | srael, and against Judah, and against all
the nations, from the day | spake unto thee, from the days of Josiah, even unto this
day." Consequently, when our Lord spoketo Ezekiel and commanded him to
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prophesy certain wordsto the children of Israel, hefirst told him to, " .eat that thou
findest; eat thisroll, and go speak unto the house of Israel” (Ez. 3:1). Question: If the
Bible were not mor e affirmative than a prophet or apostle's experience, then how
else would one discern a millennial false prophet without Zechariah'swritten
exhortation (Zech. 13:1-4)? Dr. Wallace' stroubleisthat the words of God ar e not
ingrained into thefiber of hisbeing. For Daniel Wallace, theidea of the words of
God isa peddled enterpriseto earn a paycheck. Fourthly, " the final revelation of
God in Christ" of which Dr. Wallacereferencesin Hebrews 1.2 by stating that
taking 2 Peter 1:19 attributively diametrically opposes thisrevelation, is nothing
morethan afarcical isolation of thetext. In Hebrews 1:2 the doctrinal referenceis
to God speaking to Hebrews (to whom the book is addressed, and hence " the
fathers' from versel) "in theselast days,” which arenoneother than alittletime
period (the time of Jacob'strouble - Jer. 30:7) prior to the Second Advent. We know
thisto be so because, Jesus Christ isreferenced asthe, " appointed heir of all things'
(1:2); hisreceiving a sceptre and a kingdom (1:8); and most illuminatingly, the
context of the book of Hebrewsisforthrightly manifested in Hebrews 2:5: " for unto
the angels hath he not put in subjection the world to come, whereof we speak.”
However, the most prominent featurein Hebrews chapter 1, which devastates
Professor Wallace' sdoctrinal proclivity isthe use of Scripturein Hebrews 1:5; 1:6;
1:7, 1:8: 1:9; 1:10; 1:11; 1:12; and 1:13 to provethe superiority of Christ! The Holy
Scriptures were used to prove Christ's superiority, not just some " finality of
revelation” that climaxes at the Second Advent anyway; not with the Church Age
apostles as Dr. Wallace supposes (cf. Danid 9:24) Fifthly, Peter says, " for we have not
followed cunningly devised fables" (2 Peter 1:16). Even though proof positive exists
that Jesus Christ is coming again because Peter, James, and John were

" eyewitnesses of hismajesty" the one element that confirmsthe truthfulness of this
doctrineto agreater degreeisthefact that the Second Coming of Christ can be
proven from the Scriptures. If there was nothing else, the Scriptures are a weightier
sour ce of affirmation than mer e experience due to the probability that the synoptic
Gospel accounts (Matthew 17; Mark 9; Luke 9) had been written by thistime, and
Peter could very well havereturned to the mount of Transfiguration through the
blessed words of God. On top of that, Peter's testimony could have been
corroborated in this manner to boot. Further more, we know that not only was Peter
referring to Paul's epistles as Scripture (2 Peter 3:15-16) at thetime, but Paul
referred to Luke 10:7 as Scripture along with Deuteronomy 25:4in 1 Timothy 5:18.
Taking either angle, experiences ar e substantiated or unsubstantiated by the words
of theLord; that, however, isall.

Finally, our six reason for refuting Dr. Daniel Wallace' s assertion that atrue
compar ative inter pretation of the adjectiveisnot warranted in 2 Peter 1:19 isfor
thispurpose: Thealteration of the A.V. 1611 text in this passage rids us of a proof
text for the Scriptures being the Christian's sole and final authority. 2 Peter 1:19
says, " We have also a more sure word of prophecy; whereunto ye do well that ye take
heed, as unto a light that shineth in a dark place, until the day dawn, and the day star
arisein your hearts." Thisverseistelling you in no uncertain termsthat the words
of Scripture areyour final, complete, and highest authority UNTIL THE DAY
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DAWN, meaning that you areto follow the Scriptures and judge experiences by the
Scriptures from now until the Second Coming of Christ. Thereal issue then behind
the corrupted sense of 2 Peter 1:19 in the modern, English Bible versions that
opposethe A.V. 1611 isthat the Scripturesare not promoted as the absolute
standard in separating truth from error.

Conclusively, Daniel Wallace has been weighed and found wanting on all counts. He
failed to provethat the compar ative adjective couldn't be treated attributively in the
passage contextually or lexically, even though thereis a paucity of these examplesin
the NT syntactically. What he termed " virtually impossible" grammatically turned
out to be complemented by some very strikingly handsome parallels that we
examined earlier in thistreatise. Professor Wallace failed to acknowledge that
virtually all of Peter's seven other uses of a compar ative adjective, none of these
instances are rendered as an elative functioning by means of a compar ative. While
he aptly rebutted the verbal predicativeinter pretation of Befatotepov asseen in the
NASB, hisreason for denying the authenticity of the basal predicative

under standing (which carriesthe same meaning asthe A.V. 1611) has been dealt
with above on six points. Dr. Wallace's accusation toward the ESV that it has
"erred”’ in two ways was only seen to have erred in one way since the substantive use
of the adjective can function without the Greek article. Thereason for thispoint is
that the appositional approach, though not asidiomatic asthe attributive rendition,
still carriesthe same interpretative forceasthe A.V. 1611 (i.e. theword of prophecy
iIsmore surethan your experience). Though in aminority, the A.V. 1611 aswell as
the sectarian Anointed Standard Trandlation; the Duoay-Rheims; the World
English Bible; Webster'strandation; Rother ham's Emphasized Bible (though closer
to appositional than attributive); Green'sLiteral Trandation; Young'sLiteral
Tranglation (similar to Rotherham); Mace's 1729 NT; and the 1560 Geneva Bible
(though BeBatrotepov istrandated as a superlative [most sure] instead of asa
comparative [more sure]) all treat the compar ative adjective attributively or the
like, which upholdsthe words of God as the supreme and sole authority by which to
judge all matters pertaining to faith and practice.

1 Glenny, W. Edward, et al. The Bible Version Debate: The Per spective of Central
Baptist Theological Seminary (Plymouth: Central Baptist Theological Seminary,
1997).

2 Streeter, Lloyd L. Seventy-five Problemswith Central Baptist Seminary's Book
TheBible Version Debate (Kearney: Morris Publishing, 2001).

3 Glenny, 121-122.
4 Glenny, 42.

5 Windham, Neal. New Testament Greek For Preachers and Teachers (Lanham:
University Press of America, 1991), 15.

42



6 Glenny, 122.
7 Glenny, 124.

8 Wallace, Daniel. Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics (Grand Rapids: Zondervan
Publishing House, 1996).

9 Burgon, John William. The Revision Revised (Collingswood: Dean Burgon Society
Press, 2000), 197.

10 Middleton, Thomas Fanshaw. The Doctrine of the Greek Article Applied to the
Criticism and lllustration of the New Testament, ed. James Scholefield (Cambridge:
J. Smith, Printer to the University, 1828), 599.

11 Mounce, William D. Basics of Biblical Greek (Grand Rapids. Zondervan, 1993),
67.

12 Robertson, Archibald T. A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in L ight of
Historical Research (New York: George H. Doran Company, 1915), 665.

13 Sherwood, John. " The Only SureWord." The Master's Seminary Journal 7/1
(Spring 1996): 61.

43



John 1:1in the NWT:
A Blasphemous Demonstration of Defunct Greek Scholarship
By: Jeffrey D. Nachimson

The advent of the New World Translation commenced over 40 year s ago, promoting
some of the most asinine translations and readingsin the history of Bible
tranglation. For example, our Lord Jesus Christ, who istaught in our sacred
Scripturesto bethevery Lord God of the Old Testament (compare M alachi 3:1-3
with Mark 1:1-3), isreduced a mere " only begotten god" in John 1:18, following the
corrupt alteration of viog (Son) to 6goc (God or in this case, god) asfound in
Codices B and Aleph. In Acts 20:28, the passage with which we are familiar that
Jesus Christ issaid to have God's blood (hence, an affirmation of his deity), isboth
hijacked and hideously changed to reflect the Watchtower Society's theological
proclivity that the church of God was not purchased with God's own blood, but the
congregation of God was purchased with the blood of hisown Son.

Accordingly, with the manifest principle set before usthat thistranslation is decked
about with doctrinal bias, it isno surpriseto find another passagereferencing the
deity of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ buried in the deceptive tenets of Greek
Scholar ship. Recently, | have received more than onerequest from different Bible-
Believers, who doing spiritual battle with the wiles of the Russellite her esies, have
sought to know the different waysthat the predicate nominative " God" can be
tranglated in John 1:1, and why it should be thusrendered asit isfound in the A.V.
1611. Therefore, we shall examine the contents of Greek grammar, and discover the
different methods of translating John 1:1, ultimately vindicating the truereading as
found in the Holy Scripturesof the A.V. 1611.

In the appendix to the New World Translation of the Holy Scriptures, thereisa
detailed explanation seeking to excusethe NWT for trandating the predicate
nominative in John 1:1 as an indefinite instead of a more distinct and consistent
method, which would render thetrandation as" God," instead of "agod." Although
it isimpossible to reproduce the entir e explanation made by the Watchtower
Society, the more pertinent comments are asfollows:

The Complete Bible - An American Translation rendersthis expression " divine, "
making the entire verse read: 'In the beginning the Word existed. The Word was with
God, and the Word was divine.' (1943 Reprint) A New Transation of The Bible by Dr.
Jas. Moffatt reads likewise: 'The Logos existed in the very beginning, the Logos was
with God, the Logos was divine.' (1935 edition) Every honest person will have to admit
that John's saying that the Word or Logos " was divine" is not saying that he was the
God with whom hewas. It merely tells of a certain quality about the Word or Logos,
but it does not identify him as one and the same as God.

Thereason for their rendering the Greek word " diving," and not " God," isthatitis
the Greek noun theos without the definite article, hence an anarthrous theos. The God
with whom the Word or Logos was originally is designated here by the Greek



expression o geoV, theos preceded by the definite article ho, hence an articular theos.
Careful translators recognize that the articular construction points to a quality about
someone. That iswhat A Manual Grammar of the Greek New Testament by Dana and
Mantey remarks on page 140, paragraph vii. Accordingly, on page 148, paragraph (3),
this same publication says about the subject of a copulative sentence:

"The article sometimes distinguishes the subject from the predicate in a copulative
sentence. I n Xenophon's Anabasis 1:4:6, eumopiov 8 3 nv 7o y wprov, and the place
was a market, we have a parallel to what we havein John 1:1, kat 8cog nv o Aoyog,
and the word was deity. The article points out the subject in these examples. Neither
was the place the only market, nor was theword all of God, as it would mean if the
article were also used with ¢og. '

Instead of translating John 1:1, and the word was deity, this Grammar could have
trandated it, and the word was a god, to run more parallel with Xenophon's statement,
and the place was a market.

In the sentence, and the word was a god" the copulative verb " was" and the expression
"agod" form the predicate of the sentence. In the original Greek there is no definite
article ho (the) before theos (god), and it is presumptuous to say that such a definite
articleisto be understood so that the sentence should therefore be translated " and the
word was God." That would mean that the Word was the God with whom the Word was
said to be. Thisisunreasonable; for how can the Word be with the God and at the
same time be that same God? (New World Translation of the Holy Scriptures,
Copyright 1961, The Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of Pennsylvania, pg. 1362)

In Nestle's Greek text (27 th edition), John 1:1 appears as follows:

Ev apyn nv o Aoyog, kat o Aoyos nv mpog tov Beov, kat Ogog nv o Aoyos.

TheA.V. 1611 trandates the passage:

I n the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God.
The NWT trandates as follows:

I n the beginning the Word was, and the Word was with God, and the Word was a god.
Now, concer ning waysto transate this passage in Greek, therearethree main
headings under which this passage can be translated. All three, of cour se, depend
upon theinter pretation of 6gog (God; a god) in the verse:

1) The usage of Bgog in John 1:1 can be deemed as" indefinite." Thisisthe assertion
bolstered by the J.W.'s simply because the noun lacks the definite article in front of

it (The Greek definite articleroughly correspondsto our English "the"). Hence, the
above usage of theword, " anarthrous” (without the article). Thisisa very weak
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grammatical argument for John 1:1 because it cannot be followed through to
conclusion. For example, there are approximately 282 instancesin the New
Testament in which 6gog occurs and is subsequently anarthrous. I n sixteen of these
placesthe NWT translatestheword as"agod," "god,” "gods,” or "godly." Which,
statistically speaking, the NWT transatorswere only faithful to their indefinite,
anarthrous assertion SI X percent of thetime. Concerning John 1:1-18, 6gog occur s
18 timesrespectively in verses 1, 2, 6, 12, 13, 18. However, in these passages, 0cog
only occurswith the article twice (verses 1-2), yet six out of the eight timesBeogis
trandated as" God." Only onceisit referred toas"agod" (versel), and only once
isit rendered as"thegod" (verse 18). Both of the exceptions here, asweareall very
well aware, are adorned with theological bias. Therefore, thusfar the following
points can be gleaned:

a) The usual trandation of Bgoginthe NWT is" God," whether it hasthe definite
articlebeforeit in Greek or not.

b) The exceptional casesin John 1totheusual NWT rendering of 6gogbear the
undeniable mar ks of theological bias.

c) Trandlating 6gog as" a god" iswoefully inconsistent. If such lines of thought are
followed through to conclusion, then in John chapter one alone, the following should
be translated asindefinites smply because they lack the article in Greek.

* apyn should be" a beginning" (1:1-2)
* Con should be" alife" (1:4)
* Imavvng should be"a John" (1:6)

* mopa Ogov should be™ from a god” (1:18- consequently, the form of Bgog hereisa
referenceto God the Father, which the J.W.'s assert, dueto the insertion of the
article before8eog in John 1:1 that that simply means that Jesus Christ is not God;

however, notice in this passage that thereisno article before 6go¢).

Demonstrating even further poor, deluded scholar ship from the Jehovah's witnesses
isthe quoting of the Dana and Mantey Grammar to promulgatetheir ideas. When
the author of the NWT appendix regarding John 1:1 quoted Dana and M antey, he
did so without quoting the final sentencein the paragraph. Thisdetail isvery
important becauseit allowsthereader to seefirst hand that no matter what Drs.
Dana and M antey have observed in respect to the Greek construction of the
predicate nominativein John 1:1, that they had absolutely noillusions asto the fact
that John 1:1isn't denying the deity of Jesus Christ. Thefinal sentence on page 149
statesemphatically, " Asit stands, the other persons of the Trinity may be implied
in Bgog. "
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However, that isn't the biggest blunder manifest thusfar by the Watchtower
grammarians. In the beginning of the treatisethat | quoted earlier at length, the
author stated, " Every honest person will have to admit that John's saying that the
Word or Logos" wasdivine" isnot saying that he wasthe God with whom hewas. It
merely tells of a certain quality about the Word or Logos, but it does not identify
him as one and the same as God."

First, the author obviously doesn't understand what it meansto be " divine" in this
context. When atranslator such as Moffatt statesthat theword wasdivine heis
stating that the Word isthe samein essence and character asthe God with whom he
waswith, but not the same person. Thisis perfectly consistent with Trinitarian
doctrine, aswe know that although the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost are
one (I John 5:7), that the Father isNOT theWord, nor the Word the Holy Ghost,
nor the Holy Ghost the Father, etc. Hence, all three of them constitute the Godhead,
and all threeare one God, the three are not the same person in identity. Thisis
simply illustrated by considering the three-part nature of man. He has a body, a
soul, and a spirit, all of which are compositeto make up that man, but none of
which areall the samein personal identity. So, when John calls the L ogos 6gog, heis
telling thereader that although the Word has all the essential attributes of God, and
iIsin hisvery nature God, heisnot the sameidentical PERSON asthe God with
whom heiswith; hence, the Father.

Secondly, although the author admits abovethat the trandlation of the other
versionsisdueto theemphasisof a certain quality, he evidently confoundsthe
qualitative (moreon thislater) translation of the passage with the indefinite

inter pretation discussed above. Further in histreatise, the J.W. author stated,

" Instead of translating John 1:1, and the word was deity, this Grammar could have
tranglated it, and the word was a god, to run more parallel with Xenophon's
statement, and the place was a market." Asa matter of fact " this Grammar”
wouldn't think of translating theword as"a god." Therendering, "agod" is
completely foreign to theidea of " deity,” or "divine" Oneisaqualitative

per spective, the other indefinite. You see Drs. Dana and Mantey didn't usethe
Xenophon illustration to serve asa meansto justify thetrandation of " a god"
versus" God," but toillustratethat the lack of the article signifiesthat theword
didn't encompass the whole of the subject under consideration. Asthey stated,

" Nether was the place the only market, nor wasthe word all of God, asit would
mean if the article were also used with 6gog. " Theideaisthat the Word wasn't the
entire Godhead, although heisthe fullness of the Godhead bodily (Colossians 2:9).
Assuch, thishas nothing to do with Dana and M antey's point justifying the
tranglation of " a god."

The proof positive afforded by my criticism of the Watchtower grammarian is
found in the very pagesthat he referencesfor proof of hisown position. Earlier in
thetreatise from which | quoted above, he insisted that the point hewastrying to
make could be found on page 140, paragraph vii of Dana and Mantey's grammar.
However, a brief perusal of that section will yield the same information from my
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earlier pointsthat the use of Bgog in certain constructions emphasize identity, while
the anarthrous usage depicts character. Howbeit, it isalacritous to note that when
Dana and M antey relegate the principlethat the anarthrous use of 8gog is directed
towardsthe character of the Word'sdivinity, that it had no inclination of
trandlating the passage as an indefinite. They stated on the very page that our
Watchtower grammarian referenced:

Theuse of Ogog in John 1:1 isa good example. IIpog Tov Beov pointsto Christ's
fellowship with the person of the Father; 6goc v o Aoyog emphasizes Christ's
participation in the essence of the divine nature. The former clearly appliesto
personality, whilethe latter appliesto character. Thisdistinction isin linewith the
general forceof thearticle. IT MAY BE SEEN EVEN IN THE PAPYRI, AS

0 ¢ng ek pmTOC, Bg0g aAnbivoc, O Light of light, TRUE GOD, wherethe emphasis
isclearly on God's character rather than His personality. (Dana and Mantey, A
Manual Grammar of the Greek New Testament, pg. 140, citing Milligan op. cit., pg.
134; emphasis and bold mine)

What is plain to seein the above quotation isthat Dana and Mantey, evidencing the
fact that the character versusidentity of God isbeing stressed dueto the anarthrous
usage of thenoun in John 1:1, cite a papyrus statement that in referenceto God, is
anarthrous. Therefore, the Jehovah's witness assertion that Dana and M antey
advocate a trandation that would catapult the NWT rendition of John 1:1is
falsified, nugatory, misleading, and void.

Concer ning the fundamental delegation of the articlein both Greek and English,
Dana and M antey stress:

It isimportant to bear in mind that we cannot determine the English translation by the
presence or absence of the article in Greek. Sometimes we should use the articlein the
English trandation when it isnot used in the Greek, and sometimes the idiomatic force
of the Greek article may best be rendered by an anarthrous noun in English. (Dana
and Mantey, 150-151)

The Greek scholar, Daniel Wallace, states concerning the indefinite interpretation of
John 1:1levied by the NWT:

The indefinite notion is the most poorly attested for anarthrous pre-verbal predicate
nominatives. Thus, grammatically such a meaning isimprobable. Also, the context
suggests that such isnot likely, for the Word already existed in the beginning. Thus,
contextually and grammatically, it is highly improbable that the Logos could be " a
god" according to John. Finally, the evangdlist's own theology militates against this
view, for thereis an exalted Christology in the Fourth Gospel, to the point that Jesus
Christisidentified as God (cf. 5:23; 8:58; 10:30; 20:28, etc.)

2) The usage of 6gog in John 1:1 can be deemed as definite. In 1931, E.C. Colwell
submitted his doctoral dissertation on " The Character of the Greek of John's
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Gospel." Thisextensive research led to the discovery of what would become known
as" Colwdl'sRule." In 1933 Colwell published an article entitled, " A Definite Rule
for the Use of the Articlein the Greek New Testament." Wallace quotes Colwell's
Rulein part from Colwell's article asfollows:

Definite predicate nouns which precede the verb usually lack the article.a predicate
nominative which precedes the verb cannot be translated as an indefinite or a
‘gualitative’ noun solely because of the absence of the article; if the context suggest
that the predicate is definite, it should be translated as a definite noun. (Wallace, Greek
Grammar Beyond the Basics, pg. 257, citing, Colwell, " A Definite Rule.,”" pg. 20)

Unfortunately, this rule has been absurdly misunderstood and subsequently abused
by many fundamentalists, Greek grammarians, and conser vative scholars who have
sought to use Colwell'sRule asa basisfor affirming the deity of Christ in John 1:1.
Asageneral ruleasseen above, Colwell stated that definite predicate nouns (like
Ogog in John 1:1) usually lack the article. Therefore, from this, since 6gog in John
1:lisapre-verbal predicate nominative and lacksthe article, it has been asserted
that it isdefinite. Hence, grammarians and conser vatives have sought to disintegrate
the Watchtower version by appealing to their interpretation of this Rule. However,
asyou can see above, Colwell never stated that if the pre-verbal predicate
nominative lacked the articlethat it was definitively definite. He stated that the
definiteness of the noun had to be determined by the context.

So, the question arises, since John 1:1 matches Colwell's construction, isthe
predicate nominative Oeog definite? The problem with inter preting the 6gog as
definitein the passage isthat it would make the noun to intimate that the Word is
the Father, which is exactly what John did not want to do. John wanted to stressthe
fact that Jesus Christ was God without making him the same asthe Father in
identity. However, making the predicate nominative definite assumes that the 6gog
in this passage isthe same as having an article beforeit, and would yield that very
teaching that Jesus Christ isGod the Father. If thisbe done, then the passage would
ceaseto be a haven for the Arian heresy (the two Gods of the Watchtower Society),
and become a breeding ground for the Sabellians or M odalists (thisisthe essential
teaching of the" Oneness' groups[Oneness Pentecostals, etc.)

Before engaging into the correct interpretation of the predicate nominative in John
1:1, which isits use as a qualitative noun within the scope of Colwell's construction,
let us glean some of theintricate details from our Greek grammarian predecessors
who were pioneersin their field. Thefirst isBishop Thomas Middleton, who in 1808
published the definitive work on the Greek article entitled, " The Doctrine of the
Greek Article Applied To The Criticism and Illustration Of The New Testament.” A
Second edition was released by the Regius Professor of Greek at the University of
Cambridgein 1828, James Scholefield. Bishop Middleton had thisto say about Bgog
and the article aswell as some commentary in respect to John 1:1:
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It has already been observed on Mait. i.20. that gog and also Kvpiog in the sense of
God, either take or reject the Article indiscriminately;.In some other respects also it
follows the common rule of Appellatives, e.g. in rgjecting the Articlewhereit (Bgog) is
the Predicate of a Proposition which does not reciprocate, asin John i.1. for asto fsog
being sometimes used in an inferior or qualified sense, an opinion which Mr.
Wakefield and others have found it convenient to adopt, thereisnot a single example
of such an usein thewholeN.T. feogis God or a God, either true or false, real or
imaginary; but never superior or inferior. But more of thison Romansix.5. For the
present it is sufficient to shew that the absence of the Article affords not, as some have
affirmed, any indication of this pretended subordinate sense; for in many of the
passages, in which without dispute Osog is meant of the Supreme Being, the Articleis
not used: see Matt. xix.26.; Luke xvi.13.; John i.18.ix.33.xvi.30.; Romansviii.8.; 1 Cor.
1.3.; Gal.i.1.; Eph.ii.8.; Heb. ix.14. (Middleton, The Doctrine of the Greek Article, pg.
280-281)

One of the greatest Greek grammars produced in history isthe voluptuous, " A
Grammar of the Greek New Testament in Light of Historical Research," produced
by Dr. A.T. Robertson in the early twentieth century. He states on pages 767-768 of
thiswork:

[tistrue also that o Bsog nv o Aoyog (convertible terms) would have been
Sabellianism.

He states again on page 795:

Theword Oeog, like a proper name, isfreely used with and without the article. But it is
'beyond comparison the most frequently in the Epistles without the article.’ This may
be alone as subject, O¢oc (Ro. 8:33); asa predicate, Osog nv o Aoyog (Jo. 1:1); as
genitive, waoewg Oeov (Ro. 11:33); with prepositions, ev Osw (Jo. 3:21); with
adjectives, fgog evAoyntog (Ro. 9:5); with participles also, few {ovrt kat aAnfww (1
Th. 1:9); in conjunction with zarnpe (Gal. 1:1).

Wallace states concer ning Westcott's commentary on John:

Before 1933 NT commentators saw geoV as qualitative. For example, in Westcott's
commentary on John: "It is necessarily without the article (Bgog not o fBsog) inasmuch
asit describes the nature of the Word and does not identify His person. It would be

pure Sabellianism to say 'the Word was o feog.' (Wallace, 268)

3) Thefinal consideration isthat 8gogin John 1:1is qualitative. Thisinterpretation
isthe obvious one because it encompasses the Word's deity (" in the beginning was
theWord," John 1:1), and the Word's manifestation in the flesh ("the Word was
made flesh,” John 1:14). It not only allows the transation of the predicate
nominativeas" God," stressing the quality or character of the Word, but it thus
distinguishesthe Word from the identity of the Father. Examples of qualitative
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predicate nominatives, which aresimilar to the construction of John 1:1, are as
follows:

a) John 1:14 - o Aoyog capé& eyeverto (the Word was made flesh). Here it would be a
reductio ad absurdum to render the passage, " the Word was made a flesh."

b) 1 John 4:8 - 0 6gog ayann eotiv (God islove). Lovein this context would be that
in God's natureisthe quality of love. It isan attribute, not an identification.

Considering the above examples, when we inspect the position of the L ogosin
conjunction to the being verb, it becomes evident that the Word's quality as God is
being promulgated, not hisidentity. T herefore, it would beridiculousto say, "the
Wordisagod," just asit would be absurd to say, " the Word was made a flesh."”
Wallace concludes his findings on John 1:1 representing a qualitative inter pretation
asthus:

Such an option does not at all impugn the deity of Christ. Rather, it stresses that,
although the person of Christ is not the person of the Father, their essenceis
identical.Theidea of a qualitative fgog hereisthat the Word had all the attributes and
qualitiesthat " the God" (of 1:1b) had. In other words, he shared the essence of the
Father, though they differed in person. The construction the evangelist chose to
express this idea was the most concise way he could have stated that the Word was God
and yet was distinct from the Father. (Wallace, 269)

In short, the German Reformer Martin Luther, aptly declared the essence of the
situation when he stated:

'the Word was God' is against Arius; 'the Word was with God' against Sabellius.
(Wallace, 268)
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The Greek Grammatical Desperado
By: Jeffrey D. Nachimson

Seeking to alleviate himself of his performance melancholy in a debate with Dr.
Peter Ruckman in July of 1990, Gary Robert Hudson hasreattached himself
undeservingly to a" quasi-judicial" persecutory statusin the form of a repugnant
website editor in order to publish further attacks against the King's English.
However, thistime around Mr. Hudson has employed the usage of several amateur
Alexandrian Apostates (such as Doug K utilek, James M ay, Robert Joyner, Bob
Ross, and Rick Norris) to develope anti-A.V. anticson a much larger scale.

After perpetuating A.V. 1611 Onlyism for a number of yearsasa Baptist evangelist
(See" The Castaway" for Hudson's sermon on the infallibility of the A.V. 1611
available from the Bible Baptist Bookstor e; Pensacola, FL) Mr. Hudson began his
progr essive degener ation into an approval seeking, Bible corrector.At first he
regressed toa” TR ONLY" position, and then finally into his"NO HOLDS
BARRED" textual status. Personally, | think that Gary Hudson ignited his own
egocentricity when helearned a little Greek in Bible College, and naturally | could
never postulate a hypothesis about Gary's apostacy without including the possibility
of Doug Kutilek'sinfluence on him. Kutilek has been afeisty but yet vociferous
opponent of the King Jamestext for many years.

In the above mentioned debate with Peter Ruckman in 1990, Gary Hudson
demonstrated to an attentive public, his absolute ignorance and stellar bigotry
involved in his perception of Greek. He attempted to proveerror inthe A.V. 1611 in
four casesby insisting that the AV trandatorswere"in error” in their usage of
Greek in those four instances. He failed miserbly to demonstrate that the context of
Acts 2:40 called for the Aorist passive imperative of " sozo" (I save) to be translated
definitively in the passive voice (Be ye saved) instead of the middle voice (Save
yourselves) asit standsin the AV text. He grossly failed to demonstrate how
Romans 8:24 could not betransated as a dative of means (Robertson's instrumental
case) with " by hope" compared to his correction of "in hope." Hudson never did
educate his audience asto why the genitive singular form of " kerugma"
(kerugmatos- " preaching" )HAD to betransglated with the definite articlein | Cor.
1:21. Anyone who has studied Middleton'swork on the Greek articleor Robertson's
monumental grammar knowsthat thearticleisn't alwayswarranted in English even
if it does appear in Greek. Such transations must be considered to be good,
idiomatic English first. Finally, Mr. Hudson lost case number four when hefailed to
provethat the genitive, plural, personal pronoun (hemon- " of us" or " our")couldn't
betranslated in front of " soteros | esou Christou" instead of " tou Theou." Dr.
Ruckman easily showed the audience that such a construction constitutes a Jewish
idiom called a " Hendiady" (A Greek compound which means" one by means of
two" or "onethrough two") and iscertainly not an error in the AV text. This
material can be purchased from the Bible Baptist Bookstorein Pensacola, FL under
thevideotitle," Are ThereErrorsin the King James Bible?"
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Asavital part of Mr. Hudson'srepristination processto reascertain a status of
respectibility in the " scholarly community,” he erected a six pagetreatise on his
website entitled, " | John 5:7 Grammatical Argument Refuted: An Answer to
Dabney, Hills, Strouse, & Cloud." In thisarticle Gary Hudson set up a foundation
which was ultimately dependent upon the inter pretation of the Greek pronoun
"ekeinos' in syntactical relation to theword for the Holy Spirit, " pneuma.”
Secondly, Hudson presents an argument where Greek grammatical irregularities
are acceptable on a general scale (in his presentation)by providing two examples of
such cases. Of cour se, thiswasthe " reply” to the awkward grammatical
construction left in Greek textsthat omit | John 5:7. Nevertheless, it is this shameful
performance by Mr. Hudson to which | would endeavor to demonstrate his
ignorance of Greek grammar and subsequent inter pretations ther eof, undoubtedly
based solely upon hisutter disdain for the Authorized Text.

Introductory comments upon what this" grammatical difficulty” entailswill require
some preliminary explanations on some of the basic rules of Greek grammar to
facilitate ease for the common English reader. Assuch, it isfirst noteworthy to
under stand that as an English speaker/reader, oneisvastly inclined to comprehend
"gender” upon a natural level. This meansthat when we see/hear words such as
“man,"” "woman," "church,” "treg" "love," and so on, we automatically consider
those things NATURALLY. More specifically that meansthat when we see/hear
"man," weknow that it is of the masculine gender. Consequently, we know that
"woman," isfeminine, and that aword such as " church" isneuter. Therefore, in a
sentence such as, " Robert, please clean the church, for it isexceedingly filthy," we
would understand that " church” per seisdescribed by the pronoun "it" in the
sentence. Thereason for that again, isthat the gender isnaturally neuter. We
wouldn't daresay " ...clean the church, for sheis exceedingly filthy," (at least in
reference to the building) because that doesn't make any sense to our
comprehension of gender. Accordingly, the point being, that the GENDERS M UCH
MATCH.

Greek, nonetheless, issimilar in that regard in that it has natural gender, but more
soin that it also haswhat we call grammatical gender. Carefully notice these concise
notes on Gender by the grammarian, Robert Funk:

"1n English gender may be said to be natural, i.e. males (men and animals) are
masculine, females (women and animals) are feminine, and all inanimatethingsare
neuter. Thereisalso common gender of nouns which denote personsor animals of
either sex, e.g. parent, cousin, friend. In relation to Greek, two thingsrequire
noting:...nouns denoting males ar e indeed masculine, and nouns denoting females
are feminine, but alarge number of nouns denoting things which are understood to
be neuter in English are either masculine or feminine. GENDER ISTHUSBOTH
NATURAL AND GRAMMATICAL. Houseisneuter in English asin German (das
Haus), but in Greek it isfeminine (he oikia). Day isfemininein Greek (he hemera),
masculinein German (der Tag), but understood to be neuter in English." A
Beginning-Inter mediate Grammar of Hellenistic Greek, Robert W. Funk, pg. 59-60
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Hence, when you have a noun in Greek, if it hasan article, pronoun, participle, etc
that is connected with it, the noun and the other swill match in gender, number, and
case. Of course, there are notable exceptionsto that, but the exceptions are
dependent upon clear reasoning from other Greek syntactical points. Gary Hudson
tried to prove that any exception to gender matching would explain the situation in |
John 5:7-8, but that is certainly not the case as will be seen. | pray by thistimethe
reader has some sort of general idea about things matchingin Greek. To serveasa
final example before proceeding, | offer thissimpleillustration. " houtoi hoi hagioi
apostoloi.” In thisexample each Greek word hasan ending. In Greek you can tell
the gender, number, and case of aword by itsending. The apparent ending hereis
"oi," which isanominative, masculine, plural ending. In translation it would read,
"These holy apostles." The pronoun, article, adjective, and noun all agreein gender,
number and case. They are all nominative, masculine, and plural.

The standard argument for | John 5:7 belonging in the text of the holy scriptures
from a grammatical per spective iswell explained by Robert Dabney cited on pg.
200-201 of Michael Maynard's, " A History of the Debate over |1 John 5:7-8:"

" Theinternal evidence against this excision, then, isin the following strong points,
Firgt, if it be made, the masculine, article, numeral, and participle, hoi treis
marturountes, are made to agree directly with three neuters- an insuperable and
very bald grammatical difficulty. But if the disputed words are allowed to stand,
they agree directly with two masculines and one neuter noun, ho Pater, ho L ogos,
kai to hagion Pneuma wher e, according to a well known rule of syntax, the
masculines among the group control the gender over a neuter connected with them.
Then the occur ence of the masculinestreis marturountesin the eighth verse
agreeing with the neuters. Pneuma hudor and haima may be accounted for by the
power of attraction, so well known in Greek syntax, and by thefact that the
Pneuma, the leading noun of this second group, and next to the adj ectives, hasjust
had a species of masculines superinduced upon it by its previous position in the
masculinegroup.” " The Doctrinal Various Readings of the New Testament Greek,"
TheWorksof Robert L. Dabney, 3 vols. London: Banner of Truth, 1967 Reprint.
1:377-382

Very ssimply, Mr. Dabney said the following concerning | John 5:7-8: -hoti treiseisin
hoi marturountes en to ourano-(Literally- Because three arethe men who are
bearing witnessin heaven); - ho Pater, ho L ogos, kai to Hagion Pneuma- (Lit.- The
Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost). At this point the reader should notice a
couple of things: 1) treis (three- MASCULINE); hoi marturountes (THE MEN
(ones) who are bearing witnesss MASCULINE); ho Pater, ho L ogos, kai to Hagion
Pneuma (The Father [MASCULINE];TheWord [MASCULINE]; The Holy Ghost
[NEUTERY]). So herewe have two masculines and a neuter represented by a
masculine numeral and a masculine, present active, nominative participle. They
match! The neuter Holy Spirit is consider ed with the masculines becauses the
masculines control the gender over the neuter in the sentence. This can be



illustrated in English by speaking of the human race and saying, " Mankind." Also,
the versethat says, " Who would have all MEN to besaved..." in| Tim. 2 could
illustrate that aswell. Masculines take precedence over grammatical and natural
gender generally, except in special cases which wewill look at later in this study.

| John 5:7 finishes by saying, -kai hutoi hoi treis hen eisi- (and these three are one).
Again the pronoun "hutoi" ismasculine, nominative, plural; thearticleis
masculine, nominative, plural; and the numeral isa masculine, nominative. This
verse eadly illustrates, grammatical attraction, gender matchings, and masculine
precedence. However, thetrouble comesin the next verse: - kai treiseisin hoi
marturountes en te ge, to Pneuma, kai to hudor, kai to haima- (herewe havetreis
[three-M ASCULINE]; hoi marturountes[the MEN (ones) who are bearing witness|;
to Pneuma [The Spirit- NEUTERY]; to hudor [thewater - NEUTER]; to haima [the
blood-NEUTER]. We can clearly seethat we have a gender matching problem in
verse 8. The Masculine numeral, and participle are described by three NEUTER
nouns! They clearly do not match. However, welearned in verse 7 that the Pneuma
was attracted to the two masculine nouns (Pater and L ogos), thereforeit is
abundantly clear [[F VERSE 7ISLEFT IN THE TEXT] that the apostle John is
seeking to relate the three witnesses of verse 7 with the three witnesses of verse 8, all
in the person of Jesus Christ. The question is, how do you explain this bizzare
grammatical phenomenon if verse 7 isremoved? Gary Hudson now provides his
argumentation:

" Are Dabney'swords herereally the" strong points' he purportsthem to be? He
claimsfirst of al that if v. 7 beremoved, the " masculine, article, numerical and
participle hoitreis marturountes are made to agree with three neuters,” i.e., spirit,
water, and blood in v. 8. But, " hoi treismarturountes’ isnot even the proper
arrangement of these words anywher e asthey appear in the passage. " Treiseisin
hoi marturountes" ("threearethe onesbearing witness') isthe proper wording of
the phrase Dabney refersto. Theirregular agreement of the masculine here with
three neuter antecedents Dabney termed " an insuper able and very bald
grammatical difficulty." Irregular gender agreement, however, isnever a" very bald
grammatical difficulty” in Greek. It may be seen, for example, in | Cor. 13:13,
wher e the antecedents, " faith, hope, and love" (feminine genders) are followed
immediately by "these three" (neuter, "tauta"). Matt. 23:23 provesthe point
further, that " judgment (feminine), mercy (masculine), and faith" (feminine) are
theimplied antecedents of the demonstrative pronoun " these (neuter) ought yeto
have done."

" Any " known rule of syntax" about " the masculines among the group" that

" control the gender over a neuter connected with them" is completely irrelevant
here. Inv. 6, the" Spirit" has been introduced asthe witness bearer, and John in his
Gospel narrative uses the masculine ekeinos (" he") to refer to the neuter, " Spirit"”

in John 16:13. Thereisno reason why John would not use a masculine participle
here wherethethird Person of the Godhead was" connected" with the two other
neutersin | John 5:8. Dabney, here, thus destroys his own argument by correctly
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stating that " pneuma” (Spirit) is" theleading noun of this second group” inv. 8--
that being the case, John would certainly ascribe a masculine gender to the entire
"group" since he has already been known to ascribe a masculine gender to the Holy
Spirit in John 16:13."

" Dabney isalso quiteincorrect in suggesting that " Spirit" (" pneuma") needed a
" gpecies of masculineness superinduced upon it by its previous position in the
group,” namely, by its position in the Trinitarian formula. John never needed to
" superinduce masculineness’ on the Holy Spirit when hereferred to Him with a
masculine pronoun in John 16:13. Dabney's argument is exegetically flawed."

" Another point isin order that isalmost entirely overlooked by KJOnlys who
parrot Dabney's" argument” about the " insuperable and very bald grammatical
difficulty" of leaving out | John 5:7. Why did the Greek scribeswho transmitted
and copied multiple hundreds of Greek manuscriptsof | John allow such a
"grammatical difficulty” toremain in thetext if it wasso "insuperable” and "very
bald?" In addition to that, why did not the original " corrupter™ of the passage
change hoi marturountesto the neuter plural ta marturounta, which would have
madeit " agree with three neuters* and completely covered histracks?--1f he could
have " removed an entireverse" so successfully, he certainly could have made this
change unnoticed and thus avoided the " very bald grammatical difficulty." Greek-
speaking copyists down through the centuries likewise had this opportunity but left
both the omission and the genders stand in virtually every Greek manuscript of the
passage, and their reason for doing so was obvious: the " grammatical difficulty" did
not exist."

Thefirst point that Mr. Hudson attemptsto makeisthat " irregular gender
agreement, however, isnever a" very bald grammatical difficulty” in Greek." He
then, asyou read, goeson tolist | Cor. 13:13 and Matthew 23:23 as examples for
thisgrammatical irregularity in | John 5:8 being justifiable. He correctly statesthat
pistis[faith- FEMININE]; elpis[hope- FEMININE]; and agape [charity-
FEMININE] arerepresented by a NEUTER numeral and a NEUTER
demonstrative pronoun (tatriatauta- Thesethree). Again, Mr. Hudson correctly
relaysthat -ten krisin [judgment- FEMININE]; ton eleon [mercy- MASCULINE];
and ten pistin [faith- FEMININE] arerepresented by a NEUTER demonstrative
pronoun (THESE- tauta). Unfortunately, what Mr. Hudson doesis leave the reader
with theimpression that just because these two instances have an " irregular
agreement” that that automatically explainsthe situation in | John 5:8. If Mr.
Hudson had any idea what he was talking about, he would have under stood why
therewas an exception here. Instead he goes on to say, " Any 'known rule of syntax’
about 'the masculinesamong the group' that 'control the gender over a neuter
connected with them' iscompletely irrelevant here.” NO, that rule wasjust
illustrated in I John 5:7 with the three witnesses, Mr. Hudson just pretended that
theversedidn't belong. Asthe canine who adamantly fetched a compass about his
tail,so Gary Hudson assumed the thing he had yet to prove.
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Mr. Hudson'sengraved error in attempting to illustrate the critical text readingin |
John 5:8 by the demonstrative pronounsin | Cor. 13:13 and Matthew 23:23 come
back to the point | was making with Robert Funk's comments at the beginning of
the treatise. Namely, that Greek can take GRAMMATICAL OR NATURAL
GENDER, unlike English that only takes natural. Thus, we have a exceptional
grammatical construction,well illustrated by Dr. Daniel Wallace in his book on
Greek syntax, called " Constructio Ad Sensum." Hence, Wallace explains:

" A small group of demonstrative pronounsinvolvea NATURAL AGREEMENT
with their antecedents THAT OVERRIDES STRICT GRAMMATICAL
CONCORD. Assuch, they areillustrations of constructions accor ding to sense
(constructio ad sensum). This natural agreement may involve gender, or much more
rarely, number. Frequently, the agreement is conceptual only, since the pronoun
refersto a phraseor clauserather than a noun or other substantive." -Greek
Grammar Beyond the Basics, Dr. Daniel Wallace, pg.330-331

Dr. Wallace gives 3 clear illustrations of this constructio ad sensum. One will be
found in Acts 8:10 wher e the masculine pronoun houtos (This[man]) naturally
agreeswith he dunamis (the power [FEMININE]), but they certainly don't agree
grammatically.The next one, located in Romans 2:14, isthe NEUTER word for
Gentiles (ethne) that serves asthe antecedent to the MASCUL INE pronoun houtoi
NATURALLY becauseit refersto human beings generally. Thusthey don't match
grammatically. Thirdly, is| Cor. 6:10-11 where a list of non neutersare described
by a NEUTER demonstrative pronoun to match in natural gender, but not
grammatically.Therefore, based on this" well know rule of syntax in Greek," the
most we can glean from Hudson'stiradeisthat he provided two cases of constructio
ad sensum!Both listsare clear referencesto inanimate THINGS. However, what is
absurd isto assumethat these " irregularities” apply tol John 5:8 since ALL
THREE WORDSARE NATURALLY AND GRAMMATICALLY NEUTERIN
THAT VERSE! Thereisnothing that would warrant an ad sensum translation with
the passagein | John.

Compounding thefrivilous nature of Mr. Hudson's presentation, he decidesto ask a
redundant question assumingthat it is, " another point...that isalmost entirely
overlooked by KJOnlys who parrot Dabney's'argument' about the 'insuperable and
very bald grammatical difficulty’ of leaving out | John 5:7." The question is
essentially if the passage is genuine why didn't any of the scribesthat copied | John
5 leave the passage asit stands and not alter it to a neuter. Even though this
guestion does not haveto be dealt with because it dealswith therealm of the
hypothetical and not the specifics of reality, | shall give Hudson my hypothesis since
he was kind enough to render his:

1) The" original corrupter” asHudson calls him, was as asinine as Hudson isand

assumed that if he could find oneareain scripturethat had an "irregular gender
agreement” that that would suffice for an explanation.
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2) The"original corrupter” and subsequent copyists could have been ill acquainted
with Greek (asisMr. Hudson), asis so readily manifest by the manuscript tradition.
Dean Burgon actually gives an excellent example of this historical flaw on pages
177-178 of the Revision Revised. " Some stupid scribe (asthereader sees) has
connected thefirst syllable of nesoswith the last syllable of Melite.That isall!"
Again, on pg. 15 of " The Causes of Corruption of the Traditional Text," Burgon
writes. " [And before the member s of the Church had gained a familiar acquintance
with thewords of the New Testament, blunder s continually crept into the text of
more or less heinousimportance.] All this, which was chiefly done during the second
and third centuries..." Besides, do all criminals consistently cover all of their tracks?
ABSOLUTELY NOT!

3) Theintent of the " original corrupter” might not have been the same asthe
subsequent ones. Hudson's question assumesthat all scribeswere asirreverent
concerning thetext as heis, and would changeit if deemed necessary. Perhaps one
scribe saw the blunder, but left thetext ashefound it in his exemplar!

Mr. Hudson's biggest blunder in his" refutation™ ishisstrong reliance upon the
relation of ekeinosto pneumain John 16:13-14. Hudson explains:
"A.T.Robertson, in remarking on the use of ekeinosin John 16:13, says,

" Note ekeinos (masculine demonstr ative pronoun), though followed by neuter
pneuma in apposition” (Robertson'sWord Pictures).”

" Accor ding to Robertson, pneumaisin " apposition” to ekeinosin John 16:13.

" Apposition," according to thedictionary, when used in grammar, means " the
placing of aword or expression beside another so that the second explains and has
the same grammatical construction asthefirst" (Webster's New World Dictionary).
Thus, "the Spirit" (neuter) explains™ he" (masculine) in John 16:13."

" Furthermore, in John 16:14, ekeinos (" he") isused once again and has the direct
antecedent of " the Spirit of Truth" in verse 13. Jesus said, " He [ekeinos--" the Spirit
(neuter) of Truth"] shall glorify me" (verse 14). Robertson remarks:

" Christ isboth the way and the Truth (14:6) and the Holy Spirit isthe Guide who
showstheway to the Truth (verse 14)" (ibid., referring to John 16:14)."

Above Hudson saysthat "in John 16:14, ekeinos (" he") isused once again and has
the direct antecedent of "the Spirit of Truth in verse 13." This may sound half way
decent to the unsuspecting reader, but in reality IT ISVERY POOR GREEK!

In three contextsthat ekeinos (masculine demonstrative pronoun) isused in

" apposition” tothe NEUTER Spirit it ismost certainly NOT because the Spirit is
the" direct antecedent” of ekeinos. Nay, but the Spirit isin apposition to ekeinos
BECAUSE THE DIRECT ANTECEDENT OF ekeinosISTHE COMFORTER
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(parakletos) WHICH ISMASCULINE IN GREEK! Observe Wallace' s comments
on the subject, speaking of John 15:26:

" The use of ekeinos hereisfrequently regarded by students of the NT to bean
affirmation of the personality of the Spirit. Such an approach isbased on the
assumption that the antecedent of ekeinosis pneuma: 'the masculine pronoun
ekeinosisused in John 14:26 and 16:13-14 to refer to the neuter noun pneumato
emphasize the personality of the Holy Spirit." (Wallace citing Y oung, I nter mediate
Greek, pg.78) Wallace continuing:

" But thisiserroneous. In all these Johannine passages, pneuma is appositional to
the masculine noun. THE GENDER OF ekeinos THUSHASNOTHING TO DO
WITH THE NATURAL GENDER OF pneuma. The antecedent of ekeinosin each
caseisparakletos, NOT pneuma. John 14:26 reads ho parakletos to pneumato
hagion, ho pempsei ho pater en to onomati mou, ekeinos humas didaxei panta (L it.-
ho parakletos [The Comforter- MASCUL INE]; to pneumato hagion [The Holy
Ghost-NEUTER]; ho [whom-NEUTER]; pempse ho pater en to onomati mou [the
Father will send in the name of me (or my name)]; ekeinos[THAT MAN (he)-
MASCULINE] humas didaxei panta [that man will teach you all things.]. Pneuma
not only isappositional to parakletos, but the relative pronoun that followsit is
NEUTER! This hardly assiststhe grammatical argument for the Spirit's
personality. In John 16:13-14 the immediate context is deceptivehotan de elthe
ekeinosto pneuma tes aletheias hodegesei humas en te aletheia pase; ekeinos eme
doxasel (Lit. Whenever that man (he) comes-the Spirit of truth- hewill guide you
into all truth...he shall glorify me). The ekeinosreachesback tov 7, where
parakletosis mentioned. Thus, since parakletosis masculine, so isthe pronoun.
Although one might argue that the Spirit's personality isin view in these passages,
the view must be based on the natur e of a parakletos and the things said about the
Comforter, not on any supposed grammatical subleties. INDEED, IT IS
DIFFICULT TO FIND ANY TEXT IN WHICH pneumalSGRAMMATICALLY
REFERRED TO WITH THE MASCULINE GENDER." -Greek Grammar Beyond
TheBasics, Danidl Wallace, pg. 331-332 (Emphasis mine, translational changes
mine). Several thingsto notice here:

1) The masculine demonstrative pronoun ekeinosisin apposition to the Neuter noun
pneuma BECAUSE THE ANTECEDENT of ekeinos | S parakletos, ANOTHER
MASCULINE SUBSTANTIVE.

2) John isnot ignorant or carelessin his grammatical matchings because when
discussing the pneumain John 14:26 herefersto him by a NEUTER RELATIVE
PRONOUN!

3) Therefore, any attempt to make a personalization of the Spirit out of these texts
by Gary Hudson to justify the bald grammatical difficulty in | John 5:8 doesn't hold
any weight dueto a proper exegesis of Greek syntax.

If we recollect accurately, wewill remember that part of the grammatical debatein
| John 5:8 isdueto three nouns being represented by a masculine participle. Gary
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Hudson explainsthis by insisting that John purposely referred tothe NEUTER
spirit asa masculine by using a masculine demonstr ative pronoun. However, aswe
observed thereason for the masculine pronoun was because of the masculine
parakletos (Comforter). Therefore, Hudson's argument is nugatory and void. But, if
| John 5:7 isretained, the Spirit in verse 8 picks up the masculine attraction placed
upon the pneumain verse 7 and can thus explain the difficulty with ease. Edward
Hillsbrings and interesting point to light, which Hudson tried hisbest to skidaddle
around. Dr. Hillssaysin " The King James Version Defended, pg. 211-212:

" ...theomission of the Johannine comma involves a grammatical difficulty. The
wor ds spirit, water, and blood are neuter in gender, but in | John 5:8they are
treated as masculine. If the Johannine comma isreected, it ishard to explain this
irregularity. It isusually said that in | John 5:8 the spirit, the water, and the blood
are personalized and that thisisthereason for the adoption of the masculine
gender. But it ishard to see how such personalization would involve the change
from the neuter to the masculine. FOR IN VERSE 6 THE WORD SPIRIT
PLAINLY REFERSTO THE HOLY SPIRIT, THE THIRD PERSON OF THE
TRINITY.SURELY INTHISVERSE THE WORD SPIRIT IS
"PERSONALIZED," AND YET THE NEUTER GENDER ISUSED. Therefore,
since personalization DID NOT bring about a change of gender in verse 6, it cannot
fairly be pleaded asthereason for such a changein verse 8. If, however, the
Johannine Comma isretained, asreason for placing the neuter nouns spirit, water,
and blood in the masculine gender becomesreadily apparent. I T WASDUE TO
THE INFLUENCE OF THE NOUNSFATHER AND WORD, WHICH ARE
MASCULINE. Thusthe hypothesisthat the Johannine comma is an interpolation is
full of difficulties.” Emphasis mine.

1) Hills point isremar kable, namely, that without | John 5:7 thereisno explanation
for the masculine participlefor thethree neuter nounsin verse 8, when the Spirit
wasrefered towith A NEUTER PARTICIPLE IN VERSE 6. Compar e verse 6, -kai
to pneuma estin to marturoun- (and the Spirit isthe onethat isbearing witness
NEUTER).

2) Tothisbrilliant truth Hudson skates and says, " ...Hills sets up a straw man about
spirit, water, and blood being 'personalized' by some and relates how
'personalization’ failed to change the gender to masculinein v. 6. HE ISPERHAPS
CORRECT in saying thisargument isNOT CONSISTENT, but he overlooks his
own consistency by failing to note John's other treatments of the Holy Spirit with a
masculine gender." Emphasis mine.

| pray itisall too clear how Hudson ruined his entire presentation by basing it on
therdation of ekeinosto pneumain John 16. As | have already documented, John
was grammatically consistent in John 14:26, John 15:26, and John 16:13-14 which
ALL THREE have par akletos asthe antecedent of ekeinos. Gary Hudson, couldn't
teach Greek to save hisown life. He offered no responseto Hill's excellent point, but
to accuse the man of inconsistency, which he most certainly was not!
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Hudson states: " Tointroducethe'Trinitarian Formula' into verse 7 isto make an
aberration into the passage that divertsthe reader's attention away from the point
John ismaking. John isnot arguing or discussing the Doctrine of the Trinity
anywherein the context. It isthusimpossible to do an accur ate and consistent
exegesis of the passage asit standsin the Textus Receptus!”

On the contrary:

1) If you remove the passage, you destroy thefact that Jesus Christ hasTWO
NATURESIn him when he was born in Bethlehem of Judea. Oneishisdivine
nature (vs. 7), and oneis hishuman nature as a sinless man (vs. 8)

2) You destroy Jesus Christ's preincar nate witness to his own birth, which isthe
context of the passage, sinceit isnot "the Son,” but " THE WORD." (John 1:1,14)

3) You destroy thefact that the thingsthat agreein Jesus Christ in verse8 are
personalized in him dueto their relation to the Godhead. The Spirit (The Holy
Ghost; The Spirit of Christ); thewater (his physical birth; John 3:4; John 1:14); the
blood (God's blood! Acts 20:28)

4) Not only do you destroy the two natureslisted in number one, but you annul the
Lord's own statements about the " witness of God" in John 3. You disallow the fact
that the witness of God is not complete WITHOUT TWO SETS OF WITNESSES!
John 3:11, "Verily, verily, | say unto thee, We speak that we do know, and testify
that we have seen; AND YE RECEIVE NOT OUR WITNESS." That'satrinitarian
statement on the first coming of Christ that the Jewsr g ected.

John 3:12, " If | havetold you of EARTHLY things, and ye believe not, how shall ye
believe, if | tell you of HEAVENLY things?" Threewitnessesin heaven, threein the
earth in 1 John 5:7-8. Hudson missed thereference.

John 3:13, " And no man hath ascended up to heaven, but hethat came down from
heaven, even the Son of man WHICH ISIN HEAVEN." Thereit is, just likel John
5:7-8, Jesus Christ testimony in two places at once. Consequently, "which isin
heaven" isremoved from the new Biblesthat follow the corrupted Nestle's text!

Asin hisdebate with Peter Ruckman, Gary R. Hudson failed to demonstrate a
wor king knowledge of Greek grammar. Hefailed to show that | Cor. 13:13 and
Matthew 23:23 were examples of a'Constructio ad sensum' whilel John 5:8 was
not; hefailed to show that the real grammatical connection of ekeinosin John 16
was to another masculine, parakletos and not to pneuma. He failed to refute Hills
argument on the Neuter participle usage of the Spiritin | John 5:6 by arguingin a
cirlceto John 16; and hefailed to search the scripturesin reference to the doctrinal
importslost by removing | John 5:7.
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An Apocryphal Amalgamation
By: Jeffrey D. Nachimson

There are many things, which through my own observations, a Bible-believing
Christian should never haveto spend hisLord'stime studying in thislife before he
reaches the portals of heaven. However, because of the increase and per petuation of
her etical sects, cultsand doctrines, it has become ever so apparent that in order for
that same Bible-believer to equip himself for adequate apologetical discussion, he
must indeed spend his precious, limited timein that which increases sorrow among
men (see Ecclesiastes 1:18).

If you have ever opened a Roman Catholic Bible (such asthe Duoay-Rheims, the
New American Bible, etc.), or a Protestant imitation thereof (such asa New Revised
Standard Version Catholic Edition), you should have come to the immediate
conclusion that there are additional books contained in them that, of course, are not
tobefound inthe A.V. 1611. But, if the case were that cut-and-dry (and naturally
because of the depraved human mind it never is), it would be expedient for usto end
our discourseat thisjuncture.

Nevertheless, the conflict arises because Bible-believers (or potential ones) seek to
know why the Catholic Bible contains these additional, allegedly Biblical books, not
generally found in the canon of the Protestant Bibles. M oreover, anyone who has
delved into the study of final authority, multiple, contemporary Bible versions,
manuscript evidence, King James Onlyism, etc., has soon discover ed that one of the
wide array of attacks on the King's English isthat, "the 1611 KJV contained the
Apocrypha." Notwithstanding, because the average person is so accustomed to
relating the Apocryphato Catholicism, they are subsequently inclined to believe
that there might be some validity to the authenticity of the Apocryphal books when
they learn the disturbing news (at least to themselvesinitially) that the A.V. 1611
originally contained these Apocryphal books. Therefore, by means of a brief history
of the Apocrypha, it isnecessary to providethe Bible-believer with the essential
means by which to r g ect the authenticity of the Apocrypha, and, based on the
preponderance of evidence, as King James himsalf, limit the Apocrypha, not to
doctrinal truths, but to the confines of historical trivia.

[. THE CONNOTATION OF THE APOCRYPHA

As concer ning theimplications of theword " Apocrypha,” it is(in the form that
most of you have at onetime or another observed it) a neuter, plural adjective of the
second declension in Greek. Concer ning the second declension neuter in Greek, the
nominative and accusative singular have the same endings, as do the nominative and
accusative plurals. Therefore, astouching the case of the words, it could be
nominative or accusative, depending on how it used in context.

Thisword found itsway into the New Testament in the form of adjectives and verbs.
The verbal formscomein thewords" krupto” (from which isrelated your English
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word, " Crypt,” or " Cryptic"), " apokrupto,” " enkrupto,” kalupto,” " parakalupto,”
etc. Theadjectival formsincludethewords" kruptos,” and more directly,
" apokruphos."

Examples:

1) Krupto: Thisverb meansto hide, conceal, lay up in store, etc. It can beused in a
physical sense, such as Matthew 5:14 (used as an infinitive, "behid"), or a
metaphorical sense, such as Matthew 13:35 (used as a perfect, passive, participle,
neuter, accusative, plural; " things which have been kept secret™).

2) Apokrupto: Thisverb isobviously a compounded form of the above with the
addition of the preposition " apo” (from) asa prefix. It istransated as, " thou hast
hid, " in Luke 10:21 (used as an aorist, active, indicative, second person, singular);
"the hidden wisdom " (perfect passive participle, feminine, singular, accusative);
other uses can befound in Ephesians 3:9, Colossians 1:26, etc.

3) Enkrupto: Thisverb isa compounded form of " krupto" with the preposition
"en" (which generally means"in"). It isused in the sense of hiding in something,
such asin Matthew 13:33, " hid" (aorist active indicative, third person, singular).

4) Perikrupto: Thisverb isyet another compounded form of " krupto" with the
preposition " peri,” which generally means" concer ning, about, or around"
(depending on if it isused with the genitive or the accusative). It isused intensively,
such asin Luke 1:24, whereit istransglated, " hid" (imperfect activeindicative, third
person, singular). Notice how smoothly the A.V. 1611 translatesthisword asa
simpleaorist, " hid," correcting the Greek for better English, instead of theliteral
imper fect, which would be, " was being hidden." Completely refusing to follow the
general rules of Greek syntax, the NKJV, NASB, and the NIV all follow theKing's
English in suit to correct "the Greek.” The NKJV rendersLuke 1:24 as, " kept
herself hid...," the NASB, " kept herself in seclusion,” and the NIV, "remained in
seclusion." None of these Bible versionstransated theimperfect literally in the
passage under consideration. Question: Why do we constantly here all of the
hypocritical backbiting toward the King James when it comes to translating verbs
literally, when the modern versions do the very same thing?

5) Kalupto: Thisverb, asVine states, " signifiesto cover, conceal, so that no trace of
it can be seen.” (An Expository Dictionary of New Testament Words, W.E. Vine, pg.
218). Asan example, " kalupto” isutilized as a perfect passive participle,
nominative, neuter, singular twicein Il Corinthians 4:3, being translated as " hid."
Consequently, thenoun " kalumma" istranslated as" veil" several timesin the
narrative of Il Corinthians 3:13-18.

6) Parakalupto: Thisverb denotes the covering of something with avell, and is

trandated by the A.V. 1611 as" hid" in Luke 9:45 (perfect passive participle, neuter,
nominative, singular). The word isa compounded form of the verb " kalupto,” with
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the preposition, " para” (this preposition is used with the genitive, dative, and
accusative cases, and generally means, " from," " beside, or in the presence of," and
"alongside of" respectively) prefixed to it.

7) Kruptos: The principle thing to be consider ed when investigating into the sour ces
behind the word " apocrypha” isthe adjectival usage of the word, since of cour se,
theword " apocrypha” itself isan adjective (as noted above). The adjective
"kruptos' means" hidden," or "secret” and istranslated as" hid" intheA.V.in
Mark 4:22, but interestingly enough isrendered as" secret” in the parallel passage
in Luke 8:17. Thereason | say that thisisinteresting is because the compounded
adjective, " apokruphos" isused respectively with " kruptos' in the so-said passages,
and the A.V. 1611 translators (asif they could read the minds of 21st century Bible-
critics), purposely switched the renditions of the wordsin both passages. In Mark
4:22, " kruptos' isrendered " hid,” but "secret” in Luke 8:17." On thereciprocal,
"apokruphos' isrendered, " kept secret" in Mark 4:22, but " hid" in Luke 8:17.
Thisgoesto show you that the A.V. translatorswere not in the least bit worried
about "uniformity of translation" asthe Bible-criticsincessantly reiterate. Dr. Miles
Smith, oneof the A.V. trandators, and author of the famous, " Trandatorsto the
Readers," said the following concer ning unifor mity of translation:

" And hereunto, that nicenessin words was always counted the next step to trifling,
and so wasto be curious about names too: also that we cannot follow a better
pattern for elocution than God himself; therefore he using diverswords, in his holy
writ, and indifferently for onethingin nature: we, if wewill not be super stitious,
may use the same liberty in our English versions out of Hebrew and Greek, for that
copy or storethat he hath given us." (Translatorsto the Readers, Dr. Miles Smith,
pg. 26, which in the copy before me should correspond to the second to last
paragraph of the work).

8) Apokruphos: Of course, asthereader has probably inferred by now, thisisthe
actual word that correspondsdirectly to our English word, " Apocrypha." And, as
you have discover ed above, thisword is closely linked with theword " kruptos,”
even being translated interchangeably by the A.V. 1611 tranglatorsin the above
passages. Thiswordsisalso rendered as a nominative, masculine, adjectivein
Colossians 2:3, trandlated as " hid," referencing the treasur es of wisdom and
knowledgein our Lord Jesus Christ.

Specifically, the word Apocrypha, as used in English, can carry a few different
connotations:

A) Given above, theword as given in detail above, can mean hidden or concealed.
Thiswould deliver theidea that something in written form waswritten to be
under stood only by a select, specific group of people, operating in an inner circle.
Thiswould carry the weight of a secret, mysterioustype of organization.

B) Theword further developed into a mor e defined meaning to denote spurious,



forged, of unknown or fraudulent authorship or contents; hence, heretical.

C) Around the 4th century A.D., Jerometrandated the Latin Vulgate (which was
the official Catholic Biblefor centuries), from which came not only the 1380-82
Wycliffe Bible, but also the 1582 Jesuit Rheims New Testament (the then official
Roman Catholic English tranglation). In thistranslation, Jeromerecognized 24 O.T.
books as canonical (these 24 correspond to our 39 O.T. books), and even though the
" Apocrypha" wereincluded in histrangation, after the 24 recognized, canonical
books, he noted that, " anything outside of these must be placed within the
Apocrypha." (General Biblical Introduction, H.S. Miller, pg. 108). Hence, the word
" Apocrypha" cameto be used in the sense of unrecognized, uncanonical books that
wereclearly inferior in authority and worth to the inspired Scriptures.

[I. THE CONTENTSOF THE APOCRYPHA

When an individual ascertainsa copy of an "original” 1611 edition of the King
James Bible (meaning areprinted edition published by Hendrickson or Thomas
Nelson, etc.), they will observe within the Table of Contents a division between the
Old Testament and New Testament. In between the two inspired testaments, thetitle
thereof reads, " The Bookes called Apocrypha." Thereare 14 in number, and they
can be named asfollows:

1) 1 Esdras: (Inthelarge part, a compilation of material found in 2 Chronicles,
Ezra, and Nehemiah)

2) 2 Esdras: (Apocalyptic in nature; contains a series of supposed seven visions)

3) Tobit: (A religious romance of the Jewish Captivity; supposed to based on
history, but has no pure, historical basis)

4) Judith: (Another religious romance, supposedly belonging to the time of
Nebuchadnezzar. Intended to demonstrate Jewish bravery and devotion to the law;
has no historical basis, and teachesthat " the end justifiesthe means")

5) The Rest of Esther: (Written in Greek; legendary in character; containsvisions,
letters, and prayersthat are allegedly supposed to heighten and expound upon the
story of Esther, and explain some of the difficultiesin the book of Esther)

6) The Wisdom of Solomon: (Ethical Treatise commending wisdom and
righteousness, yet condemning iniquity and idolatry)

7) Ecclesiasticus: (Ethical treatise that is essentially patterned like and after Job,
Prover bs, and Ecclesiastes)

8) Baruch with the Epistle of Jeremiah: (weak imitation of Jeremiah's book;
contains prayers, Jewish confessions whilein the Captivity, and the promise of
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restoration from the exile)

9) The Song of the Three Holy Children: (one of three additionsto the book of
Danid; inthe LXX it isadded after Daniel 3:23; containsa of prayer of Azariah
(Abed-nego), who was one of the three Hebrew children cast into the fiery furnace)

10) The History of Susanna: (a story of areligious romance concer ning the
deliverance of a purewoman from the clutches of two immoral men during thetime
of Danidl; placed before Daniel 1in the LXX, and as Danidl 13in the Latin Vulgate)

11) Bel and the Dragon: (Recapitulatesthe story of Daniel's deliverance from the
den of lions, aswell asthe heroic story of Daniel, in which two objects of Babylonian
wor ship ar e destroyed)

12) The Prayer of Manasseh: (Supposed to be a penitential prayer of M anasseh,
king of Judah, while he wasin prison; supposed to follow the eventslisted in I
Chronicles 33:18-19, but isusually found among the odesin the Psalms, and
scattered elsewherein the L XX. Even the Catholic tradition rejectsthisone as
authoritative)

13) 1 Maccabees. (Thisisa historical narrative that coversthetimefrom the
accession of Antiochus Epiphanesto the death of Simon M accabaeus (175-135 B.C.).
Evidently, it givesa pretty true account of the M accabean War, and is consider ed
important because of the history it gives between the silent years of Malachi 4 and
Matthew 1)

14) 2 Maccabees: (A supplement to 1 Maccabees, asit covers 15 years of that history
(176-161 B.C.) Thehistorical recordsarenot asreliable as 1 M accabees; it is
prefaced by two questionable lettersto Jewsin Egypt. It contains material about the
supernatural, places emphasison moral and religious principles, theresurrection,
etc.)

Out of these 14, the Roman Catholic establishment, accepts 11 as canonical. 7 are
separ ately enumerated, whilethe remaining 4 coalesce with other books. The ones
that are enumerated separately are, Tobit, Judith, Wisdom, Ecclesiasticus, Baruch,
1 Maccabees, and 2 M accabees. Regarding thefinal 4, " The Rest of Esther,” is
incor porated in canonical Esther; " The Song of the Three Holy Children,” " The
History of Susanna,” and " Bel and the Dragon," are all combined with canonical
Danidl.

[1l. THE CLASSIFICATION OF THE APOCRYPHA
A. The books can be classified as follows:

1) Historical: 1 Esdras, 1 Maccabees, and 2 M accabees.
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2) Teaching or Wisdom: The Wisdom of Solomon, and Ecclesiasticus
3) Religious Romances: Tobit, and Judith
4) Apocalyptic: Baruch and the Epistle of Jeremiah, and 2 Esdras

5) Legendary: The Rest of Esther, The Song of the Three Holy Children, The
History of Susanna, Bel and the Dragon, and the Prayer of M anasseh.

B. All of thewritersassociated with these apocryphal books are virtually unknown,
savethewriter of Ecclesasticus, who isevidently one" Jesus ben Sirach.”

C. All of the apocryphal books exist in the Greek language, although Ecclesiasticus,
1 Maccabees, part of Baruch, and possibly Tobit and Judith werewritten in
Hebrew.

D. Thedates of the original writings of these books are a subject of debate, and are
speculative in nature. Of course, Ecclesiasticusis supposedly mor e certain, with an
original date of around 180 B.C., and thus being translated into Greek around 132
B.C. The dates of the others book, as stated before, are a subject of debate, and
range from 300 B.C. to 200 A.D. The oldest Qumran scroll of Tobit, dates around
100 B.C. The Qumran material found on Ecclesiasticus doesn't reveal anything
different about the dating given above. Theletter of Jeremiah, isrepresented by a
single Qumran scroll, evidently copies about 100 B.C. (for mor e information, see
James Vander kam, The M eaning of the Dead Sea Scrolls, pg. 184-187).

V. THE CONSENSUS UNIVERSAL CONCERNING THE APOCRYPHA

In thethesisof thistreatise, it was speculated that it would be demonstrated by a
"PREPONDERANCE" of evidence regar ding the anachronistic probability that the
Apocrypha should bergjected as canonical, inspired, and authoritative by any
Bible-Believing Christian. The following ensuing, pertinent bits of infor mation
demonstrate the afore mentioned point conclusively:

1) The Jewish canon, universally by the Hebrew people, thus settled and decided
upon around 90 A.D. at the Council of Jamnia, regar ds the 39 books that
correspond to the accepted Protestant Old Testament asinspired and authoritative.
No Apocryphal books ever found their way into the Hebrew canon.

2) Upon consider ation of the non-Septuagintal Greek versionsin the second century
A.D., wefind that they were preponderantly against theinclusion of Apocryphal
books into the standard canon. These Greek versions, threein number, were
supposedly independent revisions of the Septuagint, although many readingstherein
support the Hebrew Massor etic text against the current text of the LXX. At any
rate, regarding the state of the Apocrypha in the Greek versionsin the 2nd century
A.D., wefind that the version manufactured by Aquila (128 A.D.), contained no
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Apocryphal books whatsoever. The same can be said for the Greek version of
Symmachus (200 A.D.). Smilarly, the version produced by Theodotian contains no
Apocryphal works, savethethree additionsto the canon of Daniel (History of
Susanna, Bel and the Dragon, Three Holy Children, etc.)

3) Although the Old Latin trandation of the 2nd century contained them, it is of
equal consequence that the Old Syriac of the sametime period did not originally
contain the Apocrypha. Howbeit, they were added into that particular canon later.

4) TheLatin Vulgate of the 4th century contained the Apocrypha, but they were
confessedly uncanonical and uninspired by the trandator, Jerome.

5) The Ethiopic version contained moreor less of the Apocrypha, although not
completely. However, the Armenian version did not contain these spurious books,

and the Arabic trandation in the early centuries probably did not contain them
either.

6) The Canonical lists procured from Melito (170 A.D.), Justin Martyr (164 A.D.),
Adamantius Origen (254 A.D.), and the Council of Laodicea (363 A.D.), recognized
22 books of the Old Testament (corresponding to our 39), asthe authoritative and
standard canon. Exceptionsto thisare Athanasius (died in 365 A.D.) and Cyril of
Jerusalem (died 366 A.D.), who favored Baruch and the Epistle of Jeremiah.
Consequently, these are all that practically appear conclusively in favor of the
Apocrypha.

7) The Greek Orthodox establishment uses the Septuagint (L XX) with Apocrypha,
and their confession repeatedly quotes these wor ks as authoritative and wer e hence
declared canonical in the Synods of Constantinople (1638), Jaffa (1642), and
Jerusalem (1672). Nevertheless, in the most inconsistent fashion, at other sundry
times, thisreligious establishment declined to use them as canonical, and even
sported certain writers (such asthe Patriarch Metrophaneswho died in 1640 A.D.),
and the Larger Catechism (1839), which, by the way, isthe most authoritative
standard within this Greek-Roman setup, expressly omits these dubious books on
the premisethat, " they do not exist in Hebrew." (see Miller, pg. 113-114)

8) Tertullian (150-220 A.D.) lists 24 asthe number of canonical O.T. books.
9) Hilary of Poitiers, France (305-366 A.D.) lists 22 asthe correct canonical number.

10) Ruffinus of Aquileia, Italy (died 410 A.D.) liststhe same number as above asthe
correct number for the canon.

11) Even though Jerome (340-420 A.D.) has been mentioned, it is expedient to utilize
thisquotein referenceto his position on the Apocrypha:
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" Asthe celebrated Roman Catholic writer, Gigot, very frankly allows,' Time and
again thisillustrious doctor (Jerome) of the Latin church rejectsthe authority of the
deuter o-canonical booksin the most explicit manner'" (Robinson, Where Did We
Get Our Bible?, pg. 54, quoting from Gigot, General Introduction to the Holy
Scriptures, pg. 56...see Miller, ibid, pg. 114)

12) Aurelius Augustine (354-430 A.D.), whom B.B. Warfield referred to as™” ...the
creator of the Holy Roman Empire." (see The Otherside of Calvinism, Dr. Laurence
Vance, pg. 40), a contemporary of Jerome and referred to by the Calvinist Boettner
as, "the onewho gave the doctrine of purgatory itsfirst definiteform.” (Vance, ibid,
pg. 56), wastheleader in thethree great councils of Hippo (393 A.D.), and Carthage
(397 and 419 A.D.). From these, hisO.T. catalogue contained 44 books, of which
included the Apocrypha. Even though Vance points out that Augustine accepted the
Apocrypha and believed in theinspiration of the L XX (Vance, ibid, pg. 53), it is
Miller who distinguishes between Augustine's acceptance of the Apocrypha
generally, and his subsequent distinction between proto-canonical (acknowledged),
and deuter o-canonical (controverted), apocryphal books. Ther efore, according to
thelearned H.S. Miller, Augustine, " ...limited the word'canonical,’ in itsstrict sense,
to the Hebrew Canon of inspired writings, and he refused to accept apocryphal
booksin support of doctrine." (Miller, ibid, pg. 114)

13) From the time of Jerome and Augustine (again, sincethey were

contempor aries), some followed the strict canon of Jerome, and others seemed to
follow the expanded list promulgated by Augustine. Miller explainswhy thelist of
Augustine was implemented by some when he states, " Thelist of Augustine, taken
without his cautions, led to a result which he had not intended, taking away the
distinction between the inspired and the uninspired, and placing all the books upon
thesamelevel." (Miller, ibid, pg. 115). Hence, because of this excellent point by the
reverend Miller, individuals such as Cassidorus (556 A.D.) and Isadore of Seville
(636 A.D.), placed the two list together, and made no distinction between them.

14) Primasius and Junilius (550 A.D.) accepted 24 books as canonical and
definitively postulated that the apocryphal books were not of the same caliber.

15) Gregory the Great, Bishop of Rome (590-604 A.D.), adhered to the Hebrew
canon, and made no provision for yielding to any additional books as canonical.

16) Pope Clement VI1 (1378-94 A.D.), once wrote concer ning the topic under
consideration, " Thewhole Latin Church isvery greatly indebted to St Jerome for
distinguishing the canonical from the non-canonical books, since he hasfreed us
from the reproach of the Hebrews that we frame for our selves books or parts of
books of the old canon which they lack entirely. For Judith, Tobit, and the

M acabees ar e reckoned by Jerometo be outside of the canonical books and placed
among the Apocrypha, along with the Book of Wisdom and Ecclesiasticus. These
are not canonical books, that is, they do not belong to therulefor confirming those
thingswhich are of faith; yet they can be called canonical, that is, belonging to the
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rulefor the edification of believers. With thisdistinction what is said by Augustine
and written by the Council of Carthage can be rightly apprehended.” (Miller pg.
115, quoted by Green: General Introduction: The Canon, pg. 177)

17) Cardinal Cajetan (1517-34 A.D.) once declared concer ning the same subject
matter in the preface to hiscommentary on Hebrews, " We have chosen therule of
Jeromethat we may not err in distinguishing the canonical books; for those which
he deliver ed as canonical we hold to be canonical, and those which he separated
from the canonical, we hold to be out of the canon.” (ibid, Miller, pg. 115; Green,
pg. 178)

The question might be apparent in thereader's mind at this point, that if the
preponder ance of the evidence conclusively demonstrates that the Apocrypha was
not regarded asinspired and authoritative by the early Christian writers, and even
other Catholics, then how did the Catholic hierarchy end up advocating 11 books of
the Apocrypha asinspired Scripture? Well, the answer isthat is question was
settled definitively for the Catholics at the Council of Trent in 1546. Dueto the
influence of Luther and the reformers (L uther subscribed to theinspired OT canon
asitisfound in an A.V. 1611), something drastic and bold had to be donein order
for the Catholic establishment to counter the refor mation. Among other things, such
astheinstitution of the Jesuit priests under the auspices of Ignatius L oyola, a group
of only 53 prelates, among whom appear ed no Ger man, no recognized scholastic,
and all of which were evidently historically mundane, gathered together at this
council and concluded by official decreethat the entire Old Testament, the
Apocrypha, and unwritten tradition were of God. Hence, they wereto bereceived
and reverenced as such under the penalty of being anathematized.

However, historically, the Protestant churches and reigious establishments have
held to the Hebrew Canon, asthe canon of the early church. Nevertheless, they have
always differed somewhat asto the value of the Apocrypha. For example:

A) The Church of England (1562): " The Church doth read them for example of life
and instruction of manners, yet it doth not apply them to establish any doctrine.”

B) The Westminster Confession (1643): " The books commonly called Apocrypha,
not being of divineinspiration, are no part of the canon of Scripture; and are
therefore of no authority in the Church of God, nor to be otherwise approved and
made use of than other human writings." (The Westminster Confession of Faith,
Ch. 1, article 3)

C) Luther's German Bible placed the Apocrypha between the Testaments. Thisis
very important to note becausethe A.V. 1611 doesthe very samething, yet
repugnant critics of the A.V. 1611, such as Daniel Corner, criticizetheoriginal 1611
for containing the Apocrypha. Then, upon discovery that the moder n, apostate
versions, remove ver ses of Scripture, someone of Corner's shallow learning states
that the A.V. 1611 removed whole books, referencing the Apocrypha. However, it is
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the preface to the Apocrypha, omitting 1 and 2 Esdras, in Luther's Biblethat states,
" These books are not to be held in equal esteem with the holy Scriptures, but yet are
good and useful for reading."

D) Calvin'sFrench version (1535 A.D.) separatesthe Apocrypha from the canonical
books.

E) Wycliff's English Bible (OT completein 1382), after enumerating 25 canonical,
O.T. books, stated, " Whatever book isin the Old Testament besides these 25 shall
be set among the Apocrypha, that is, without authority of belief."

F) Coverdale' s Bible (1535 A.D.) groupsthese books under a separate heading,
" Apocrifa.”

G) TheMatthew's Bible (1537 A.D.) groupsthem by themselves as uninspired, and
Taverner doesthe samein like manner (1539 A.D.)

H) Thefollowing English Bibles place the Apocrypha in between the Testaments as
uninspired or in an appendix: The Great Bible (1639-40); The Geneva Bible (1560);
The Bishop's Bible (1568); and the King James Bible (1611). The Geneva began to
omit the Apocryphain editions after 1599, and the samewith the A.V. 1611 after
1629 in certain editions. In 1827, they were excluded from the A.V. per manently.

V. THE CONTRADICTIONSAND CORRUPTIONSWITHIN THE
APOCRYPHA

Besides the many historical facts and evidences given above, the Apocrypha abound,
and can be characterized by a plethora of doctrinal, historical, and moral errors.
For example:

1) Even though thelifespan of Tobit was only 158 years, he claims to have been alive
when Jeroboam revolted (931 B.C.), and when the Assyrianstook the Northern
tribes captive (722 B.C.). Seereferencesin Tobit 1:3-5; 14:11)

2) In order to eradicate evil spiritsand devilsand cure certain eye diseases, Tobit
advocates the super stitious use of fish liver oil to accomplish those purposes. See
Tobit 6:6-7. This can easily be construed as withcr aft, which of courseisa thing that
isan abomination to our Lord and Saviour (I Samuel 15:23; |1 Chronicles 33:6;
Galatians 5:20)

3) Judith claimsthat Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babylon, wasthe king of Assyria,
which he most certainly was not. (see Judith 1:1,7)

4) The Wisdom of Solomon teachesthat the world was created from elements of
matter that already existed. (Wisdom 7:17)
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5) Il Maccabees endorses prayersfor thedead in 11 Maccabees 12:45-46. These
verses are also the precise ver ses that the Roman papists useto depict their hellish
doctrine of purgatory.

6) Tobit 12:9 teachesthat, " ...almsdoth deliver from death, and shall purge away all
sin. Those that exer cise alms, and righteousness, shall befilled with life."

7) Tobit 1:15 contains certain historical blunderssuch as stating that Sennacherib
was the son of Shalmaneser, instead of Sargon I1.

8) In Tobit 14:5 Nineveh was captured by Nebuchadnezzar and Ahasuer us instead
of by Nabopolassar and Cyaxares.

9) Judith, besides containing other errorsin chronology and history, compasses
itself about with wild stretches of the imagination, with such stories as Judith only
eating on the sabbaths, new moons, and the feasts of Israel. And of course, if you
know anything about the ordinances established under the M osaic law, some of
these feasts only came monthly and yearly! (see L eviticus 23:4-17, 23-32; 25:8-12,
etc.)

10) Suicideis maintained in |1 M accabees 14:37-46.
VI. THE CONCLUSION CONCERNING THE APOCRYPHA

Given thefact that the Apocryphaishistorically asinine, frivilousin nature,
heretical in content, spuriousin origin and inconsistent in per petuation, the
following reasons should suffice for any Bible-Believing Christian to reect the
books of the Apocrypha asinspired, authoritative, or attachable to any such claim
of inspiration by the breath of God (1 Timothy 3:16):

1) They never had a placein the Hebrew canon, asnoted earlier in thistreatise.

2) They were never utilized nor quoted by our Lord Jesus Christ, hisapostles, or
any New Testament writer. Thisisimportant becauseit is most probablethat at
least most of them werein existence at that time.

3) Josephus, thefirst century Jewish historian, omitsthem in hislist of divinely
inspired books, which helimitsto 22.

4) Philo, thefirst century Alexandrian, Jewish philosopher, who was a strong
advocate of the L etter to Aristeas (which supposedly gives the story of the origin of
the Septuagint Greek trandation of the Old Testament law), never mentions or
quotesthe Apocrypha even though he widely referenced the Old Testament.

5) They are not found in any canonical lists of Biblical books during thefirst four
centuriesA.D.
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6) As mentioned previously, although heinserted the booksinto hisLatin Vulgate
translation, Jerome separ ated the Apocrypha confessedly from therest of the
Hebrew Canon.

7) Thereisno divineauthority claimed by any of the writers, while some certainly
disclaimed inspiration.

8) None of thewriters speak with the authority of " thussaith the Lord," for
prophetic revelation ceased with Malachi until the heralding of John the Baptist in
Matthew 3. Notwithstanding, none of thewriterswere prophetsor scribes.

9) Asnoted in thelast section, the books contain many chronological, historical, and
geographical blunders, which contradict themselves, the Bible, and known secular
facts.

10) Heretical doctrines are advocated and condoned, as mentioned above. They
include magical incantations, salvation by works and alms-giving, prayersfor the
dead, lying, etc.

11) Compared to the beauty and style of the Canonical books, the Apocryphal
works ar e stylishly weak, and lack any sort of originality, or eloquent expression.

12) A great amount of the material islegendary and contain asinine, fictitious
accounts.

13) The moral and spiritual standards of the Apocrypha areway below that as
demonstrated by pattern in the Old Testament books.

14) The books were written after the close of the Old Testament canon, including
some that werewritten very shortly beforethe birth of Jesus Christ.

15) The majority of the books are not written in Hebr ew, although the or acles of
God are commited to the Jew (Romans 3:2).

16) Jesus Christ appealsto an established, strict, definitive collections of writings by
hiswordsin Matthew 23:35, which cover eventsfrom Genesisthrough I1
Chronicles. Consequently, the Hebrew Canon, which includes all of the 39 booksin
our Authorized Version, beginswith Genesisand has |l Chroniclesasitslast book.
Jesus Christ also defined the canon asthethingswritten, " ...in the law of M oses,
and in the prophets, and in the psalms..." (Luke 24:44).

17) Although some of the Apocrypha books wer e per mitted to be reqad for
instruction and historical significance, none of them wer e consider ed canonical or
inspired by an prominent church historian, Christian writer, church, or council
until the Roman Catholic Council of Trent in 1546.
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Therefore, with these evidencesin hand, | wholeheartedly agree with the wor ds of
Dean John William Burgon who stated, " The Apocryphal books are not one atom
mor e inspired than Bacon's essays." (Inspiration and I nter pretation, Dean Burgon,

pg. 76).

Finally, in the spirit of " King James Onlyism," | concur with the assertion of King
James himself concer ning theinspiration and worth of the Apocrypha when he
stated in 1616:

" Asfor the Scriptures, no man doubteth | will believe them. But even for the
Apocrypha, | hold them in the same accompt that the Ancientsdid. They are still
printed and bound with our Bibles, and publicly read in our churches. | reverence
them asthewritings of holy and good men. But sincethey are not found in the
Canon, we accompt them to be secundae lectionisor ordinis (which isBellarmine's
own distinction) and therefore not sufficient whereupon aloneto ground any Article
of Faith, except it be confirmed by some other place of Canonical Scripture;
concluding this point with Rufinus (who isno Novelist, | hope) that the Apocryphal
books wer e by the Fathers permitted to be read, not for confirmation of doctrine,
but only for instruction of the people.”

(http://www.fordham.edu/hal sall/mod/1616jamesl.html)
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The Case of the Alleged Perpetual Misprint
By: Jeffrey D. Nachimson

Once again we have been deceptively entreated by the awful elements of benighted
commentators. Their deliberate dark sayings forever echo in the halls of our minds.
They burden our souls; they crush our hopes; they lay destitute our hearts. They
coer ce usinto believing their words buttressed in the decadence of knowledge. They
per suade our naive consciences by educating usout of our first love. They belittle
our faith; they flout our intellects; and, only through them is any deft channel of
truth to be secured. They impressuswith their flattering titles, only to bemoan us
with therealization that our Guideisinaccurate, repletewith errors, and
besmirched with inferiority. They lead us down the primrose path of sensual
wisdom, leaving us empty handed in the end. They slander our mentors; they
extinguish our zealous flames of passion; they establish themselves aslittle gods. In
the midst of it all, they silence our convictions, and stagnate the words of God. O,
how they leave us as miserable, hopeless, and inconsolable wr etches; we jour ney
throughout theworld grim and forlorn thereby. What did they do that we so decry?
They have taken our Book, our sustenance, our eternal instruction, and have
asserted that it isin dire straits, in desperate need of correction at every turn.
Moreover, they have bargained with their influenceto rewrite, and, to an
unrelenting degree, insist that a portion of the words of our Bible have transcended
timein theform of a misprint; not revised and uncorrected. Y es, they speak of
Matthew 23:24.

Matthew 23:24 states, “ Ye blind guides, which strain at a gnat, and swallow a camel .”
The centuries of compiled objectionsto thereading of thisversein the King James
Biblerest on the proposition that theword at is a bit of an anachronism introduced
by the printers(not translators) in 1611. The accusations as such are almost
innumerable. “ The classic misprint which has been perpetuated by modern editionsis
Matthew 23:24, ‘strain at a gnat' instead of ‘strain out agnat.”” 1A major
contributor to the misprint conjectureisthe scholar, Edgar Goodspeed. In athesis
published by the University of Chicago, Mr. Goodspeed insisted, “ The one original
misprint to survive isthe famous ‘strain (straine) at the gnat' in Matthew 23:24 (for
‘strain out a gnat'), which has so endeared itself to users of the King James that no
modern publisher hasthe temerity to set it right.” 2 As of yet, we have not taken any
occasion to discover the originator of such a presumptuouslittle rumor. Howbeit,
thissort of estimation found root even in the 18 th century: “It is strange, that
glaring false print, strain at a gnat, which quite alters the sense, should run through all
the editions of our English Bibles.” 3 Another source exacer bated the issue by
claiming, “ ‘Strain at agnat' (Matt. xxiii.24) isa mistranslation which was almost
certainly a printer'serror.” 4 Accordingly, an additional adulteration of history is
fortified with, " ‘Strain at' is an old misprint perpetuated.” 5 Satisfying the ungodly
appetites of Biblical scholarship with more surfeiting, another commentator quells
our eyeswith, “Thestrange ‘strain at agnat' in the KJV isdueto a printer'serror
made in 1611 and never corrected.” 6 Once again, in typical, scholastic, dictatorial
fashion, the editors of the Interpreter'sBible declare, “ Strain at is a typographical
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error for ‘strain out."”” The English printers, not the King James trandlators, are to
blamefor it.” ZThe only dazzling feature within this entire enclave of citationsisthe
fact that all of them exhibit a tremendous obsequious nature by virtue of their
dogmatic proclamations, and thus offering no evidence for their seemingly
indisputable pontifications of truthfulness.

However, no one has had the effrontery to garb their effortsand cloak their
malicious intents with the baseless and circumstantial reiteration of others, as much
asRick Norrishas. It isindeed a clever strideto the unsuspecting reader for a man
professing to be well versed in the Scripturesto take a fabricated statement and
justify it by a compilation of laconic conjecturesfrom recognized scholars; Rick
Norrishas mastered it. In hisbook The Unbound Scriptures (which both myself and
others have addressed at sundry timesand in diversmanners), Mr. Norris devotes
two paragraphs detailing this alleged, perpetual misprint inthe A.V. 1611.
Constituting hearsay by utilizing a variety of secondary quotations with no original,
sour ce evidence, Mr. Norrislanguidly states:

“In his 1833 revision of the KJV, Noah Webster wondered how an error remained
uncorrected in the KJV for more than two centuriesin Matthew 23:34 (misprint ‘strain
at agnat' for ‘strain out'). The Cambridge History of the Bible noted that ‘strain at'
(Matt. 23:24) ‘was almost certainly a printer'serror’ (Vol. 3, p. 362). At thisversein
his 1847 edition of the KJV with commentary, Adam Clarke wrote: ‘It islikely to have
been at first an error of the press, AT for OUT.' Eadie agreed that ‘strain at' was
‘probably a misprint in the first edition for ‘strain out' (English Bible, p. 367). The
Ryrie Study Bible has the following note at this verse: ‘ Thismisprint in the King James
Version has never been corrected.” The Companion Bible's notes at this versereferred
to ‘at’ as‘a mistake' (p. 1363). Concerning this versein the KJV, Albert Barnes wrote:
‘The common reading is a misprint and should be corrected. The Greek means, to
strain out by a cloth or sieve’ (Barnes Noteson N.T., p. 100). A.T. Robertson
commented: ‘By filtering through (dia), not the ‘straining at' in swallowing so crudely
suggested by the misprint in the A.V." (Word Picturesin N.T., |, pp. 183-184).” 8

Immediately, the discerning reader should observe that absolutely no evidence of
any kind has been offered for the claims cited above. Rick Norris simply expected
you to take hisanimadversions at face value. What proof isthere, then, that “ strain
at agnat” isa palpable typographical error? Mr. Norris offersthe following pat
answer :

“ *Strain out' isin Tyndale's New Testament, Coverdal€e's Bible, Matthew's Bible,
Coverdale's Duoglott New Testament, Taverner's Bible, Great Bible, Whittingham's
New Testament, the Geneva Bible, and Bishop's Bible. The 1873 Cambridge
Paragraph edition of the KJV edited by Scrivener has ‘strain out." Scrivener noted that
T. Baskett's edition of the KJV (1754) has ‘strain out' (Authorized Edition, p. 201). If
mor e copies (a majority) were made of a Bible with a misprint, does this majority text
make the misprint the standard for Bibles without the misprint?” 9
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Essentially, all of these fastidious pundits have taken the expressliberty of
stretching their imaginative capabilitiesto the point of precarious assumption. The
simpleton'sidea hereisthat because most, if not all of thepre-A.V. 1611 English
Biblesrender the Greek present active participle stvlovteg (lit.- the oneswho are
straining/filtering) as“ strain out,” with no definitive examples of “ strain at,” that it
must be nothing more than an embarrassing error introduced and per petuated by
the typesetter. The Companion Bible, referenced earlier by Norris, further conveys
this hypothesis. Not only does the Companion Bible say that “at” is, “ A mistake
perpetuated in all editions of the A.V.,” but then correlates Norris'simpression with,
“All ‘theformer trandlations had ‘out.'”” 10 Therefore, in reality, Mr. Norris's
concoction, along with his scholastic companionswho have all regurgitated each
other's material in thisregard, have done nothing mor e than amputate a perfectly
good versein the A.V. 1611 by implementing an illogical correlation/causation
fallacy into the equation. Concisdly, the fact that all English Biblesprior tothe A.V.
1611 may have been tranglated “ strain out” does not necessitate that the A.V. 1611
was intended to read the same way with any degree of certainty. What we have
witnessed is precisely a mythological glossin light of scholastic deference; that isall.

Furthermor e, before providing evidence that thereading “ strain at” isthe original
reading selected by the A.V. trandators, | would like to address a subtlety imposed
by Mr. Norrisin his sentence above. He asked, “1f more copies (a majority) were
made of a Bible with a misprint, does this majority text make the misprint the standard
for Bibles without the misprint?” Obviously, thisinsidious insertion is supposed to be
a mild scoff toward the majority text theory entertained by certain A.V. defenders
and text-critical proponents (although thetext underlying the A.V. 1611 isnot
purely [though mainly] a“majority text”). The desired effect hereisto show you
that if an error isintroduced at one point in the manuscript tradition, and is
subsequently copied thousands of times over, do the manuscripts of the most recent
type represent a pure and standar dized text? However, the conundrum created in
this scenario isthe unproven theory that the resultant copies areindicative of a
single, common ar chetype; for Norrissillustration began with an alleged
typographical error being thrust onto all of the subsequent copiesfrom a single
source (i.e. the A.V. 1611). Theillustration fails because with the majority of Greek
manuscripts, the descent of the copiesisnot definitively vertical, but lateral. The
Cambridge scholar Thomas Birks once aptly stated, “ Each witness or manuscript
must have its weight determined by the series of copyings through which it has passed,
and not by its agreement or disagreement with other copies of its own age, of which the
steps of transmission may have been, and often must have been, wholly different from
itsown.” 11 Thistruth effectively repelsthe one equals one thousand 12 diversionary
lesson catapulted by text-critical authorities. Succinctly, one would haveto

concr etely demonstrate the line of manuscript descent in order substantiate such a
bold hypothesis.

Returningto our current focus, asfor thefrivolity surrounding this alleged
“misprint”; we deprecate it entirely. Unlike our opponents wanton writings, we are
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prepar ed to offer an able defense of thereading strain at, thus vindicating such
licentious exer citations against the A.V. 1611.

[. “Strain at agnat”_Makes The Verse* Unmeaning” 13

To summate, Barnes contends that there is no sensible conveyance of meaning by
reading, “strain at.” Thiswas certainly the sametype of objection foisted by Mr.
Wesley earlier. However, neither gentleman considered that the phraseol ogy
intimating a forthcoming presenceisto be rendered with the English idiom
containing at. On the matter, Dr. Ruckman ingeniously writes:

“What was the problem with the text asit stood (Matt. 23:24)? We all understand what
it meansto ‘jump AT the crack of awhip' or be ‘shocked AT the sight or something' or
‘get up AT thefirst break of day." What was the problem? The gnat strainers of
Matthew 23, like their contemporary kinfolk, began to strain ‘AT agnat': That is, they
started to strain when the gnat showed up” 14

1. TheKing James Translator's Work In Progress

In 1646 the Bodlein Library acquired an annotated 1602 edition of the Bishops
Bible. 15 The notes therein distinguish between the wor ks of three scribes; the
Matthew scribe (MT); the Mark-L uke scribe (ML); and, the Luke-John scribe (L J).
These annotations represent scribal activity in direct proportion to the process of
revision during 1607-1610 during the translation of the A.V. 1611. Theresultsare
beneficial to anyone wishing to delveinto thisarea of interest. The scribal activity
revealsthe substitutions, additions, and deletionsinvolved wherethe A.V.
translator s heeded King James'sinstructionsthat, “ The ordinary Bibleread in the
Church, commonly called the Bishops' Bible, to be followed, and aslittle altered as the
original will permit.” 16 Theresultant collation and compilation of these scribal
changes arerecorded in thework by Ward Allen and Edward Jacobs, The Coming
of the King James Gospels: A Collation of the Trandators Work-in-Progress. These
two English literature scholar s diligently systematized the threefold scribal activity
in conjunction with transitioning from the Bishops' Bible to what would become the
A.V. 1611. Hence, for another vibrant display depicting the utter lout created by
insisting that strain atisa misprint in the King James Bible, one only need turn to
the pages of thiswonderful work. Mr. Allen and Mr. Jacobsinform us with a note
that, “ A revision by the trandlators, which is below the main line, will always be the
text of the Authorized Version.” 17 Accordingly, thereisaword substituted below
theword “ out ” in Matthew 23:24 (Bishops Bible: “Yee blinde guides, which straine
out a gnat, and swallow a camel” ), which of course, istheword “at” representing the
readingin the A.V. 1611. 18 Even mor e deplorably obviousisthe fact that Rick
Norrishasthiswork listed in his Bibliography, yet he blatantly neglected to
consider it in thislight. 19

1. Greek L exicoaraphy
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Theword oMl isonly used onetimein the New Testament (i.e. Matthew 23:24).
It isa compound word, comprised of the preposition dwa (translated by, through,
for, because of, on account of, of, etc. depending on the context in which it isused as
well asthe substantive case with which it isused [in a prepositional or infinitive
phrase]) and the verb vAw (I filter, strain). Eclectically, stvAo isdefined as,
“strain or filter thoroughly’ or * strain off ” 20 ; “ to strain, filter thoroughly; to strain
out or off, Matt. 23:24” 21 ; “I strain, put through a sieve” 22; “to strain, filter
thoroughly; to strain out or off, Mat. 23.24” 23 ; “tofilter through, strain thoroughly,
pour through afilter: Matt 23:24.” 24 Thus, the extrapolated meaning is something
like, “it signifiesthe act of straining a liquid through a gauze or the like, a practice
apparently employed to make sure that small sources of defilement would be removed
before one drank.” 25 Hence, weread, “ strayne out” (Tyndale); “ strayne out”
(Coverdale); “straineout” (Geneva); “ strayne out” (Bishops'); “strain your liquor
for” (Mace-1729); “ strain out” (Douay-Rheims); “strain out” (NKJV); “straining
out” (ESV); “straining out” (Weymouth); “ filter out” (1SV); “strain out” (NASB);
“strain out” (NIV); “strain out” (HCSB); “strain out” (NRSV), etc. in a variety of
English Bibletranslations. Therefore, because the “strain out” rendition obviously
relatesthe sensethat the Pharisees wer e per colating their drinkswith some sort of
filtration devicein order to removethe gnats, it standsto reason that perhapsthe
A.V. 1611 trandlation with “strain at” isa superior translation in that it leaves open
the possibility that the Pharisees wer e desiccating their drinksthrough another
medium other than some sifting gadget.

We now come to the prestigious synthetic lexicon, commonly referred to as BDAG
(current edition; 2nd edition- BAGD). The abbreviation standsfor the authors,
revisers, and editorswhose indefatigable, collective efforts have produced such a
monumental work: Walter Bauer, William F. Arndt, F. Wilbur Gingrich, and
Frederick W. Danker. A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and other
Early Christian Literature now appearsin its 3rd English edition, which is based on
Walter Bauer's 6 th German edition. The particular edition of BDAG consulted in
this study is of tantamount importance to thereading of the lexicon itself when
considering the meaning of dwAw . Specifically, theinformation provided in the
3rd edition not previously explained in the 1st and 2nd editions sheds additional
light, which really illuminates the intent of the A.V. reading in Matthew 23:24.

I'n personal correspondence with Harold Holmyard (a translator for the Holman
Christian Standard Bible), while discussing the validity of strain atin our
Authorized Version, he made use of the 2 nd edition of the aforementioned lexicon,
which states:

“swdiw(in fig. Sensein Archytas|[c. 360 BC; Stob. I11 1, p. 58, 7 H.]. In lit. mng., of
wine Plutl, Mor. 692D; Diosc. 2, 86; 5, 72; Artem. 4, 48; Poxy. 413, 154, Am 6:6) filter
out, strain out (the KJ ‘strain at' iswidely considered a misprint [so Gdsp., Relg. In
Life 12, ‘42/'43, 205-10 and Probs. '45, 38f], but for the view that it isan archaic usage
s. Murray, New [Oxford] Eng. Dict. S.v. ‘strain,’ verb. 14e and esp. 21, and Chopf, Rev.
of Engl. Studies 20, '44, 155f) ton kwnwpa a gnat fr. adrink Mt 23:24.” 26
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After quoting the 2 nd edition in part (though the quote aboveisa full quotation),
Dr. Holmyard made the following comments:

“Danker'swork was saying that despite the widespread idea that " stain at a gnat" was
amisprint, it may have been the way English in 1611 expressed the idea of " strain out
agnat." However, the phrase does not have that sense today, which iswhy some on
thislist have suggested that the person never did get the gnat. He strained at it. They
seem to think the words mean that he put a lot of effort into trying to get it but failed.
However, the translators probably felt that " strain at" gave a meaning like " strain
out." So while it may have been a deliberate change from the Bishop's Bible, and it
may have worked at the time, it does not really communicate well today.” 27

In thisinstance, Dr. Holmyard is attempting to expound upon the meaning of the
entry for SsrovMlw in the BAGD lexicon. If thereisone bona fide point to be gleaned
from Holmyard's comments, it isthis: The A.V. 1611 reading in M atthew 23:24
must belooked upon asinferior to the modern versions, and archaic in expression.
This, of course, is after there was no more maneuvering room to bolster the idea
that “strain at” was a definite misprint in the King Jamestext. However, Dr.
Ruckman'sillustration above concer ning the contemporary idiolect asreacting “at”
something, truly betraysthe purely ar chaic argument. Secondly, the obfuscation
technique utilized by Dr. Holmyard, namely, that some reader s have misconstrued
the meaning of “strain” in thisinstance to mean something like expending a
tremendous effort towar ds something instead of straining insectsout of drink is
effectively neutralized by the 3rd edition of BDAG. In thisedition weread in the
entry for srvMom essentially the same material asfor the 2nd edition, excepting
minor referential alterations and the addition of, “ ‘strain at'="strain [the liquid] at
[seeing]' agnat” 28 after the pro and con citations for the misprint theory. Basically,
the point is, that “strain at” isessentially not a misprint, hasn't been proven to be
one, and upon dealing with evidencethat it isn't a misprint, Bible correctors must
resort to other convenient interpretationsto preservetheir dignified and intellectual
appear ances.

Thebottom lineregarding Greek lexicography isthat the word &toalm meansto
strain or filter through; athorough straining. Aol can be used to mean to
“strain/filter out” something, but it can be used emphatically too. Thiswasthe
predominate usagein Greek literature aswell asthe L XX. Although BDAG lumps
all of the usagestogether with the definition of, “filter out, strain out,” onelexicon
subdivides these points: “ i—-vAilw (<o, LA W, tO strain), [in LXX: Am 6:6;] 1. to
strain thoroughly (Archytas, Am., 1.c.). 2. Later, to strain out: fig., Mt. 23:24.” 29
Granted that Mr. Abbott-Smith givesthe later usage of dtvAilw as“strain out,” but
the point hereisto noticethat the historical usageisthat of athorough straining no
matter what kind of accompanying preposition is placed with it (through, of, off, at,
out, etc.). Thisfact, combined with the A.V. translators propensity for and
instruction to, “when any word hath divers significations, that to be kept which hath
been most commonly used by the most eminent fathers, being agreeable to the propriety
of the place and the analogy of faith” (thefourth rule of instruction from King James
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tothe Trandators) 30, per haps explains why they elected not to go with the then
common reading, “ strain out.”

V. “Strain At” AsA Viable English Expression

How reproachable and troublesome it isto discover that the whimsical dictions
promulgated by Christian writers (albeit an A.V. Bible believer or an Alexandrian
apostate) are exacer bated by their lack of enduring resear ch and verification of
sour ces. Such an example can be viewed above with Rick Norris. Mr. Norrissimply
took an assertion and decorated it with a variety of quotations. How riveting it
would beto witness someone actually following mer e speculation through to
conclusion rather than embarking on a crash coursewith silly little ambivalent
quotes from singular sources. With that thought in mind, let usthen practice what
we so mulishly preach.

All three BDAG editionsreferencethe article written by Constantin Hopf and
published in The Review of English Studiesin 1944. Mr. Hopf initiates hisarticle 31
by referring to the opposing viewpoint offered in Edgar Goodspeed's, “ The Misprint
That Made Good” (also cited in BDAG). Therein, as has also been the scope of this
treatise, the contention isrevived that “strain at” in the Authorized Versionisa
solidified misprint. Mr. Hopf demolishes such a scheme, and to hisown credit, does
so in the most concise manner.

Accordingly, Mr. Hopf was ableto take Augustine M arlorate's 16 th century Latin
Commentary on the Gospel of Matthew 32in which he quotes Calvin'sLatin
exposition of Matthew 23:24 in his Harmonia, accompanied by Thomas Tymme's
1570 trandlation of the same, and effectively demonstrate the legitimacy of the
phrase“strain at” in thelatter half of the 16 th century prior to the trandation of
the A.V. 1611. Thus, Mr. Marlorate s Latin quotation of Calvin's exposition is as
follows:

“...Ergo perinde faciunt, ac siquis tenuem panis micam colaret, integrum voraret
panem. Culicem scimus pusillum esse animal: camelum ingentem belluam, nihil ergo
magisridiculum quam vinum vel aguam colare, ne culicem glutiendo fauces laedas,
secure vero sorbere camelum...” 33

Thomas Tymme's English translation 34 rendersthe previous L atin exposition as:

“...They do therefore euen asif a man shoulde straine at a small crumme of bread,
and swallow a whole loafe. Wee knowe that a gnat isa small creature, and a Camell, a
huge beast: thereis nothinge therefore more rydiculous, than to strayne in, wyne and
water, least in swallowinge a gnat thou hurte thy Jawes, but careleslye to suppe vp a
Camell...”

Furthermore, Mr. Hopf also pointsout in hisarticlethat in 1584 a comprehensive
English tranglation of Calvin's Harmonia (referenced just a moment ago) was
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undertaken and successfully completed by Eusebius Paget. Hence, another
independent English rendering of a Latin original by the phrase, “strain at.” Mr.
Paget translated:

“...Thereforethey doe as much, asif a man shoulde straine at a crumme of bread, and
swallow downe a whole loafe. Wee know that a gnat isa small creature, and a camel a
great beast: nothing thereforeis moreridiculous then to straine wine or water, leaste
thou shouldest hurt the iawes with swallowing vp a gnat, but carelessly suppe vp a
camel...” 35

Theramificationsin these two instances are plain and simple enough. First,
“...Tymmein 1570 and Paget in 1584 provide further evidence that *strain at' was a
usage in vogue before 1611.” 36 Secondly, Mr. Hopf statesthat, “ ...the English text
which serves aslemma in Tymme has ‘strayne out' immediately followed by ‘strain at'
in Tymme'srendering of Calvin. The juxtaposition was thus not regarded as a
discrepancy.” 37 Thirdly, it isinteresting to note that in light of tranglating the L atin
wordscolare or excolare by the phrases“ strain in,” “ strain at,” or “strain,” that the
English translators didn't necessarily consider the conveyed meaning to be pouring
theliquid through gauze or some other sieve-type apparatus. They wereunder the
distinct impression that the straining consisted of theindividual using their lipsand
teeth to serve asthe strainer, thusfiltering the gnats while sipping the liquid. 38
Along these lines, John MacArthur acquiesced that " Fastidious Pharisees would
drink their wine through clenched teeth in order to filter out any small insects that
might have gotten into thewine." 39

Moreover, BDAG also citesthe Oxford English Dictionary (OED) as a sour ce for
providing vitality to the “strain at” phrase. I n effect, the OED smoothly reiterates
and reinfor ceswhat the Hopf article unearthed. BDAG, aswell as Hopf both cite
meanings 21 and 14e as evidentiary of “strain at” not being a misprint. Definition 21
in the OED states:

“21. to strain at: to make a difficulty of ‘swallowing' or accepting (something); to
scrupleat. Also (rarely), to strain to do something.

This useis due to misunderstanding of the phrase ‘strain at agnat' in Matt. xxiii. 24.
It has been asserted that ‘straine at' in the Bible of 1611 isa misprint for ‘straine out',
therendering of earlier versions (see 14€). But quots. 1583 and 1594 show that the
trandlators of 1611 simply adopted a rendering that had already obtained currency. It
was not a mistrandation, the meaning intended being ‘which strain the liquor if they
findagnatin it'. The phrase, however, was early misapprehended (perh. already by
Shakes. in quot. 1609), the verb being supposed to mean ‘to make violent effort' (see
sense 18).” 40

Naturally, it standsto reason that the two proceeding quotations absolutely justify
the objection to the contention that “strain at” isa perpetual misprint. “[1583
GREENE Mamilliall . B3b, Most vniustly straining at a gnat, and letting passe an
elephant. 1594 J. K ING On Jonas (1599) 284 They have verified the olde proverbe in
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strayning at gnats and swallowing downe camells.” 41 “ Strain at” was a trendy
expression in thelatter 16 th century prior to thetranslation of the A.V. 1611. L et
the Scholar ship only advocates and anti-A.V. 1611 gainsayersrecant their
foundationless accusations of typographical errors, or else forbear speaking and
writing on the subject.

Notwithstanding, defintion 14e as cited early by BDAG and Hopf, doesn't really
outline any supporting material regarding “ strain at” per se, but it does, however,
provide“strain @’ asan equivalent senseto “strain out.” Thiscarriessubstantial
weight in proportion to our discussion earlier about v fostering emphasis (i.e.
strain thoroughly). Definition 14e specifies:

“e. To take out (something) from a liquid by straining.
This use seems hardly to occur exc. in strain out a gnat (after L. excolare), strain a
gnat, in Matt. xxiii. 24. (For the better known rendering of thistext see 21.)

1526 TINDALE Matt. xxiii. 24 Ye blinde gydes which strayne out a gnat and swalowe a
cammyll. [So also 1535 Coverdale, 1539 Cranmer, 1560 Geneva.] 1564 Brief Exam.
***%x%xh None of them..did strayne a Gnat, and swallowe a Camell. 1582 N.T.
(Rheims) Matt. xxiii. 24 That straine a gnat. 1589 WARNER Alb. Eng. VI . xxxi.

(1602) 153 Precisians..In Loue doe swallow Cammels, whilest they nicely straine a
Gnat. 1616 B. P ARSONS Magistr. Charter 23 Straine not out gnats, then, neither
swallow downe camels. 1881 B IBLE (R.V.) Matt. xxiii. 24 Which strain out the gnat. ”
42

Intheend, the A.V. 1611 thus becomes vindicated in yet another oneits passages
again. In recapitulation, the Alexandrian Cult has deter mined that M atthew 23:24
(“strain at”) isamisprint in the A.V. 1611, intending to be “ strain out” duetothe
fact that most of the previous English translationsread that way. However, other
than this no evidence has been cited. The previous English versions argument is
circumstantial argumentation made from inferencethat in reality constitutesa
correlation/causation fallacy. And, that the continuance of this myth isthe direct
result of one Cult member thrusting it onto another, with each subsequent Cult
member being duped into believing the fairytale, is certain. On the other hand, the
A.V. 1611 reading has been shown beyond any reasonable doubt to be the
continuance of alatter 16 th century method of stating that the gnats werefiltered
from theliquid when their presence was discover ed; that iolilw can berendered
“strain” without the preposition “out” to convey emphasis, while other prepositions
can equally be attached to it and still suit the purpose; and, that “ strain out” was
intentionally changed to “ strain at” in the annotated 1602 Bishops' Bibleby A.V.
scribes, isinvigorating. At least four concrete, fortified, and verifiable citations were
examined from two trustworthy sourcesto counter the original misprint claim, is
undeniable. Theverdict? The A.V. 1611'sreading “strain at” in M atthew 23:24 is
absolutely correct, and any contradiction otherwise is nothing morethan an
ignorant ploy to create doubt in the greatest book in the universe; that the
correctness and utter faultlessness of the King James Bible is becoming more and
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more clear in spite of the petty attacks upon itstext; though we believed in its
inerrancy to begin with. We conclude our remarks on this subject with these
timelesswords:

“Itiseasy for some of the clergy to make an unseasonable display of learning in the
pulpit, by telling their congregations that such and such a verseis not well rendered in
their Bible. But, in so doing, they shew little wisdom. They needlessly unsettle the mind
of their hearerson a subject in which comparatively few of these can ever be fair
judges; and not one of them, perhaps, at the time the charge of unsoundnessis brought
from the pulpit, against the Authorized Version.

But we all know that assertion is no proof; and a clergyman in the pulpit hasit all his
own way. He makes what statement he pleases; and nine-tenths of his congregation
believe him without further inquiry. Some few doubt, or at least think of, it: and fewer
till determine to look into the matter if, or when, they can. They all leave the Church,
however, with an uncomfortable feeling of their long-cherished associations and firm
faith in their Bible being shaken or unsettled, they know not why; and they wish they
had not heard it. Then, may be, one of the hearers, who happens to have just begun
Hebrew and to know a little of Greek, thinks the preacher quite right; for he cannot
think how such or such a word, which he has looked at once only, can possibly mean
what is said in the English Bible. And thus a growing and ignorant discontent for the
Best of books in the English language is fostered among the people by some, who
would, perhaps, be the least able to improve it by shewing a better way.” 43
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Rick Norris: The Independent Fundamental mmersionist
By: Jeffrey D. Nachimson

[Note by Nachimson: Thisarticleisonly partially completed. Please see the
explanation at the end of point # 2.]

In 2003, fresh off of the printing pressin Fayetteville, North Carolina, came a most
recent " Scholar ship Only" publication peddled by one Rick Norris, " ... to advocate
the need for consistent principlesthat would result in a Scriptural, balanced view of
thisissue. In order to attempt to accomplish this purpose, it has been necessary to
respond to many inaccur ate, inconsistent, and even false claims made concer ning
Bibletrandations." (1) The name of this philosophical exudation is, " The Unbound
Scriptures. A Review of KJV-Only Claimsand Publications.”

Throughout hisliterary concoction, Mr. Norris comes across as this obj ective, sort
of a Bible-versional, " laissez-faire" constituent, seekingto, at last, reveal the
falsehood of claimsimposed upon " Bible Translations' " among some groups of
believers." Howbeit, contrary to thefirst sentence of the second paragraph in his
introduction, what he seeksto do isinvalidate the " King James Only" position. He
callsthis, " a one-perfect-trandation-only view such asthe King James Version-only
view." (2) Asyou can see, he uses a generalized plurality to inculcate thereader for
500 pages of King James Bible bashing techniques. Hisintroductory generalization
even conflictswith the basic title of his book, which see.

Earlier thisyear, after | had ascertained a copy of Norris book for reviewing, | sent
him a series of emails demonstrating various, amateur liesand concealments of
evidence on hispart in hisbook. Such itemsincluded werethetruth about the
English adjectival use of a Greek substantive (" hubristes' rendered as" injurious’
inl Tim. 1:13) from pages 338-339; theinconsistency of insisting that a claim for
A.V. 1611 inerrancy necessitates A.V. 1611 trandlator infallibility from page 11; the
plainly stupid blunder of claiming that the A.V. 1611 rendition of " strain at a gnat"
in Matthew 23:24 wasa printer'serror never corrected, from pages 190-191; The
prejudicial inclination of assuming that Spurgeon was a full-blown Alexandrian
apostate by only providing quotes of him correcting the A.V. text on pages 141-142,
but not any of his many speeches claiming infallibility and inspiration for the very
BOOK before him! (3) Naturally, thelist of errorscould go out into the
Evolutionists infinite, expanding universe, but thoseareafew that | sent him. As
comical asit is, theresponse| received was, " | never said that my book was
perfect.” And, on another occasion, | got alist of false accusations (with notruth in
them; i.e. " Nachimson only castigates those with whom he disagrees’; and " he
doesn't support hisfamily," etc.) from Norrissent to him by " another KJV-only
advocate" that " knew" me. Therefore, hewasn't obligated to answer; hewas only
obliged to question me about purported slander. This method seemsto be becoming
common-place with me these days.

At any rate, thissmall treatiseis not, however, a book review on Norris " magnum
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opus." For ageneral perusal and critique of Norris book, see Will Kinney's 17-part
review on hiswebsite, " Another King James Bible Believer” (I havealink on the
sidebar on thiswebsite under " Bible Believing Material" ). Nevertheless, theidea
behind thisarticlein particular, isto provide a thorough vindication of the words
'baptize, 'baptism," baptized,' 'Baptist,' etc., asfound in the A.V. 1611 against the
bigoted, one-sided, narrow, subjective claims of Rick Norristo the contrary.

In my estimation, Rick Norrisisatrue " Scholarship Onlyism" advocate. | say this
chiefly because, when you observe the methods he employsto reinfor ce his points,
they are donein afashion where he makes a statement followed by numer ous quotes
from what he considers authorities on the given subject. Therefor e, after you are
visually mesmerized by the plethora of quotes bombarded by Mr. Norris, you are
left with theimpression that what heis saying isthe absolute truth (at least from his
intent and per spective). Thisfact isreadily manifested when you consider the point
that Norris, at least in theinstancesthat 1've both cited and will cite, doesn't inform
thereader of aviablealternative. In light of that consideration, I now call your
attention to pages 75-77 in Rick Norris' literary, querulous master piece:

" Among those wor ds called " ecclesiastical words" which King James forbadeto be
tranglated into English or updated arethewords" baptism" and " baptize." (4)
William Shireff (1762-1831) noted: " Thetrandlator s of the Bible have not translated
thisword at all" (L ectureson Baptism, pg. 146). Did God authorize the KJV
translatorsto copy the other early English trandatorsin not translating the Greek
wor d baptizo and ther eby cause so much confusion concer ning the mode of
baptism? Alexander Carson in his exhaustive study on thisword noted: " Baptize
has become and English word, but asan English word it has not the sense of the
Greek word which it isemployed to represent” (Baptism, pg. 279). Again he wrote:
"We do not believe that baptism, asan English word, is synonymous with
immersion. Asan English term it respects not mode at all, but referestowhat is
considered therite, apart from the mode" (Baptism, pg. 383)." (5)

Concerning, Norris statements and quotes above, the following char ges have been
brought against the King's English and the word 'baptize':

A) Theword wasnot "trandated at all,” implying that some sort of hideous textual
atrocity has been committed because of such.

B) Theword " baptize,” though an English word, does not carry the meaning of the
Greek word it represents.

C) Transferring theword " baptize" instead of translating it has caused so much
confusion asto the mode of baptism.

D) Theword " baptize" asan English word, isnot areferenceto the mode of
baptism, but the "rite" of baptism.

E) Baptism is not synonymous with Immersion.
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In the mid-19th century, The American and Foreign and Bible Society envisioned to
createwhat they called " A Baptist Version of the New Testament,” wherein the
words" baptize,” "baptism," " Baptist," etc. would be updated respectively to
"immerse,” "immersion,” and "Immersionist,” or "Immerser." However, there
wer e some Baptists who saw the most precarious outcome of attempting such atask.
Among those wer e two notable Baptists who published wor ks against A Baptist
Verision of the New Testament. Namely, they were William Brantley, who
published, " Objections To A Baptist Version of the New Testament;" and John
Dowling (pastor of Broadway Baptist Church in New York), who published, " The
Old-Fashioned Bible, or Ten Reasons Against A Baptist Version of the New
Testament.” Now, with the above mentioned works, and along with my own studies
on the subject, | have combined these" ecclectic" sources and formulated 11 points
astowhy thewords" baptize," " baptism,” and " Baptist," etc. should be left asthey
stand in our blessed King James Bible. These pointswill refute Norris contentions
above, along with the material he has on the ensuing pages, which | will quote when
necessary.

I. THE PREPONDERANCE OF HISTORICAL UNDERSTANDING
SURROUNDING THE WORD "BAPTIZE" PURPORTSIMMERSION OR
DIPPING.

Onecrucial factor that Mr. Norris has conveniently omitted in hisdiatribe against
the A.V. 1611 isthe express historical understanding of derivatives employing use of
theword " baptize." Brantley statesemphatically:

" And we are now prepared to show, that all the versionsin languages using the
Roman character or alphabet, were made with the express under standing, that
Baptizo was transferred and not translated, BECAUSE THERE DID NOT
APPEAR TO BE, IN THOSE LANGUAGESWORDS OF AN IMPORT FULLY
EQUIVALENT." (6)

First, we note that contrary to what Mr. Norris has asserted without proof, there
does not exist an exact translational equivalent for the Greek word " Baptizo." Mr.
Norrisand his sour ces have concluded that "immersion” would suffice asan
adequate equivalency from Greek to English to meet the demands of translational
responsibility. However, | offer thefact that one of the oldest translationsin
existence, the Latin Vulgate of Jerome, when trandated from Greek to Latin during
thelatter half of the fourth century, understood no other equivalent for the Greek
"baptizo" than to just essentially transfer the wordsinto L atin equivalents
EXACTLY asour beloved English Bible has done! So, thewordsareleft in their
original form, only latinized.

Therefore, in order to locate the basic historical understanding behind the word

baptize, we would be wise to consider the practices of Christianswho frequented use
of thisparticular version. Brantley states:
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"1f wefind, that the administration of the ordinance of baptism, in those early
times, consisted of theimmersion into water of each candidate, and of the proper
invocation of Father, Son and Holy Ghost, we may then assert, without fear of
contradiction, that to baptize, in the then acceptation of the word, wasto dip,
plunge, or bury in water, with religious solemnity..." (7)

In hisbook, " The History of Infant Baptist,” William Wall, discussing the time
period under consideration before us, points out on page 462:

"Their general and ordinary way wasto baptize by immersion, or dipping the
person in thewater. Thisisso plain and clear, by an infinite number of passages,
that one cannot but pity the weak endeavor s of such Pedobaptists aswould maintain
the negative of it; so, also, we ought to disown and show a dislike of the profane
scoffswhich some people giveto the English Anti-pedobaptists, merely for their use
of dipping. It isonething to maintain, that that circumstance is not absolutely
necessary to the essence of baptism, and another to go about to represent it as
ridiculous and foolish, or as shameful and indecent, when it was, in all probability,
theway in which our blessed Saviour, and for certain, wasthe most usual and
ordinary way by which the ancient Christians, did receive their baptism. | shall not
stay to produce the particular proofs of this. Many of the quotationswhich |
brought for other purposes, and shall bring, do evinceit. It isa great want of
prudence as well as honesty to refuseto grant to an adversary what is certainly true,
and may be proved so. It creates ajealousy of all therest that one says."

Even though there wer e examples throughout church history of professing
Christians adhering to and advocating baptismal methods other than immersion, it
isclear that the common practice or the wide-spread general under standing of mode
wasimmersion. Again, this MODE isclearly gathered from two lines of Biblical
languages historically. Greek, which hoststhe original word " baptizo," and Latin
which, not being ableto discover a suitable equivalent, transfersthe Greek words
into Latin, exactly asthe English does. Thefollowing are points from individuals
employing usage of Greek and L atin:

1) Brantley, on page 16 of histreatise, quotes Thomas Aquinas as saying: " Baptism
may be given not only by immersion, but also by affusion of water, or sprinkling
with it. But it isthe safer way to baptize by immersion, because that isthe common
custom."

2) On page 17, he cites Bonaventur, " Theway of affusion was properly used by the
apostles, and was in histimein the churches of France and some others; but the way
of dipping into the water isthe more common, and thefitter, and the safer.”

3) "Waldafridus Strabo, in the year 850, Rupertus and others, 1120, r epresent

immer sion to have been the general custom in Germany at those respective
periods.” (8)

91



4) " At the same time, the offices or liturgiesfor public baptism in the church of
England, did uniformly enjoin immersion, without any mention of pouring or
sprinkling” (Brantly, ibid, pg. 18)

5) " The 'Manuale ad Usum Sarum,' printed 1530, 21st of Henry VIIIth directsthe
priest to takethe child, and, namingit, to dip him in thewater." (Brantly, ibid, pg.
18-19)

6) " John Frith, in a treatise on baptism, 1533, styles the exter nal action, 'the
plunging down into the water, and thelifting up again.' (Brantly, ibid, pg. 19)

7) Thefact that the Catholics and the Anglicans baptized infantsis not what isin
disputein thistreatise, but thefact that during the time periodsin question,
whether or not the common M ODE of baptism wasimmersion or fully plunging the
body down into the water. Assuch, in all the books of common prayer, even to the
beginning of the 18th century, " the formula always directs DIPPING, before
pouring, in baptism." (Brantly, ibid, pg. 19).

Rapacious asit may appear, by the ssimple manifestation of hisfeeble evidentiary
presentation of the subject at hand, that crooked deceiver, Rick Norris, has blessed
usall with the solemn impression that the English word " baptize,” " baptism," etc.
was a confused term that didn't give a transpar ent under standing of the common
meaning of theword in ecclesiastical circles. However, contrariwise, the exact
OPPOSITE ISTHE CASE!

On thereciprocal of transferring theword " baptizo" into the English tongue,
following the example of hundreds of years of Latin believerswho could not find a
tranglational Latin equivalent for the same, what shall we say of a version that DID
indeed translate theword " baptizo" into a native tongue? Did that translation in
contrast from our transference, thus enlighten the receipients of that language's
version with a more detailed compr ehension of the Greek word " baptizo?" The
answer isaresounding, NO!

Upon consider ation that the German translation of Martin Luther actually
translated theword " baptizo" into the German tongue and didn't transfer it asthe
Latin and English, what exactly did that translation do for the L utherans? Why
hasn't L uther'sversion kept them right? Have they not continued with almost one
accord, from Luther'stime to the present in the pretentious practice of sprinkling
and pouring? Brantly correctly concludes, " The translation has been of no avail to
restrain or correct their practical aberrations. Neither would a translation do us any
good." (9) Therefore, we conclude, that thereisindeed a more correct

under standing of theword " baptize" historically through Christianswith a
transferred Bible version, than ones with a translated onein the particular instance
before us.
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[I. THE PROBABILITY THAT IF "BAPTIZE/BAPTISM" WERE SOME OF
"THE OLD ECCLESIASTICAL WORDSTO BE KEPT" BY THE AV
TRANSLATORS, THAT THEY HAD NO CONNECTION TO ANY PARTIALITY
FOR INFANT SPRINKLING.

Assurprisingly peculiar asit may seem, when | quoted Mr. Wall for an instance on
the mode of Baptism by believers who wereindebted to a Bible version that
transferred the Greek word " baptizo" and didn't translate them as our
Immersionist critic has suggested that we should do above, | purposely omitted the
fact that Mr. Wall was himself a" pedobaptist” or onethat adovcates infant
baptism. Therefore, although Mr. Wall was not a baptismal advocate of adult
believersonly, histestimony should be all the more weighty in the mattersat hand.
Assuch, Mr. Dowling quotes Wall as saying, " DIPPING must have been pretty
ordinary during theformer half of King James reign, if not longer.” (10). In plainer
wor ds, the pedobaptist DIPPED ther infantsin water, rather than sprinkled or
pour ed water upon them.

Continuing, it is of note among the wor ks cited to prove the second point, that the
testimony of the Rev. Mr. Blake, a clergyman of the Church of England, be taken
into account. Mr. Blake authored a pamphlet in 1645, approximately 34 years after
therdease of the A.V. 1611, in which he stated:

"1 have been an eye-witness of many infants dipped, and know it to have been the
constant practice of many ministersin their placesfor many yearstogether. | have
seen several dipped, | NEVER SAW NOR HEARD OF ANY SPRINKLED." (11)

Dowling summerizes:

"What stronger proof could be required that immersion wasthe prevailing practice
in England long after our present version was made, and that consequently thiswas
under stood to be the meaning of the English word Baptize? It was not until the time
of the celebrated Westminster Assembly of Divinesin thereign of the unfortunate
Charles|., that sprinkling became at all current in England as a substitute for
Baptism, and even then was it found was so difficult to pervert the evident meaning
of the well-under stood English word Baptize, that the learned Selden, himself a
member of the Westminster Assembly, made the following pointed and striking
remar k. Speaking of the practice of sprinkling then coming into vogue, he says: 'In
England of lateyears| ever thought the person baptized his own fingersrather than
the child." " (12)

At thisjuncturel would like to point out the most asinine, amateur tactics of our
Immersionist constituent, Mr. Norris. In hisliterary debilitation, he attemptsto
support the notion that the English word, " Baptize," doesn't carry the weight of
immersion or dipping. After quoting Alexander Carson as a sour ce for saying that,
" we do not believe that baptism, as an English word, is synonymous with
immersion,” thistypical, scholar ship worshipping peddler, employs the usage of
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Noah Webster and Samue Johnson in his etymological escapade. Norris states:

" An examination of old English dictionaries proves Carson's point. Samuel
Johnson'sfirst English dictionary of 1755 defined baptize as" to christen, to
adminster the sacrament of baptism.” Noah Webster'sdictionary of 1828 also
defined baptize as'to administer the sacrament of baptism; to christen.” Webster's
1828 dictionary defined baptism as follows:. " the application of water to a person, as
a sacrament or religious ceremony, by which heisinitiated into the visible church of
Christ. Thisisusually performed by sprinkling or immersion." After his definition
of baptize, Noah Webster wrote: 'More generally the ceremony is performed by
sprinkling water on the face of a person, whether an infant or an adult, and in the
case of an infant, by giving him a name, in the name of the Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit, which iscalled Christening." Does this meaning correspond exactly to the
meaning of the Greek word so that it isan accurate translation? Some of the early
translations even used christen and baptize as synonyms, which is mor e evidence
that the English word baptize does not indicate accur ately the meaning of the
Greek. For example, Tyndale'sand Matthew's Bibles have'christen’ at |
Corinthians 1:14. Wycliffe'sBiblealse used 'christen’ for 'baptize' i some

places." (13)

Immediately, | am most inclinded to ask, isthisreally the sum of the matter? Are
the generalized inter pretations of two dictionary editorsto be engulfed asthefinal
word on the universal idea of this definition and etymology of the English word
"baptize." Well, if it is, then we are most guilty of depriving our Baptist brethren of
thefollowing facts:

1) Surpassing by far, the 1755 A.D. date of the dictionary published by Samuel
Johnson, | earnestly refer the curiousreader to Robert Cawdrey's, " A Table
Alphabetical of Hard Usual English Words (1604)," in which he definestheword
" baptism" asthus:

"BAPTISME: DIPPING OR SPRINKLING"!

Therefore, asfar back as 1604 (not just 1755 or 1828), Mr. Cawdrey definesthe
usage of " baptism" as DIPPING! So, to assumethat historically there was some sort
of devious concealment of theword " baptize" in the English tongue, is shallow
resear ch at best. But, you see, when people have a hidden agenda concer ning the
information that they postulate, bigotted research and prejudicial commentary
become predominant to established facts. As| stated in my previoustreatise on the
Genesis Water Gap, history, unfortunately can be both interpreted and
manipulated to fit the fancy of dishonest persons.

2) Dowling states: " ...I am glad that one English lexicographer, at least, in one of the
best dictionaries of our language ever published, has had the independenceto give

theword itstrue and undisguised meaning. | refer to Richardson, who in his Quarto
Dictionary defines the English word Baptize without any equivocation, as signifying
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"todip or mergefrequently, to sink, to plunge, toimmerge.” (14)

3) If the keen reader will notice Mr. Norris quotes above, he will observe that
Norrisdefines” baptism,” and "baptize" asoutlined in Noah Webster's 1828
dictionary. However, unfortunate asit is, aswith many other detailsin Norris book,
he subtlely omits much needed factual statementsin his source quotes. For example,
if you will notice the portion of Norris book that | quoted above, you will seethat he
quotes two sentences from Webster's definition of " baptize" :

" ... Toadminister the sacrament of baptism to; to christen." " More generally the
ceremony is performed by sprinkling water on the face of a person, whether an
infant or an adult,and in the case of an infant,by giving him a name, in the name of
the Father, Son and Holy Spirit, which iscalled Christening.”

Nevertheless, what is so spontaneously peculiar about Norris two sentence quoted
from Webster and what may be even considered serendipity in thisinstance, isthe
major sentence in the definition in which Rick Norris so conveniently omitted:

"BAPTI'ZE, v.t. [See Baptism.] To administer the sacrament of baptism to; to
christen. By some denominations of christians, baptism is performed by plunging,
or immersing thewhole body in water, and thisis done to none but adults. More
gener ally the ceremony is performed by sprinkling water on the face of a person,
whether an infant or an adult,and in the case of an infant,by giving him aname, in
the name of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit, which iscalled Christening." (15)

You see dear reader, there never was any obfuscation concer ning the meaning of the
word baptize. The sentence from Webster's 1828 omitted by Norrislets you know in
no uncertain termsthat therewere Christians who knew of and purported
BAPTISM asfull-body immersion and plunging into water for adults only.Why was
such an important sentence like this omitted? Did Mr. Norris not think that it was
relevant to the discussion? | suppose such answerswill await us at the Judgment
Seat of Christ.

4) " The celebrated Richard Bentley, D.D. who flourished towards the closed of the
seventeenth century and was one of the most eminent criticsthat England ever
produced, iscited by that powerful opponent of infant baptism, Abraham Booth, as
an authority for fixing the sense of the word baptism. In hisdiscourse on Free
Thinking, pp. 56, 57, he defines baptisms 'dippings,’ and to baptize'to dip.'
(Brantly, ibid, pg. 25)

5) " Bishop Reynolds, probably a descendant of John Reynolds, D.D., one of the
tranglators of the Bible under the authority of king James, expresses the import of
theword to baptize: 'The Spirit under the gospel,' sayshe'is compared to water;
and that, not a little measureto sprinkle or bedew, but to baptize the faithful in; and
that not in afont or vessel which growslessand less, but in aspringor livingriver.'-
Works, pp. 226,407" (Brantly, ibid, pg. 26)
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6) " The observation of the learned Selden, ---see hisworks, vol. 6, fol. ed. col. 2008, -
--isboth pungent in application and comprehensivein sense. 'In England, of late
years,' remarksthat justly renowned scholar, 'l ever thought the person baptized
his own fingersrather than the child.' [Note by Nachimson: Seethisillustrated
succinctly inthe A.V. 1611 text in L eviticus 14:16.] Selden was a member of the
Westminster Assembly." (Brantly, ibid, pg. 26)

7) " Dr. Owen concedes, 'that the original and natural signification of theword
baptizeisto dip, to plunge, to dye.""

8) " Dr. Hammond, speaking of the word to baptize, says, 'It signifiesnot only the
washing of the whole body, as when it was said of Eupolis, that, being taken and
thrown into the sea, ebaptizeto, he wasimmersed all over, and so the baptisms of
cupsis putting them into the water all over; but washing any part, asthe hands, by
way of immersion in water." "

9) "Mathew Pool€e's Continuator s declar e, that 'to be baptized isto be dipped in
water;"

10) " Doddridge also makes baptism and immer sion the same."
11) " Parkhurst rendersthe Greek word " baptizo,” immerse, dip, or plunge.”

12) " Dr. Geor ge Campbell maintains, that immerseisvery nearly equivalent to
baptize in the language of the Gospels." (16)

Clearly, the historical evidence pointsto the fact that theword " baptize" in
universal consent among those who employed usage of a Bible version that
transferred the Greek " baptizo" instead of trandating it, meant "to immerse, to
dip, to plunge, etc.” It did not carry the common connotation of sprinkling, pouring,
so on and so forth. Notwithstanding, it isabundantly clear that at the time of the
trangation of the A.V. 1611 and thereafter, that even though they were
pedobaptists, the church of England adher ents under stood the meaning of theword
" baptize" to signify immersion. The only confusion that exists historically on the
meaning of theword " baptize" residesin the clouded mental faculties of one Rick
Norris. Nevertheless, beforeindulging ourselvesinto the next point of vindication
for thisword " baptize" in our English Bible, let us seal the fact that even thevery
individual that ordered "the old ecclesiastical wordsto be kept,” himsef under stood
the meaning of theword " baptize" to denote DIPPING!

Observe:

" That James himself so under stood the word baptize to signify immer se, we gather
from a Speech which he delivered to his Parliament in the year 1605, about two
yearsanterior to the commencement of the present version, on the discovery of the
Gunpower plot. Speaking of the destruction of the old world by the flood, he says,
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'For as God for the punishment of thefirst great sinnersin theoriginal world...did
by a generall delluge and overflowing of waters, BAPTIZE theworld to a generall
destruction, etc." And in another part, alluding to the overwhelming calamities that
would have ensued but for the discovery of the treason, he says, 'l should have been
BAPTIZED IN BLOOD, and in my destruction, not only the kingdom where| then
was, but ye also, by your futureinterest would havetasted of my ruine.' " (17)

[Note by Nachimson: Below are the other 9 points on which | will be expounding as
time permits. Asyou can see, | havealot of material just for thefirst 2 points, and
the other 9 arejust asvoluminous. | have an online college program | am
participating in, aswell asa 6-day A.V. 1611 conference | will be speaking at next
week. Therefore, my typing timeisreduced drastically. Enjoy what | have thusfar,
and | will notify my mailing list when the other pointsareavailable]

[11. THE POTENTIAL THAT THE TRANSFERABLE EQUIVALENTSOF
"BAPTIZO" ARE WEIGHTIER THAN THE TRANSLATIONAL
SUBSTITUTIONS OFFERED BY NORRIS.

IV.THE PLURALITY OF SCRIPTURAL REFERENCESLINKING THE ROOT
OF BAPTIZO TO IMMERSION, DIPPING, PLUNGING, ETC.

V. THE PRACTICAL APPLICATION OF "BAPTIZE" ASA VIABLE MEMBER
OF THE ENGLISH TONGUE.

VI. THE PERTINACIOUSADVOCATION OF ULTIMATELY FORFEITING
"BAPTIZE" TO A PERMANENT IDENTIFICATION WITH AFFUSION,;
POURING; SPRINKLING, ETC.

VIlI. THE PERUSAL OF BIBLICAL WORDSRETAINED FROM OTHER
LANGUAGESAND THE HYPOCRISY OF THE A.V. 1611 CRITICSIN NOT
TRANSLATING OTHER WORDSIN THE MODERN VERSIONS

VIII. THE PREVENTION OF DEALING WITH THE PEDOBAPTISTS ON
THEIR OWN GROUND

IX. THE PERSEVERATION OF SLANDEROUS CHARGESBY IMMERSI ON
OBJECTORS

X. THE PAUCITY OF SUCCESSIN THE RAPID ADVANCEMENT OF
BAPTIST PRINICIPLESBY UPDATING THE WORDSIN QUESTION

XI. THE PROVOCATION OF CONTINUAL ALTERATIONSTO THE A.V. 1611
TEXT

ENDNOTES:
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(1) The Unbound Scriptures: A Review of KJV-Only Claims and Publications, by
Rick Norris, Copyright 2003, Unbound Scriptures Publications, pg. 1

(2) Norris, ibid, pg. 1

(3) I sent Norristhefollowing quotes from Spurgeon's, " Treasury of the Bible" Voal.
2, page 387; "We believe that we have the words of God preserved for usin the
Scriptures...With this Book before us, what the L ord spake two thousand year s ago,
Hevirtually speaks now: for "Hewill not call back Hiswords" (Isaiah xxxi.2). His
word abideth for ever; for it was spoken, not for one occasion, but for all ages...By
the Holy Ghost the words of Scripture cometo uswith a present inspiration; not
only hasthe Book been inspired, it isinspired. ThisBook is morethan paper and
ink, it talkswith us. Was not that the promise, " When thou awakest, it shall talk
with thee" ? We open the Book with this prayer, " Speak, Lord; for Thy servant
heareth" ; and we often closeit with thisfeeling, "Heream I; for Thou didst call
me." [Note by Nachimson: Notice how all of Spurgeon'swordsareadirect and only
referenceto a King James Bible. Thewasno " Greek text" beforethem, or any
"Bibleasoriginally written," only the A.V. 1611 text.]

(4) Although Mr. Norrisismost likely correct in his assertion that " baptize,"

" baptism," etc. are some of the old ecclesiastical wordsto be kept, it isnot noted in
thelist of actual rules. Theword " church" iscited asan example of an old
ecclesiastical word to be kept. However, | do say that Mr. Norris assertion islikely
because of the statement by Miles Smith in the" Trandatorsto the Reader" where
he criticizesthe Puritansfor not keeping " the old ecclesiastical words,” then
proceedsto cite two examples as " washed" for " baptize,” and " congregation” for
" church."

(5) Norris, ibid, pg. 75

(6) " Objectionsto a Baptist Version of the New Testament,” William Brantley,
1837, pg. 12, emphasis mine.

(7) Brantley, ibid, pg. 13

(8) Brantley, ibid, pg. 17

(9) Brantley, ibid, pg. 30

(10) " The Old Fashioned Bible," John Dowling, pg. 22
(11) Dowling, ibid, pg. 22, emphasis mine.

(12) Dowling, ibid, pg. 22

(13) Norris, Unbound Scriptures, pg. 75
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(14) Dowling, ibid, pg. 22-23
(15) Webster's 1828 Dictionary
(16) Numbers 7-12 from Brantly, ibid, pg. 26-27

(17) " Additional Objectionsto a Baptist Version of the New Testament”, Ocatvius
Winslow, pg. 57
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1 Peter 3:19 and " The Spiritsin Prison”
By: Jeffrey D. Nachimson

In January of 2003, at the onset of my second semester at the Pensacola Bible
Institute, | received an interesting email from a pastor requesting my opinion on the
controversial passagein | Peter 3:19 regarding "the spiritsin prison." Therefore,
today'sarticleisareproduction of the brief study that | submitted to that pastor in
light of hisrequest (with minor revisionsand variations) on February 16, 2003.

Thelate Dr. J. Vernon McGee, former professor at Dallas Theological Seminary,
and author of " Thru the Bible" (a voluminous edition of transcribed radio
programsin which Dr. M cGee went through Genesisto Revelation in an expository
fashion), once postulated that since he believed that the " sons of God" in Genesis 6
could not refer to fallen angels, thispassagein | Peter 3 had to beareferenceto "the
Spirit of Christ" preaching through Noah at thetime of theflood to the spirits of
disobedient " Sethites" intermarrying with disobedient " Cainites” who werein a
"prison” of " spiritual darkness' and " dead and trespasses and sins" !

Dr. McGee unfortunately did this by inventing an antecedent that doesn't exist in
verse 19 (" By which also HE..."), and by skipping in his exposition from " prison” to
"when ONCE" without including " Which wer e sometime disobedient”! He
ignorantly informsusthat the " when ONCE" isthe key that unveilsthe passage for
us, distinctly referring it back tothe" HE" in verse 19, thus making it Noah.

| would liketo say that | believethat Dr. M cGee was a saved man, and loved the
Lord Jesus Christ. | would also liketo say that | believethat Dr. McGeeisin heaven
at thisvery moment, but those facts will never stop me from pointing out and
exposing any man who exhalts his opinion above the words of God. Nevertheless,
did you ever wonder what Jesus Christ did from thetime hewas" put to death in
theflesh", to the time he was" quickened by the Spirit" ?

First, the Bible saysin Matthew 12:40: " For as Jonaswas three days and three
nightsin the whale's belly; so shall the Son of man be three days and three nightsin
the heart of theearth.”

Waell brethren, if Jesus Christ said that he was going to spend three days and three
nightsin the heart of the earth AS(called a" similitude" in Hosea 12:10) Jonas
spent three days and three nightsin the whale's belly (notice that the whaleis a type
of Satan in Ezekiel 32:1-2), then BOTH MEN MUST HAVE BEEN DEAD!

In Jonah 2:1, the prophet praysto God out of the fish's belly (also notice how a King
James Bible clear s up the faulty mammalian classification system of modern science
by calling a whale a fish), and in verse 2 Jonah says" out of the belly OF HEL L

cried |..." So between verses 1 and 2 the man dies! M odern scholarship triesto limit
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the passage to only Jonah awakein thefish'sbelly, but further reading in the
chapter will yield otherwise.

Verse 3, " For thou hadst cast meinto the deep, in the midst of the seas; and the
floods compassed me about: (so far so good, you can apply it to only the physical
state of Jonah in thewhale€'sbelly) BUT HORRORS! Verse 3 continues, " ...all THY
billowsand THY waves passed over me." Theproblemis" THY BILLOWS" and
"THY WAVES" areadirect referenceto thewrath of God (see Psalm 42:7; 88:5-7,
16-17). Water isaform of God'swrath (see Genesis 1:2; |1 Peter 3:4-7; Genesis
7:21-22) and the " deep" must be a bigger reference than just the oceanic body
Jonah's physical body wasin (Genesis 1:2; Job 38:30; Job 41:31; Psalm 69:1-4, 15;
104::3; 148:4; Habakkuk 3:10).

If all of these were not enough, gotothenext verse!l " Then | said, | am cast out of
thy sight; yet | will look again toward thy holy temple." The holy templeisin Psalm
11:4,it isin HEAVEN!! Clearly Jonah isin hell, just like the man said in verse 2!!

" The waters compassed me, EVEN TO THE SOUL..." (Verseb)!

And if none of that convinced you, verse 6 couldn't possibly be missed. " | went
down to the bottoms of the mountains, THE EARTH (Ephesians 4:9) WITH HER
BARS was about me FOR EVER: yet hast thou brought up my life FROM
CORRUPTION, O Lord my God." Theearth has" lower parts' asJesus Christ is
said to havewent to in Ephesians 4.9, where helead " CAPTIVITY CAPTIVE"!
Theearth in this passage hasBARS, asin "GATESOF HELL" (Matthew 16:18),
and bless my soul Jonah is brought up from CORRUPTION! The scriptures states
that Jesus Christ was not to see CORRUPTION, and naturally that istalking about
him WHEN HE WAS DEAD! (see Psalm 16:10 and Acts 2:27. The obvious
correlaries are open and plain to the sight of him whoisn't blinded by popular
opinion.

Thus,the implications are clear: Jonah diesfor three daysand three nightsin the
whal€e' s belly, at which time heisin hell until God hearshiscry and " resurrects’
(spitshim up on dry land). His body didn't see corruption, although verse 6 implies
for Jonah it had started. Jesus Christ iscrucified, and spendsthree days and three
nightsin the heart of the earth, which turnsout tobe"HELL", or thelower parts of
theearth! And again, in Acts 2:27-31 Simon Peter saysthat Jesus Christ's soul was
not left in"HELL", neither did his" FLESH SEE CORRUPTION" i.e...just like
Jonah.

So far we have determined that Jesus Christ by the Spirit of God, went to preach to
some " spiritsin prison” while he spent three days and three nightsin the heart of
the earth. This perhaps brings up one of the most important questionsin this
discussion: Who or What arethese " spirits’ in prison?

Thedirect referenceto what " spirits’ arein theBibleisto angels. Observe Hebrews
1:13-14, " But to which of the angels said he at any time, Sit on my right hand, until |
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make thine enemiesthy footstool? Arethey not all MINISTERING SPIRITS, sent
for to minister for them who shall be heirs of salvation?" Angelsare spiritsthat
appear in "forms' and "images." Examine Job 4:13-18, and watch car efully text in
regar dsto the emphasis put on certain words; " In thoughts from the visions of the
night, when deep sleep falleth on men, Fear came upon me, and trembling, which
made all my bonesto shake. Then a SPIRIT passed before my face; the hair of my
flesh stood up: IT stood still, but | could not discern the FORM thereof: an IMAGE
was before mine eyes, therewas silence, and | heard a voice saying, Shall mortal
man be morejust than God? shall a man be more purethan his maker? Behold, he
put no trust in hisservants, (NOW WATCH THIS!) and hisANGEL S he charged
with folly:"

Thisisavery interesting concept becauseif you look in Il Peter 2:4-5 it says, " For if
God spared not the angelsthat sinned, but cast them down to hell, and delivered
them into chains of darkness, to be reserved unto judgment; And spared no the old
world, but saved Noah the eighth person, a preacher of righteousness, bringingin
the flood upon theworld of the ungodly."

At this point, you should notice several thingsrelevant to our topic. One, thereare
angels connected with being cast into hell in the direct context asthe days of
Noah(notice Peter'stwo by two comparison method in verses4-7; verse 5 goesto
verse4 asverse 7 goestoverse 6)! If that weren't enough brethren, back in | Peter 3,
you have angels mentioned in the same context asthe " spiritsin prison" along
WITH NOAH'SFLOOD(I Peter 3:22)! Thus, you have two water judgments that
are connected with sinning angels (Job 4:18 with Job 38:7 and Genesis 1:1-2---then
Il Peter 2:4-5 connected with Genesis 6 and Noah's flood).

Next, the bible tellsusin no uncertain termsthat these angelsare RESERVED IN
CHAINS OF DARKNESS! | wouldn't hesitate to teach that " chains' are connected
with a prison. Thisis most evident when onereadsthe future account of Satan being
cast into the bottomless pit in Revelation 20:1. Satan isbound with " A GREAT
CHAIN" by an angel from heaven that had " THE KEY" to the bottomless pit, and
cast therein. And evidently folks, thisisabudantly clear in Revelation 20:7: " And
when thethousand yearsare expired, Satan SHALL BE LOOSED OUT OF HIS
PRISON,"! And glory to God we know that thisisHIS place when we read
Matthew 25:41 because it was prepared " FOR THE DEVIL AND HISANGELS."

Back in Il Peter 2:4theangelsarecast in " hell" which turnsout to be a special
placereferred toas" Tartarosas.” " Tartarosas' isa Greek nominative, singular,
aorist active participle (from theverb " tartaroo” meaning to cast or thrust down to
Tartarusor Gehenna; in pronunciation thefirst " 0" isshort, whilethelast " 0" is
long.) for "hell" in the passage! It isa mythological referenceto the part of'Hades
where the wicked are confined and tormented, or hence A PRISON. Thisbringsup
the question, what was Jesus Christ preaching to them about?

Thescripturesgive us several intricate details about the implications surrounding
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the death, burial, and resurrection of Christ, which of course, isour context in |
Peter 3:18 throughout therest of the chapter.

1- The gospel of Jesus Christ (death, burial, and resurrection--I Cor. 15:1-4) isthe

standard by which God will judge the secrets of men on judgment day (Romans
2:16).

2- Theresurrection of Christ isthe PROOF that God has appointed a day in which
he will judge the world in righteousness by Jesus Christ. This point is strongly
demonstrated by Peter's statementsin | Peter 4:5-6, " Who shall give account to him
that isready to judge the quick and the dead. For this cause was the gospel
PREACHED ALSO TO THEM THAT ARE DEAD, that they might be judged
accor ding to men in the flesh, but live according to God in the spirit."

Notice Psalm 82:6-7 and observe the language God uses, " |

have said, YE ARE GODS, AND ALL OF YOU ARE CHILDREN OF THE MOST
HIGH. BUT YE SHALL DIE LIKE MEN and fall like one of the princes." These
beingsaresaid to be" gods' and " children of the most high", and obviously they
are not human men, sincethey are said that they will "DIE LIKE MEN". (Note: the
majority of commentators mistake thisreference as quoted by Jesus Christ in John
10:34 asareferenceto Old testament jewish judges. However, if you will notice the
context of our Lord'swords, heisattempting to prove hisDEITY by this verse!
Hence, he had just said, " | and my Father areone,” thusimplying that heis" God
manifest in theflesh." While the Pharisees are trying to condemn him for blashemy
(" ...because that thou, being a man, makest thyself God." ), herefutesthem by
showing them that angelsin the Old Testament are called gods and ar e subsequently
men! (See Acts 27:23; Galatians 4:14; Revelation 21:17; Genesis 19:1-5; Mark 16:5.)
Ultimately, thefinal point isthat since the scriptures CANNOT BE BROKEN, the
scriptures advocate the teaching that " God" can appear asa man! PraisetheLord
that hecan AND THAT HE DID.)

If thereisany doubt in your mind about who " the Sonsof God" arein Genesis6:2,
it will do you wondersto study this passage aswell asJob 1:6; 2:1; 38:7 where all of
thereferences clearly teach that " the sons of God" are angelic beings. I nterestingly
enough, the Son of God Jesus Christ iscalled " the angel of God" (Galatians 4:14;
Acts27:23)! You can't beat it with a stick, asthe saying goes. Christiansin the
church ageare called " the sons of God" (John 1:12; Philippians 2: 15) because they
have received the new birth which no Old Testament saint did [John 3- After Jesus
Christ tells Nicodemus about being'born-again,” the means of the new birth isgiven
in the context (the crucifixion-vs. 14;); | Peter 1:10-11,23-the new birth isby means
of the Gospel; | Cor. 15:1-4); in Psalm 22:30, the new birth isa prophetic r eference.]

In Genesis 6:3 God saysthat his spirit will not always strive with man
because"HE ALSO ISFLESH." (see" strangeflesh" in Jude 7) Thisagain brings
up an interesting point becausein verse 4 you havethe result of the union between
"the sons of God" and "the daughtersof men". THEY ARE CALLED GIANTS.
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This meansthat they are humanoid creaturesthat are half angel, have human. I f
thereisany doubt to thisit should be noted that verse4 says"..AND ALSO AFTER
THAT, WHEN THE SONS OF GOD CAME IN UNTO THE DAUGHTERS OF
MEN..." So, thisintermingling didn't stop with Genesis 6, which besides the other
piles of evidence that completely refutes Dr. McGee' sfrivolousidea that " the sons of
God" arethe" Sethites' intermingling with " the daughters of men", which would
bethe" Cainites'. The verse clearly statesthat this cohabitation is going to happen
again, which isfully attested to by our Lord Jesus Christ (M atthew 24:36-39: notice
the"angels' right in the context), by the prophet Daniel (Daniel 2:43---these arethe
"ten toes' (kings) in Revelation 17:3, 11-12), and by the apostle John (Revelation
12:3-4, 7-9--and please observe that these passages ar e futurein the book of
Revelation, not areferenceto Dr. McGee's past angels being cast out prior to
Genesis 1).

So, what have we studied today brethren? Essentially that when our Lord Jesus
Christ was" put to death in the flesh” hewent into the heart of the earth (hell) and
preached to thefallen angels and their offspring from Genesis chapter six who were
"todielike men" becausethey "also wereflesh" and had reected Noah's preaching,
which would also explain Peter'slanguagein | Peter 4:6 when he saysthat they will
BE JUDGED ACCORDING TO MEN IN THE FLESH! Now, when he went down
there he went preaching the gospel to assurethese beings and to assure even "the
quick" that were down there (I Peter 4:5) that because of his death, burial, and
SUBSEQUENT resurrection that judgment was not only assured to all men, but to
these angelsreserved in chains of darkness. He went down there and showed them
that he had the" keys" of " hell and of death" BECAUSE HE CONQUERED
DEATH (Revelation 1:18). | do believethat | have given sufficient scriptural
support to substantiate thisview in light of the preciousA.V. 1611.
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Evangelical Outreach: A Parroted Case of Scholastic Ignorance
By: Jeffrey D. Nachimson

Oneof the primary reasonsfor the establishment of the AV 1611 Answers
Assocation blogsite was not only to reveal doctrinal truth for the benefit of Bible-
believing Christendom, but for the exposur e of the men and ministries given to the
proposition that intellect and scholarship are superior to the definitive words of the
living God. In order to fulfill the mission to expose thistype of deception, a links
heading was erected entitled, " Alexandrian Apostates." These apostates are persons
who professto believe the Bible while at the same time, destroy a Christian'sfaith in
it. Hence, it comes down to the basic problem underlying Christian scholar ship
today: What and whereisthefinal authority for the child of God? Aswas examined
inthearticle, " An Inquiry into the I nter pretation of Inspiration” (on thisblogsite;
which see), professing to believing the Bible without being able to present the Bible
isan unattainable hypothesisthat hasno basisin factual reality. It makesfor a
wordy ideology, but in theend it isn't substantial whatsoever.

Hence, a most depauper ated web establishment isthat of the " Evangelical
Outreach” (http://www.evangelicaloutreach.org/). As an apologetics website with
information on various subjects such as cults, practical living, etc., Evangelical
Outreach, so it seems, is primarily dedicated to proving that the Baptist doctrine of
"eternal security” (mistakenly confounded with the Calvinistic doctrine of

" Perserverance of the Saints' on the same website) is an erroneous teaching
purported by those who have an ecclesiastical agenda for distorting ver ses of
Scripture. Besides articleslisted on the subject, the editor, Daniel Cor ner, has
fabricated an 800+ pagetreatise entitled, " The Believer's Conditional Security,” in
order to bolster his obvious presupposed, doctrinal proclivity. However, among this
emphasison " conditional security,” thereisa section on the site provided for
exposing the dastardly heresy of A.V. 1611 Onlyism.

In order to massdistribute anti-A.V. 1611 propaganda, Daniel Corner and his band
of Bible Correcting malcontents have designed a pamphlet for the sole pur pose of
detering an individual from faith in the wor ds of the King Jamestext by a series of
secondary points, and implication tactics. Thethesis of one of my articles, namely,

" The Rudimentary Factor Underlying Infallibility" (on this blogsite; which see) was
essentially that to prove that the King James Bibleis not infallible, one would have
to provean actual error in thetext of the A.V., conclusively. Taking a few examples,
the article was able to show that supposed errorsin the King James text werein fact
mer e preferences of the critic involved, with that same critic naturally omitting the
necessary information that would otherwise exoner ate the King's English.
Therefore, it standsto reason that when put under the scope of criticism, that Mr.
Corner's pamphlet will be shown to not only have not proven ANY error intheA.V.
1611 affecting the claim of infallibity, but he, asthose before him whom heis
parroting, omit factual information that is detrimentally pertinent to alleviating the
King's English of these types of accusations.
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The accusations brought against the King James Bible in this pamphlet can be
summarized asfollows:

1) The"KJV issue" isademonicideathat isbeing used to divide the body of Christ.
2) The A.V. 1611 contains archaic words

3) TheNRSV, NASB, and NIV areall "reliableversions’ that use modern English
and alleviate the contemporary English reader of the archaismsfound in the A.V.
1611

4) The King James Only position impliesthat there was no word of God prior to
1611.

5) The A.V. 1611 went through revisions and ther efor e the edition that we have
today isnot an actual " 1611."

6) The King Jamestranslatorsrecommended other Bibles.
7) The King Jamestranslators never claimed inspiration.

8) Thetrangation "if they shall fall away" in Hebrews 6:6 is an intentional
mistrandglation by the A.V. 1611 translator s to promote eter nal security (or
Per serverance of the Saints since Corner equivocatesthe two).

9) The King James Only position impliesthat you must read the KJB to learn about
salvation or belost.

10) When presented with the notion that the moder n versions leave wor ds out of the
Bible, it issuggested that " perhapsthe KJV added wordsin."

11) The manuscriptsthat the modern versions are based on are not the same asthe
onesthat underliethe A.V. 1611. Hence, the Textus Receptusthat the A.V. 1611 was
translated from was revised numeroustimes. Thus, thisimplies clearly, aswill be
proved later, that the texts underlying the modern versions are unrevised,

unaltered, " pure" texts.

12) Erasmus, the original textual editor of what would later be called the Textus
Receptusin the 17th century, was a Roman Catholic who dedicated hisfirst edition
to the pope. Erasmus also stated that he wanted salvation, but not without Mary.
13) The Homosexual on the NIV committee wasremoved, but the A.V. trandator,
Richard Thomson, " was a known alcoholic who was never removed” from the A.V.
translating committee.

14) The King James originally contained the Apocrypha. To claim that the A.V.
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1611 isinfallibleisto claim that the Apocryphaisinfallible.

15) The A.V. 1611 containstwo egregious errorsin Acts 5:30 and 10:39 by saying
that the Jews slew and hanged Jesus Christ on atree.

16) A person that believesthe King James Bible is a devil-possessed hippy that will
reject anything " factual" that isgiven against the King's English.

17) Themodern, "reputable’ versions can increase " one's comprehension of
Scripture.”

Naturally, these things are being listed for your convenience so you can see what you
aregetting into prior to thefull length critique of Corner's pamphlet. The main
thing to note, at least at thisjuncture, isthat the material and accusations against
the King Jamestext being circulated by Corner and his motley crew, isinfor mation
and false propaganda that has been in print for years. You can find the above
information in " The King James Only Controversy" (JamesWhite, 1995), " The
Unbound Scriptures’ (Rick Norris, 2003), " King James Only?" (Robert Joyner,
2000), " The Truth About the King James Controversy" (Stewart Custer, 1981),

" Revised New Testament and History of Revision” (RV Committee, 1881), and any
number of websites, such as Doug Kutilek's http://www.kjvonly.org/, etc. The
material that Corner hasprinted in this pamphlet was copied material, ranging
from Westcott and Hort (1881) to James Price (contemporary). Therefore, it is
evident that Mr. Corner isa constituent parroting scholastic ignorance that has
been dealt with over and over again, at length, by Ruckman, Evans, Hills, Grady,
Riplinger, Gipp, Burgon, Mauro, Heaton, Fuller, Kinney, Streeter, so on and so
forth. Hence, we are embarking upon an investigation of redundancy, but necessary
to answer thecritical objectorsas an encouragement for the defenders of the A.V.
1611.

Thefirst of many very disappointing errorsand misrepresentations on the part of
Mr. Corner hasitsoriginal manifestation on the very cover of the pamphlet. In
order to evidently mock the King James position, Corner takes a King James Bible
with a crown on it, that sitson top of a hill. Coincidentally, thisisthe precise picture
that was originated by the Bible Baptist Bookstor e, although not exact to avoid
plagiarism. However, it isnot that that isin error, but the question that isposed on
the cover, namely, " Under standest What Thou Readeth?"

As minute as thispoint my seem, | think it isa substantial one because it goesto
show that an individual that has ordained himself to critique the King James
position cannot even manage to get his scoffing quotes correct. However, as always,
the A.V. 1611 will correct Mr. Corner. Acts8:30 statesin part, " ...Under standest
thou what thou READEST?" Therefore, in seeking to make light of the Elizabethan
English utilized by the King James Bible, Corner istoo friviously oriented to make
use of proper wording. It is" READEST," not "READETH." So, in the subsequent
pointsin Corner's pamphlet, it will not be the least bit surprising to see hislack of
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attention to detail in other such matters also.

Mr. Corner's pamphlet isdivided into 17 cartoon-type picturesin which a clean-cut,
shirt-and-tie wearing advocate of the modern " reputable" versionsis participating
in adialogue with a t-shirt and jeanswearing, long-haired advocate of the A.V. 1611
position. In picture one, therearetwo " devils' in the background stating, " This
KJV issue being God's only word isa good way for usto dividethe Body of Christ
and hinder Christiansfrom under standing the Scriptures. Also in the pictureare
partial quotesfrom Il Corinthians 6:11-13. Hence, at the very beginning of thisdly,
quasi-political type of propaganda, the reader is given theimpression that the A.V.
1611 position isa doctrine of devils purported by rebellious Christians who aren't
interested in presenting a clean appearance or practicing clean living.

The second picturein Corner's pamphlet must be examined in light of the first
picture because thisiswherethe dialogue actually starts. Notice that this
conversation begins AFTER you are given theinitial implicationsin thefirst picture
with no conver sational wor ds being exchanged. First, the modern version advocate
asks, " Do you under stand what he'sreading from the KJV?" TheA.V. 1611 hippy
replies, " Very little. | have to guess what those ar chaic words mean and how to
pronounce them like everyone else does." Hence, several important factors must be
gleaned immediately:

1) Mr. Corner isexaggeratingly LATE in hisimplication that it isthe" KJV issue"
that isdividing the body of Christ. In the 19th century, the following Baptist
minister had these thingsto say while Corner was " yet in theloinsof hisfather™
(Hebrew 7:10 where " father" isareferenceto a great-grandfather):

" The proposed abandonment of the words...will doubtless attract toitself the
favourble sufferage of afew. Its plausibility will beguile and its novelty will charm
them. But the mor ereflecting, per ceiving that nothing isto be gained by the
alterations while much will be hazar ded; caught by no specious reasoning, and won
over by no puerile argument, will withhold from the trandation their sanction and
their patronage, and still retain at the domestic altar, in the study and in the pulpit,
the good old English Version, edeared to them by a thousand tender and hallowed
assocations. Such wethink, will be the disorganizing tendency of the question
agitated either at the present, or at any futuretime. Brother will be arrayed against
brother, church against church, and association against association, and the Book,
that should have been to us as a heaven wrought ligament, binding each to the other,
and all toit, will thus become the organ of strife, discord and dissension. From such
a catastrophe, may the GOD of the BIBLE preserve us!" (Objections To A Baptist
Version Of The New Testament, William T. Brantly, pg. 65-66)

Howbeit the antiquated words of Mr. Brantly presently sound forth in the ear s of
modern version, anti-A.V. 1611 advocates. Only if onewereto consider thefinal
authority issue from a contemporary per spective, would it even be of the slightest
consideration to assign the blame of division onto the King's English. However, just
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asthe Lord Jesus has taught us, division is oftentimes the necessary consequence of
righteousness (see M atthew 10:34-36). I n this case, the " foes' of one's own

" household,” would be other members of the body of Christ who arethe foes of the
authority of God's holy words (Ephesians 2:19; Galatians 6:10; | Timothy 3:15).

2) Secondly, besides the bold assertion and accusation that " this KJV issue being
God'sonly word," isdividing the body of Christ, Corner also conjecturestheidea
that perhaps"thisKJV issue" hinders"” Christians from under standing the
Scriptures.” Theexampleprovided toillustratethis A.V. 1611 Only lack of
understanding isa partial quotation of Il Corinthians 6:11-13. Mr. Corner
introduces the passages in the following fashion: " ...our mouth isopen unto you, our
heart isenlarged...beye also enlarged.” After the partial quotation, the A.V. Only
advocateisasked, " Do you understand what he'sreading from the KJV?" The
Bible-Believer replies, " Very little. | have to guess what those ar chaic wor ds mean
and how to pronounce them like everyone else does."

It borderson the brink of assurdity to insinuate that any of the afore cited words
are"archaic,” or difficult to" pronounce." PerhapsMr. Corner was slightly
prematurein his presentation of anti-A.V. anticsin this particular illustration. A
better accusation would have been for the fabricated, ignorant, A.V. Bible-Believer
to say that the passages wer e somewhat ambiguous. But, to say that the words,
"enlarge” "heart,” "open,” "ye" etc., arearchaicisamighty wonder at best.

Therefutation to Mr. Corner's philosophical speculation is quite simple. If the point
isthat an individual cannot understand a particular passage dueto the supposed
difficult phrasing of the words, then what isto be said concerning an individual of
the same doctrinal persuasion that hasthe ability to expound on the texts when
summoned to so do? In order to provide ample proof o this point, | shall expound on
the so stated passages. " O ye Corinthians, our mouth isopen unto you, our heart is
enlarged. Yearenot straitened in us, but ye are straitened in your own bowels. Now
for arecompensein the same, (I speak asunto my children,) beyealso enlarged.”

(Il Corinthians 6:11-13)

In the context of the chapter Paul isdiscussing he and Timothy (seell Cor. 1:1)
being approved asthe ministersof God (vs. 4), and not giving offencein anything, so
that the Lord's ministry couldn't betruly blamed for it (vs. 3). Then, Paul proceeds
tolist the great paradoxes of hisministry. (such as" sorrowful, yet alway
rgjoicing..." [vs. 10]. So, when Paul says, " ...our mouth isopen untoyou...,” heis
making the solemn point from all of the thingsthat he has experienced serving the
Lord Jesusin verses 4-10, that he is being completely honest with them. Haven't you
ever heard someone say, " Just be open and honest..." Well, the sameistrue with the
apostle Paul and the Corinthians. When he states that his mouth isopen to them,
then heisassuring them that the thingsthat theis speaking to them (hence,
MOUTH), are open and honest, true to the point, etc. Now concerning, " ...our heart
isenlarged,” that hasto do with thefact of Paul'slove for the Corinthians; that it
was open to them and included all of them. He told them expressly, " And | will very
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gladly spend and be spent for you: though the more abundantly | loveyou, the less|
beloved" (Il Corinthians 12:15). Paul often wroteto his converts emphasizing that
they wer e his children through the gospel of Jesus Christ, and thereforeloved them
to that purpose. Hestated in | Corinthians4:14-15, " | write not these thingsto
shame you, but as my beloved sons| warn you. For though ye have ten thousand
instructorsin Christ, yet have ye not many fathers: for in Christ Jesus | have
begotten you through the gospel.” Even in the passages under considerationin ||
Corinthians 6, Paul told the Corinthians, " ...I speak asunto my children..."

In verse 12, Paul continuesto the extent of informing the Corinthiansthat, " Yeare
not straitened in us, but ye are straitened in your own bowels." Theword " strait"
can belearned by comparing Scripturewith Scripture. Later in hiscartoon, Corner
goes on to criticize King James Believersfor using " theright kind of dictionary.”
Therefore, in thisinstance, we shall glean the sense of the Scriptures by the
Scriptures. Jesus Christ said in Matthew 7:13-14, " Enter ye at the strait gate: for
wideisthe gate, and broad istheway, that leadeth to destruction, and many there
bewhich goin thereat: Because strait isthe gate, and narrow is the way, which
leadeth unto life, and few there bethat find it." It ismost evident that the meaning
of theword " strait" isNARROW by simply reading a ver se of Scripture. As Gail
Riplinger has so rightly observed, " My examination of the 1000 most difficult words
inthe KJV revealsthat God defines all of them, in the context, in their first usage,
using the very words of the Webster'sor Oxford English Dictionary." (The

L anguage of the King James Bible, Gail Riplinger, pg. 3). Although her liberal use
of elipsisin quotations from her first book, New Age Bible Versions, is most
disappointing, her assertion hereisboth Biblical, and extremely precise. Ultimately,
Paul istelling the Corinthiansthat they are closed up and narrow inside of
themselves concer ning him, but such isthe opposite concerning Paul and Timothy's
condition. " Bowels' isareferencetotheinside of a person (likethe" bowels of Jesus
Christ,” (Phil. 1:8); see Jeremiah 4:19 too). Finally, in verse 13, Paul saysthat " for a
recompense,” which isa payback” that the Corinthians should be enlarged too, or
that their love should include Paul and Timothy astheir love encompasses all of the
Corinthians.

Thegist of the exposition isthat if the A.V. isto be discredited because an adher ent
thereof cannot under stand some passages, then the point becomes void when an
adherent thereof can explain the passage with relatively no trouble at all.
Notwithstanding, but Mr. Corner's seemingly shallow approach to thisangle of the
final authority issue ultimately overlooks and ignoresthereal issue behind an
individual not comprehending passages. One, that individual might not study like
they should. Accordingto Il Timothy 2:15, a Bible-Believer isto study, to not only
demonstrate himself as approved to God, but to RIGHTLY DIVIDE THE WORDS
OF TRUTH. Also, astaught and illustrated by Daniel, Joseph, and the Lord Jesus
Chrigt, interpretations belong to God and heisthe onethat must open up one's eyes
to thewords of the holy Scriptures (see Genesis 40:8; Daniel 2:28; L uke 24:44-45).

Picturesthree and four in this shameful demonstration of a cartoon, continuethe
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dialogue between Bible-Believer and Bible-Corrector aswell asthe unseen persons
in the background stating supposed archaic wordsin the King' s English. TheBible-
Corrector states, " To understand what the Word of God says, | study threerdiable
versions- the NRSV, the NASB, and the NIV which all use modern English.” Again,
in the background, " straitened” (I1 Cor. 6:12); " abjects" (Psalm 35:15); and

" daysman" (Job 9:33) are being given as" archaisms."

1) | taketheposition of Arthur Cleveland Coxe from the 19th century (whom | have
quoted in previous articles), concer ning such matters. Mr. Coxe stated, " Even the
antiquated wor ds of the English Bible will never become obsolete, whilethey are
preserved in the amber of its purity.” (Arthur Cleveland Coxe, An Apology for the
Common English Bible, pg. 8). Again, Coxe postulates, " He who would rub off those
graceful marks of age which adorn our version, VULGARIZES AND DEBASES
that venerable dignity with which thefirst ideas of religion cameto the youthful
mind and heart from the old and hoary Bible." (Coxe, ibid, pg. 9) Coxe poses an
excellent question, " For, granting all that can be said against the present
trandation, the question is, can any other that can now be made, become what this
is, totheworld?" (ibid). The answer isaresounding, NO!

HasMr. Corner, in hisown self-purported scholar ship, never considered the
timelesswords of Mr. Coxe, yet once more? " Every generation hasitsfashions; and
the Bible, set and set again, according to prevailing whims, would become as
untrustworthy as an old town-clock, continually corrected by private watches."
(ibid, pg. 11-12) Yet, those who put much faith in Greek scholar ship have not even
the dlightest inclination of the effects of their so-called intellectual proliferations.
Can individuals such as Daniel Corner and Douglas Kutilek not conceive of the
atrocious effects that their textual philosophies and contemporary perfidious
presentations have had upon society in reference to man's attitude towardsthe
words of God? That atheists and infidels alike utilize the wor ks of Greek and textual
scholar ship to battle against Bible-Believer s when presented with the Gospéel of
Jesus Christ? The material located on
http://www.atheists.org/christianity/realbible.html is an excellent demonstration of
how closely related the wor ds, language, ter minology, and arguments ar e between
atheists, " Christian scholars' and anti-A.V. 1611 advocates. You will seefirst-hand
the sametacticsimplemented (ar chaic words, multiple Bible versions, variant
readings, a mounting number of available manuscripts, etc.)

2) The definitive work on archaic wordsis published by Vance Publicationsin
Pensacola, FL (http://www.vancepublications.com/). The book isexcellent, a must
havefor every Bible-Believer'slibrary, and iswritten by Dr. Laurence M. Vance. It
isentitled, " Archaic Words and the Authorized Version." It ishardbound and costs
around $21.95 (check with Vance Publicationsfor availability). Thefirst edition of
Vance's book was published in 1996, which meansthat the answersto Mr. Corner's
ar chaic contentions have been in print for approximately 8 years.

Dr. Vanceinforms us on page 89-90 of hisbook that theword " daysman" means
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"umpire,” "mediator,” or "arbitrator,” and he pointsout that whiletheword is
admittedly archaic, what do we say to theword, " acloves' (used intheNIV in
Ezekiel 40:29), and theword, " antimony," (used in | Chronicles29:2 in the NASB)?

Concerning theword " abjects’ that Mr. Corner usesto ingratiate himself with the
scholarly community, to evidently further degrade the King's English, Vanceisable
to give us an interesting bit of infor mation. We aretold that the word, " abject”
means, " a castaway," or "adegraded person.” Vance statesthat, " ...although not
used substantively asin the AV, theword abject isemployed as an adjective
countlesstimesin the modern liberal cliche" abject poverty. It also commonly
appearsin other contexts such asthisfrom the Washington Times: 'The only

inter national accord governing land mines- Protocol |1 of the 1980 Convention on
Conventional Weapons- has by general agreement been an abject failure. (Vance,
ibid, pg. 2; quote from the Washington Times by Dr. Vance appear ed in the August
28, 1994 issue. For further inquiries, thearticleisby Ron Miller, entitled, " Seeds of
Terror: World's85 Million Land Mines Await Victims." ) The devastatingly
depressing conclusion isthat when a supposedly " archaic" word isemployed by a
modern journalist it isto be applauded as a plateau of rhetorical genius. However,
when it appearsin the King James Bible, it isincomprehensible for society at large.

For abrief discussion on theword " strait,” please see my comments about |l Cor.
6:12 above. Nevertheless, although Mr. Corner statesin hiscartoon that, "...I study
threereliableversons- the NRSV, the NASB, and the NIV which all use MODERN
English,” he must have failed to seethat theword " strait" isused by the NASB
(that hejust stated uses MODERN English) in | Samue 13:6 (" When the men of
Israel saw that they werein a strait [for the people wer e har d-pressed], then the
people hid themselvesin caves,...")

In picture 5, Daniel Corner bringsup the following words found in the King James
Bible: superfluity of naughtiness (James 1:21); vain jangling (I Timothy 1:6);
unicorn (Numbers 23:22); wimples (Isaiah 3:22); ouches (Exodus 28:11); ambassage
(Luke 14:32); cracknels (I Kings 14:3); wot (Genesis 21:26); trow (Luke 17:9); and
sod pottage (Genesis 25:29). These wor ds ar e supposed to finalize the blow that the
A.V. 1611 isarchaic and needs updating for the modern reader.

Vance discusses every one of these alleged " archaisms' in detail in his
aforementioned book on pages 329, 202, 385-386, 256, 12, 82, 387, 350-351, and 305
306 respectively (not including theword " unicorn™). For an interesting study on the
word "unicorn” intheA.V. 1611, it would do theinquiring Bible-Believer much
good to use a concor dance and run the reference on the word. What one will find is
that the " mythological” word " unicorn” showsup asa spiritual entity in heaven
(Psalm 22:21- noticethe context isthe Lord's prayer to God the Father during his
crucifixion [verse 1]), denotes strength (Job 39:9-10; Number s 24:8). Perhapsthe
most spectacular detail about the unicorn isits connection with the second advent
(Isaiah 34; Deuteronomy 33- both chapters deal with the second coming).
Notwithstanding, in Habakkuk 3:3,8,10,12,13,15, the L ord comes back riding
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"horses' (Revelation 19:14). Evidently, these are spirit horses, like the onesthat
raptured Elijah in |11 Kings 2:11. Also notethat in the context of 1saiah 34, besides
the mention of unicorns coming through theland of Idumea (34:7), you have other
spirit creaturesaswell. Namely, there are satyrs (34:14); wild beasts (34:14); owls
(34:13); dragons (34:13); raven, cor mor ant, bittern, etc. (34:11). Theinteresting
thing about these unclean animalsisthat they areall in hell in theland of Edom
during the millenium (34:9-10). Such detailsarenot surprising if one had first
believed the details about the creatur es coming out of the bottomless pit in
Revelation 9, or the descriptions of the other spirit horsesin Revelation 6 and
Zechariah 6:1-8. Therefore, " unicorns' could very well bethe " horses" that you
show up on at the second advent, O Christian, when the L ord comes back with his
"troops' (Habakkuk 3:16)! So, | would leavethewordsasthey stand in the A.V.
1611, lest ye be guilty of closing the eyes of revelation.

An obvious, yet ignominous demonstration of self-contradiction isgiven by Mr.
Corner in hisassertion that the A.V. 1611 is ar chaic, outdated, and difficult to
comprehend in exchange for contemporary versionsthat use™ modern English.” In
the back of Vance' s book, ther e are many, many helpful and enlightening
appendices. Among those appendices aretheonesthat list " archaic" wordslocated
within the moder n versions, along with more difficult words utilized by the modern
versionsover easier to understand wor ds employed by the A.V. in certain passages.
For example, when considering the NRSV first we shall endeavor to list
approximately 10 cases out of perhaps morethan 250 listed by Dr. Vance.

" Bitumen" issubstituted for "slime" (Gen. 11:3); "cicada" for "locusts' (Deut.
28:42); "denarius' for "penny" (Matt. 22:19); " dishevel" for "uncover” (Lev.
21:10); "fledglings" for "young" (Deut. 22:6); " gossamer™ for " cut off" (Job 8:14);
"insatiable" for " cannot cease” (I1 Peter 2:14); " marauder” for "troop" (Jer.
18:22); " mantelet” for " defence’ (Nahum 2:5); " Nephilim" for " giants' (Gen. 6:4).

Inthe NIV we havethefollowing: " abutted” for " over against” (Ezek. 40:18);
"brooches' for "bracelets' (Exo. 35:22); " colonnade" for " porch” (I Kings 7:6);
"denarii" for " pence" (Matt. 18:28); " fomenting" for " speaking" (Isa. 59:13);
"goiim" for "nations" (Gen. 14:1); "Hades" for " hell* (Revelation 20:14);
"satraps' for "lieutenants' (Esther 3:12); "sistrums' for " cornets' (I1 Sam. 6:5);
"terebinth" for "elms" (Hosea 4:13).

The" modern English” (so saysMr. Corner) yielded in the NASB, isthus render ed:
"amulets' for "earrings’ (Isa. 3:20); " chalice" for "cup" (Isa. 51:22);
"domineered” for "barerule" (Neh. 5:15); "encumbrance” for " weight" (Heb.
12:1); "filigree" for "enclosings' (Exo. 28:20); " flogged" for " beaten" (Acts 5:40);
"obelisks" for "images' (Jer. 43:13); " Negev" for "south" (Gen. 12:9); " jettison"
for "lightened" (Acts27:18); "Wadi" for "valley” (Num. 21:12).

What may we depict is the conclusion of the matter ? Doesthe A.V. 1611 contain

archaic words? Certainly. Does it contain as many as the moder n Bible-corrector
would have usto think? Absolutely not! Do the modern versionsthat use ™ modern
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English" (according to D. Corner), contain archaic words and render wordsin
passages mor e difficult than the A.V. 1611? Without a doubt. So, how isthere an
archaic word disputein the King Jamestext if the modern versions (some written
with the excuse of A.V. archaisms) fair no better? The simple answer isthat thereis
not. Thedispute has always been, is, and will always be the issue of the Final
Authority for the English-speaking Christian. I sthat absolute standard found in the
antiquated and majestic words of the King James Bible, or in the opinionsand

subj ective declar ations of Greek scholarship? O Lord, deliver usfrom Greek
Scholar ship!

Vance so precisely states the matter concerning archaic wordsand the A.V. 1611,
"Just asa certain vocabulary is necessary to under stand science, medicine,
engineering, or computers, so to learn and understand the Bible one must be
familiar with itsvocabulary instead of dragging it down to one'sown level. And just
asno onerevises Shakespeare or Milton, but instead learns the vocabulary
necessary to under stand those particular works, so every man who desiresto read
and under stand the Bible must first become acquainted with the vocabulary of the
Authorized Version rather than reviseit." (Vance, ibid, pg. viii) The point iswell
illustrated by the following statement: " 1. What isthe thing? In other words, what is
itsform? Aristotle called thisthe formal cause of thething. WE DO NOT USE THE
WORD CAUSE THAT WAY, BUT ARISTOTLE DID, AND WE JUST HAVE TO
ACCEPT THAT." (Philosophy: The Power of Ideas, Fifth Edition, M oore and
Bruder, pg. 57) Well the King James Bible uses certain words" that way," and we
just have to accept that!

(Articlecurrently in the process of being written)
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The Rudimentary Factor Underlying Infallibility
Alleged "Errors' In TheA.V. 1611
By: Jeffrey D. Nachimson

The continuing saga which shadows the arena of the Bible-Believing Christian's
daily walk upon thisearth, isthis never-ending phenomenon asto whether or not
the Book that he holdsin hishandsisindeed infallible and subsequently free from
error.

Wl into the second half of the year 2004, " Christian" bookstor es and web-pages
arefull of articlesand slander that range anywhere from, " King James murdered
born-again Christians,” to " The King James Bible has had over 100,000 changes
since 1611." These dung-heaps are designed to get the faithful A.V. 1611 Believer to
doubt the veracity of his preserved text, in order to convince him to trade that faith
in for more " refined sensibilities” in modern, professing " Christian” Scholar ship.
Tohelp assist in the final destruction of the Bible-Believer'sfaith in the A.V. text,
sever al offensive mechanisms are employed by your average Alexandrian cloneto
bring thisfeat to a plateau. For example, one of thefirst things a Bible-Believer
might hear isthat the A.V. 1611 comes from inferior manuscripts; that, as modern
science and philosophy, the amount of knowledge ascertained and ther eby

per petuated concer ning the development of the New Testament text hasincreased
drastically sincethetimeof the A.V. trandators. Thisfoundation islaid when the
unsuspecting reader istold that the A.V. 1611 isessentially a Roman Catholic Bible,
because thefirst published Greek text editor was a Roman Catholic named
Desiderius Erasmus. The seed of doubt isfurther implanted when thereader is
informed next, that Mr. Erasmus was not only a Roman Catholic, but a
"Humanist" aswell. After this, they are given theimpression that Erasmuswas a
Roman Catholic " humanist," the textual wolves move on to tell theinquiring mind
the lack of manuscriptsthat Erasmus had at his disposal to construct a proper
Greek text.

Consequently, if the underlying Greek text of the King James Bible (developed
further in later editions by Robert Stephanusand Calvin'sdisciple, Theodor e Beza)
wasinferior and came from a Roman Catholic liberal, then how in the world can
such aBibleasthe A.V. 1611 be " infallible?" However, thesetypes of statements
only scratch the surface asthe firstfruits of deception torid the body of Christ of the
God-honored English text. We could indulge our selves into pages upon pages,
regurgitating the minute attacks on our beloved English Bible. Some of the favorites
on thefront lines of attack are, " Wasn't King James a homosexual ?* Which edition
of the A.V. 1611 are you talking about?" " Wherewastheword of God before
1611?" "What about the archaic words?" "W hat about the italicized words?"
"Didn't the A.V. fail totrandatethe Greek articlein many places?" " Didn't the
A.V. fail to properly render Greek verb tenses asthey should be?"

IntheA.V. 1611 conferences| hold in local churchesupon invitation, | go over those
guestions with the audience and many more as well. But, the question comes up,
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what does all of thismean? Why all of these petty attacks on one English Bible?
What isthe RUDIMENT of the whole matter? Well, it issimply this: if the King
James Bible can be demonstrated to have an "ERROR" in trandation, then the
entire premisefor translational infallibility isdiminished. The entirerigmarole
practiced by the" scholar ship” community isto convince you that the King James
Bible that you hold in your hands, preach and read from, HASERRORS, and IS
NOT INFALLIBLE! Hence, we hold to the proposition that the A.V. 1611 text is
innocent until proven guilty. That is, until some scholastic scum like R.L Hymers
can show us definitively that thereisan "ERROR" in the A.V. text, then he can
keep his"leasing” mouth shut and cease from filling the air with anymor e anti-
Biblical prevarications! Therefore, in holding to our proposition that our Bibleis
completely without error, we will examine the claims of the Bible correctorsin
naming supposed errorsin our English Bible and answer such self-conceited
individuals accordingly.

. ERROR: REVELATION 22:14

Robert Joyner, pastor of the Community Baptist Church in Newport, NC hasthisto
tell usabout "Errors' intheKing JamesBible:

" Revelation 22:14 teaches salvation by worksin the KJV. " Blessed arethey that do
his commandments, that they may haveright to thetreeof life" Thisisaverse
taken from the Latin Vulgate and inserted by Erasmus because he did not have a
complete Greek manuscript of the book of Revelation. The KJV translators
continued thiserror. THERE ISNO GREEK MANUSCRIPT IN EXISTENCE
THAT HASTHE KJV READING. The NASB says, " Blessed are they who have
washed their robes, that they may haveright to thetree of life." (Joyner, King
James Only?: A Guideto Bible Trandations, pg. 16, Emphasis mine)

1) Joyner'sfirst error isassuming that thiswas one of the versesthat Erasmus had
supposedly retrandated from Latin (which Hoskier disputed according to Edward
Hills). Torefute Joyner'sstatement | quote Dr. Edward Hills:

"Thelast SIX versesof Codex 1r (Rev. 22:16-21) werelacking, and itstext in other
places was sometimes hard to distinguish from the commentary of Andreas of
Caesarea in which it was embedded. According to almost all scholars, Erasmus
endeavor ed to supply these deficienciesin his manuscript by retranslating the Latin
Vulgateinto Greek. Hoskier, however, wasinclinded to dispute this on the evidence
of manuscript 141." (Hills, The King James Version Defended, pg. 202)

"Erasmusin 1516 relied mainly on 2, a late fifteenth century miniscule. In his editio
princeps Erasmus used also 1 and 1r (for the Apocalypse). Since 1r stopped at Rev.
xxii.15 Erasmusretranslated the L atin into Greek for Rev. xxii.16-21, for which he
had no Greek manuscript whatever." (Robertson, An Introduction to the Textual
Criticism of the New Testament, pg. 96)
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Sadly, the reader can clearly see the frivolous nature of Joyner'sERROR. The
GREEK manuscript used by Erasmusfor Revelation in his Greek text DID HAVE
Rev. 22:14. The section retranslated from Latin began with verse 16. Robert Joyner
was so anxiousto provean error in the King's English, that helied in the process.
Such arethe ways of stupid Alexandrian Cultistswho fool around with a
supernatural book!

2) Just to add alittle " insult to injury,” | will show you the deficiency level in " Dr."
Joyner's study habits. Upon inspection of the Nestle/Aland 27th edition Critical
Greek text on pg. 680, the variant reading " poiountes tas entolas autou” in the
critical apparatusis supported by the MAJORITY OF ALL EXISTING GREEK
MANUSCRIPTS,; the Syriac versions, the bohairic versions, and Tertullian with
variation (200 A.D.). So, where did he get thisidea that " no Greek manuscript in
existence hasthe KJV reading" ? On the contrary, only a minority of Greek
manuscripts support thereading in the NASB!

3) Coincidentally, about the only thing made in Joyner's statements above that has
any validity toit isthat, " Revelation 22:14 teaches salvation by worksin the KJV."
The problem isn't IF the A.V. teaches salvation by works, the question isWHEN
doesthe A.V. 1611 teach salvation by works?

In the context of Revelation 22, at least in the beginning of it, the Bibleis discussing
eternity or atypeof it beforeit starts, after the destruction of the earth and the
heavens by fire (Il Peter 3). Thisiswhat Larkin refersto asa period of 33,000 years
in fulfillment of God's promiseto Israel in Deuteronomy 7:9to a " thousand
generations,” making it a generation of 33 years each. Hence, in conjunction with

" the dispensation of the fullness of times" in Ephesians 1: 10, thisisa period of time
of unspecified years (speculated as 33,000 by Clarence Larkin) in which God will
gather together in oneall thingsin Christ, both in heaven, in earth, etc. At the
climax of this period of time, Jesus Christ will deliver up the kingdom to God, and
even subject himself asthe Son to the Father, that God may beall in all according to
theset-up in | Cor. 15:27-28 (notice thislast ver se especially). So, if you get nothing
elsefrom this, understand that the passage in Revelation 22:14 isin a context
containing some pretty heavy doctrine.

The passage says, " Blessed are they that do hiscommandments, that they may have
right to thetree of life, and may enter in through the gatesinto thecity."

Weéll, the city hasto be New Jerusalem, for the old one was destroyed with thefirst
heaven and earth in Revelation 21:1. So, outside of thisnew city are somefolksin
thelake of fire according to Rev. 22:15; thiswould also seem to match the same
group in Rev. 21:8. Nevertheless, in both passages, the White throne Judgment has
taken place and those on the outskirts of the city arein the lake of fire. However, all
of thisistrivial. The question is, if YOU ar e saved by grace through faith apart from
wor ks (Eph. 2:8-9; Titus 3:5; Romans 4:5), then who isthe passagereferring to here
in Revelation 22:147?
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Comparing scripturewith scripture, thefirst time thetree of life showsup in the
Bibleisin Gen. 2:9. Consequently, thistree WASNOT forbidden to be eaten by
Adam and Eve. Howbelit thiswasthe tree that Eve confounded with thetree of
knowledge of good and evil in Gen. 3:3 (thetree of lifewasin the midst of the
garden, not the other one). Asin Revelation 22:14, the condition for partaking of
thistreewas" keeping hiscommandments." Adam wastold he could FREELY
(noticethe same word in the context of Revelation 22:17) eat of ANY treeof the
garden, except for one. Unfortunately for them, they missed theimport. Adam and
Eve had the ability to eat off of thetree of life and life forever, but they blew it. You
ask, how do you know that treewasfor eternal life? Well, look at Genesis 3:22
AFTER Adam and Eve had disobeyed God. " And theLord God said, Behold, the
man is become as one of us, to know good and evil: and now, lest he put forth his
hand, and take also of thetree of life, AND LIVE FOR EVER:" If they had eaten
off of that tree after they had sinned, they would have lived forever assinners,
imagine that!

Now, with that in mind, come back to Revelation 2:7 and notice thistree showsup
again: "Hethat hath an ear, let him hear what the Spirit saith unto the churches;
To him that overcometh will | giveto eat of the TREE OF LIFE, which isin the
midst of the paradise of God." That'sthe set up wejust read about in Revelation 22.
Typically, the7 churchesin Revelation 2-3 are given a double application. One, they
arerecognized as 7 actually local churchesin Asia Minor during the time of the
Apostle John. Secondly, they are purported asrepresenting the 7 periods of church
history prior to the Second coming of Jesus Christ. But, with all of the emphasizing
on worksin thetwo chapters (Rev. 2:7;11;17;23;26;3:4;5;12;), thereis no doubt that
the doctrinal application isto local churchesin the Tribulation period (and yes,
you'll run into trouble hereif you are alocal church only advocate and deny the
universal body of Christ). Naturally, some of these ver ses can be explained away
with | John 4:4, but you'll have a hard time getting around 2:7; 3:4-5, etc. The
entire context of those two chaptersisworks, works, and having patience to hold out
until theend! The end of what? Well, theend of the Tribulation period, where an
individual NOT going to hell is conditioned upon him not receiving a mark
(Revelation 14:9-10). Another point to consider isthat these same Tribulation saints
that arein this period of time, on an equivocal basisare said to " ...keep the
commandments of God, and have the testimony of Jesus Christ." (Rev. 12:17).
Again, " ...herearethey that keep the commandments of God, and the faith of
Jesus." (Rev. 14:12). Now, the question is, isthat you? Do you get eternal life by
eating off of a tree by holding out to the end of thetribulation period? Of course
not! You have eteranl liferight thisminuteif you are saved (I John 5:20). What
happensif YOU don't " keep thefaith of Jesus?" Accordingtoll Tim. 2:13, if we
believe not, he abidesfaithful, FOR HE CANNOT DENY HIMSELF. If you are
saved right now, you are a member of Jesus Christ'sbody (I Cor. 12:12-13).

The other ERROR manifested by Joyner isthisassumption that " wash their robes’
isaconfession that it is opposite of works. On the contrary, no church age Christian
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washestheir robesfor anything. Notice, that according to the holy scriptures, if you
area saved, born-again, child of God at this moment, then you ARE WASHED, not
your robes. " ...Unto him that loved us, and WASHED USfrom our sinsin hisown
blood," (Rev. 1:5. Again, " And such wer e some of you: but ye ARE WASHED. but
ye are sanctified, but ye arejustified in the name of the Lord Jesus, and by the
Spirit of our God." (I Cor. 6:11). Now according to the King James Bible, if you
want to get your robeswashed, then you have to come " out of great tribulation."
(Rev. 7:14). | gavethe versefrom Revelation 3:4-5 that showsthat a man in the
tribulation can defile his gar ments and get his name blotted out of the book of life.
My question is, isthat you? So, who givesa flip if the King James Bible teaches

" salvation by works?" Question: How in theworld is someoneisthe millenium
going to placefaith in aresurrected Messiah when heisvisibleand right in front of
them? (Rev. 1:7; Zechariah 14:16-17; Ezekiel 48:35) How ar e you going to preach
the Gospel of the Grace of God (Acts 20:24) to someone in the Tribulation, when
two other Gospelsare being preached? (Matthew 24:13-14; Rev. 14:6) According to
the apostle Paul, you'd be accursed, right? (Gal. 1:8-9). | guess nobody will be doing
too much Gospel preaching in the millenium, accor ding to what that Book saysin
Jeremiah 31:34. The answer isthat they are saved by " keeping his
commandments" ; faith/worksin the Tribulation period; worksin the millenium.

POINT: LEAVE REVELATION 22:14 ASIT STANDSIN THE A.V. 1611 AND
CHANGE YOUR DOCTRINE TO FIT WHAT THE BOOK SAYSINSTEAD OF
VICE-VERSA.

ERROR: JOHN 5:44

Elgin Hushbeck, an engineer and apologetic writer, shows uswhat an engineering
degree can do for thetext of the King James Bible:

" The other type of problem involved poor trandations. Tranglation is a difficult
task and humans are not perfect. Asaresult, no trandation the size of the Bibleis
perfect. WhiletheKing JamesVersion isagood trandation, it does have a few
minor problems. Again here aretwo examples. John 5:44 and Hebrews 10:23.In
John 5:44 the Greek text very clearly reads " ...and seek not the honor that comes
from theonly God." Among other thingsthisisa strong statement of monotheism.
Yet for somereason the King JamesVersion translatesthisas " and seek not the
honor that cometh from God only?" Here any reference to monotheism isremoved,
and it becomes a statement that honor only comes from God. In Hebrews 10:23, the
Greek text reads " let ushold fast the profession of our hope." Yet the King James
Version translates the Greek word for " hope" as" faith" and reads" let us hold fast
the profession of our faith." | haveyet to hear of any explanation of either of these
trandations except that the King James Version tranglators must have known what
they weredoing. " (Hushbeck, " King JamesVersion Only" article)

In Greek, the passage looks like this:
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" pos dunasthe humeis pisteusai doxan para allelon lambanontes, kai ten doxan ten
par atou monou theou ou zeteite;"

(Unfortunately this blog site doesn't have the Greek cursive characters, so you'll
haveto deal with thetrandliterated characters)

In Greek, you have an idiom called, " The attributive use of the prepositional
phrase." Aswith an attributive adjective, when you have an article before the
adjectivein front of a noun with or without the article, the adj ective gives attribute
to the noun. For example, if | gaveyou in Greek, " ho agathoslogos,” or " ho agathos
hologos," it would betranslated, " the good word." Thus, the adjective attributesto
the noun. Also, such isthe case with prepositional phrases. Hence, in theversein
John 5:44, thewords " ten para tou monou theou" constitute an attributive
prepositional phrase. Literally, it would betrandated, " that comes from the only
God" just asMr. Hushbeck has asserted. You have an article (ten), a preposition
(para), an article (tou), an adjective (monou), and a noun (theou). So, the question
comes up, isthisa " mistake,” or an "ERROR" intheA.V. 16117

The problem with Elgin Hushbeck isthat he failed to notice two things:

1) That the context of the verserenders a literal adjectival trandlation of this
passage senseless.

2) That there areother trandlational possibilitiesthat hedidn't bother to look into
or inform hisreadersdueto hispreudicial bias against the King's English.

Beginning in verse 30 in John 5, Jesus Christ discusses the plethora of witnessesthat
testify to hisministry and authority. He liststhe testimony of John the Baptist (vs.
32-35); hisworks (vs. 36); the Father (vs. 37); the scriptures (vs. 39); and noticein
verse 41 where Jesus Christ states exactly wherehe DOESN'T GET HISHONOR
FROM! Why the discussion is how to know if something or someoneisfrom God,
AND THE HONOR THAT ONLY GOD CAN GIVE! No onein this context bats an
eye about monotheism! Thereisn't an inclination anywherein 47 ver sesthat one
person (including the lost Pharisees) is discussing the necessity of monotheism. For
Hushbeck to conjecturethat the A.V. rendering doesn't uphold monotheism in the
passage because it doesn't translate the prepositional phrase as an adjective, is
bordering on therealm of the absurd. The point iswhere do REAL testimonial
witnesses and honor originate? REAL honor comesfrom God ONLY, not the only
God.

Nevertheless, Hushbeck'sreal problem is hisignorance of Greek grammar. Herel
shall quote, " A Grammar of New Testament Greek," by James Hope Moulton, Vol.
[11-Syntax, by Nigel Turner, pg. 225-226:

"Thereistherefore not surprisingly some confusion of monos with the adv. monon:
Mk 6:8- meden & merhabdon monon (D monen); Acts 11:19- medeni e me monon
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(D monois) loudaiois, Heb. 12:26 OT seiso ou monon ten gen, allakai...; 2 Tim. 4:8;
I In 5:6- ouk en to hudati monon (B mono). In Jn 5:44 monou isbest TAKEN
ADVERBIAL; not from him who alone is God, but only from God (Jewish
monotheism was unimpeachable; Jesuswasreferringto their love of human praise),
IN SPITE OF THE WORD ORDER. Lk 5:21 adv. monos."

It would do the reader good to examine the passage mentioned by Nigel Turner;
Luke5:21. This passage states:

" And the scribes and the Pharisees began to reason, saying, Who isthiswhich
speaketh blasphemies? Who can forgive sins, but God alone?"

In this passage in L uke you have a similar set-up, wherethe discussion is centered
around something ONLY GOD CAN DO! Therewasnever any question about
monotheism! Such arethe devious of ways of amateur Bible criticswho fool around
with Greek New Testaments. It islike a toddler trying to handle a 9mm pistol.
Nevertheless, in Greek, thelast phrase of Luke 5:21 appear asthus:

" ... memonos ho theos;" - Lit." Except only God?" Hencethe Greek indicative
"e," and the Greek subjunctive particle" me," together form and idiom that means,
" except/unless.” However, in this case better English is™ but.” However, the point
is, you have the adjective " monos' functioning asan ADVERB just like John 5:44
even those the sentence structureisdifferent. The point is still the same because
both contexts are discussing entitiesthat arelimited to God's discretion.

However, lest there be any doubt asto the authenticity of the claim above for the
mor e idiomatic translation of " monos" adverbially instead of adjectivally, let us
employ the usage of Dr. Daniel Wallacein his book on Greek syntax:

"Thebasicrole of the adjective isasa modifier of a noun or other substantive. As
such, it can be modified by an adverb. Not infrequently, however, it deviatesfrom
thisrole by onestep in either direction. That is, it can either stand in the place of a
noun OR IN THE PLACE OF AN ADVERB. Itsnominal roleisa natural extension
of the adjectivein which the noun is elided; its adverbial roleisMORE
IDIOMATIC, usually reserved for special terms.” (Wallace, Greek Grammar
Beyond the Basics, pg. 292)

Again, Wallace postulates:

"The adjectiveis sometimesused IN THE PLACE OF THE ADVERB. Some of the
uses and ar e analogous to colloquial English, such as" 1 am doing good,” or " Come
here quick!" Other, more frequent, instances involve idiotmatic uses of the
adjective, such asthe accusative adjective in the neuter used adver bially.
(Surprising asit may seem, thisidiomatic adverbial useisfrequently, if not
normally, ARTICULAR.) Theseinclude a large group of stereotyped terms, such as
Brachu, loipon, mikron, monon, polu, proton, husteron, ktl." (Wallace, ibid, pg.
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293)

Therefore, it is evident that based upon the context of John 5, and the clear fact that
adjectives (even if in the attributive position in a prepositional phrase) can function
adverbially to form a moreidiomatic structurein the English trandation. Thus, the
A.V. 1611 preservesthe better reading " that cometh from God only?" instead of,

" that comes from the only God?" in the modern transational perversions.

POINT: LEAVE JOHN 5:44 ASIT STANDSIN THE A.V. 1611 AND LEARN
SOME MORE DETAILSABOUT GREEK GRAMMAR AND CHAPTER
CONTEXTSBEFORE YOU MESSWITH THE GREATEST BOOK IN THE
HISTORY OF THE ENGLISH LANGUAGE.

ERROR: MATTHEW 14:9

James M ay, who purports himself to be some sort of up-and-coming scholastic
intellectual as he shows exhibit " C" of the" ERRORS" intheA.V. 1611. In his
article, " The Great Inconsistency of King James Onlyism," located on TheKing
James Only Resour ce Center website (this same website hosts articles for top
Alexandrian Cult nincompoops such as Doug K utilek, Bob Ross, Rick Norris, Gary
Hudson, James Price, etc.), May informsus:

"Matthew 14:9. Earlier in thispaper thereis a quotation from David Sorenson in
which he states his belief that although thefirst edition of the King JamesBible
contained errors of punctuation and printing, over the yearsthese errors have been
corrected so that the KJV now contains no errorswhatsoever. Thisassertion can be
easly disproved:

And theking was sorry: neverthelessfor the oath's[1611: oaths] sake, and them
which sat with him at meat, he commanded it to be given her. ~Matthew 14:9

All editions of the Greek NT in thisverse have the reading, " dia de tous or kous,"
"neverthelessfor the oaths sake." Theword " oaths™ (orkous) isplural in Greek.
The KJV 1611 failed to insert the necessary apostrophe for the possessive of its
tranglation (" neverthelessfor the oaths sake"). Thismakesit impossiblein English
to determineif " oaths' issingular or plural. Later editors" corrected” the problem
by inserting the apostrophe in the wrong place, thusrendering " oath's' assingular.
Under Sorenson'sview of the KJV, we must believe that God made an error when
he had this corrected, for he had the apostropheinserted such that " oath's" isnow
singular in current editions of the KJV, "neverthelessfor the oath's sake." All
editions of the Textus Receptus have the plural. The King James Bible (current
edition) hasthesingular. TheKJV isin error.” (May, " The Great Inconsistency of
King James Onlyism," article)

In the passage before us, the alleged ERROR in the A.V. 1611 text isthat the A.V.
trandator s were completely blind and obliviousto the basic rules of Greek syntax;
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that even though each member of the group of translators had read through and
inspected thisverse a minimum of 14 times, somehow this" oversight" passed by 47
men. The ERROR presented here by thistranslational schitzophrenic, James May,
isthat the King James Bibletranslated a Greek plural accusative asan English
singular! Therefore, thereading shouldn't be " neverthelessfor the oath's sake,” but
"neverthelessfor the oaths sake." May iskind enough to tell usat least twicein the
paragraph abovethat " all editions of the Greek NT" havethe plural. But, aswith
the other two previous examples, James M ay isgoing to end up in the same ship as
Joyner and Hushbeck, sailing off into the sunset of abysmal ignorance.

1) May takesa 1611 reprint edition of the A.V. text and statesthat no apostrophe
waslocated on theword in the versein question. This much istrue. However, his
first ERROR isthat he assumesthat this problem was corrected by a later " editor”
who inserted the apostrophe ™ in the wrong place." Nevertheless, an inspection of the
Holman 1611 King James Biblereprint reveals that no marks of possession were
placed upon wordsin that edition. | didn't do a full collation of possessive wordsin
theentire 1611 text, but | did manage to view a few of them. Among the singular
possessives now clearly in the A.V. text, the following wer e without punctuation
marksin the 1611 edition:

| Sam. 2:8-"...for the pillarsof the earth arethe LORDS, and hee hath set the world
vpon them."

[l Sam. 18:18-"...: And heecalled the pillar after hisowne name, and it iscalled
vnto this day, Absaloms place.”

Psalm 113:3- "...: the LORDS nameisto be praised.”

Micah 6:2- " Heare yee, O mountaines, the LORDS controuersie, and ye strong
foundations of the earth..."

Matthew 19:12- " ...which haue made themselues Eunuches for the kingdome of
heauens sake..." (noticethisversehasan identical construction to the passagein
Matthew 14:9)

Other such passage include Romans 14:8; 15:30; 16:10; | Cor. 7:22; 10:28; 11:26;
11:29; Gal. 1:19; 3:15; 3:29; Phil. 2:21; Rev. 1:10, etc.

Thepoint is, apostrophe mar ks of punctuation weren't used in the 1611 editions.
Thereforeit iscircular reasoning for Mr. May to assume that because the word for
"oath's" isplural in Greek, then it isautomatically a" mistake" by afutureA.V.
"editor" to add the singular possessiveinstead of the plural.

2) May's second ERROR isa manifest failuretoread simple English. The A.V. 1611

told you in no uncertain termsin Matthew 14:7 in the context, that the OATH was
indeed SINGULAR! Note:
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"Whereupon he promised with AN OATH to give her whatsoever she would ask."
(Matthew 14:7)

Thereisn't oneword in the context about mor e than one oath being made, ther eby
warranting plural possessive punctuation. The only way someone could cometo
such aridiculous conclusion is by spending their timein Greek textsthat they
evidently don't know how toread. Verse 7 has " horkou" asas Genitivesingular in
"the Greek."

3) Thenext writhing blunder manifested by this half-baked Bible criticishislack of
study in therealm of consistency. Here you have James May complaining about the
A.V. 1611 trandlating an accusative plural (horkous) asa singular possessivein
English (oath's), when that reprobated sucker didn't say two words about the
following:

A) "and saying, Repent, for the kingdom of heaven isat hand!" (Matthew 3:2, New
King James Version). In this passage you have a GREEK GENITIVE PLURAL
(ouranon) translated as an English singular (heaven) in a moder n Bible translation.
Do wenow have an error in subsequently 99% of all English versions extant in this
passage? Did all of them missthe Greek plural and make a mistake by translating it
asan English singular?

B) " After the Sabbath, at dawn on thefirst day of the week, Mary M agdalene and
the other Mary went to look at thetomb.” (Matthew 28:1, New Inter national
Version). In thisparticular case, you havea GREEK GENITIVE PLURAL
(sabbaton) translated as an English singular (Sabbath). Again | submit the question,
did literally 99% of the extant English versions miss the difference completely? |
think not! Thesimpletruthisthat it isonly an "ERROR" when it iscommitted by
the King James Bible.

C) How James M ay could miss the following is completely beyond any sort of
rational comprehension. For thispoint | quote Dr. Peter Ruckman discussing this
versein hisbook, " King James Onlyism ver sus Scholar ship Onlyism" :

" ...in the same book, by the same author (M atthew), we find 'dia ten Basileian ton
ouranon' which istranslated by the NKJV as'the kingdom of heaven.' Better than
that, thistimethe'dia’ precedesthe expression exactly asthe'dia’ wasfound before
‘tous horkous." That isn't all. The manner in which the ASV, NASV, RV, RSV,
NRSV, NIV, and NKJV tranglated M atthew 19:12 was IDENTICAL totheway the
AV trandated the plural in Matthew 14:9."

" Observe! 'For the kingdom of heaven's sake' (Matt. 19) with"'HEAVEN' asa
PLURAL in all manuscripts.”
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" 'For the oath's sake' (Matt. 14), with " OATH" asa plural in all manuscripts. Both
constructionswer eidentical." (Ruckman, King James Onlyism ver sus Scholar ship
Onlyism, pg. 70)

4) Nonetheless, because James May isn't a faithful student of the Bible (Il Tim. 2:15)
or a decent student of Greek syntax, hefailed to notice the most egregious error of
all in histirade against the most magniloquent book in history; that this
phenomenon of a Greek plural being rendered with an English singular isa viable
rulewith a reasonable syntactical point to it:

" A difficult pl. which may be explained in thisway is Mt 2:23 prophets: the
referenceisto one prophet only. Zerwick callsit pluralis categoriae (4a) and he
further suggestsit as an explanation of Mt 27:44 (after Jerome, Aug., Ambrose):
both robbers are said to reproach Jesus wher easit was only one, and we need not
call in another tradition to help usout. OTHER DIFFICULTIES ARE THUS
SOLVED: MT 14:9 MK 6:26 horkous oath..." (Moulton/Turner, A Grammar of
New Testament Greek, Vol. I11-Syntax, pg. 26)

Furthermore, if you read my articleon "Why Gary Hudson Could Never Teach
Greek at The Pensacola Bible Institute,” you should have noticed my explanations
on basic Greek grammar asto how nouns, adjectives, etc., must match in gender,
number, and case. Well, such isthe casein Greek in Matthew 14:9. Thereason that
"horkous' isused asa plural in that passage is because it matchesthe participle,

" tous sunanakeimenous' (" them which sat with him at meat" ) in gender
(masculine), number (plural), and case (accusative). Sincethe singular (see Matt.
14:7 again in Greek and English) oath is applied to the multiple dinner guests, it is
thereforerendered asaplural in Greek to match the plural participle with which it
goes. Wallace callsthis" a categorical plural.” Hestatesin his Grammar book:

" The categorical plural isalso used when a SINGL E grammatical object [Note by
Nachimson: like horkousin the accusative case] (not subject) isin view." (Wallace,
Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics, pg. 405)

POINT: LEAVE MATTHEW 14:9 ASIT STANDSIN THE A.V. 1611 AND
REALIZE THAT IT ISYOU WHO ARE IN "ERROR" AND NOT THE BOOK.
ADMIT THAT THERE ARE SOME AVENUES THAT YOU DIDN'T EXHAUST
INYOUR HASTE TO RID BIBLE-BELIEVING CHRISTENDOM OF THE GOD-
HONORED TEXT. FINALLY, START APPROACHING PROBLEM TEXTS
WITH A BELIEVING HEART, AND ALWAYSGIVE THE BOOK THE
BENEFIT OF THE DOUBT.

ERROR: | CHRONICLES5:26

James White, Director of Alphaand Omega Ministries (www.aomin.org) and an
"elder" at the Phoenix Reformed Baptist Church (Calvinistic set-up), is most
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concer ned enough to givethis"ERROR" inthe A.V. 1611 asa part of hisentrance
into the Alexandrian Apostate hall of shame:

" Another problem related to a name, thistime of a king, isfound in | Chronicles
5:26:

KJV-"And the God of Israel stirred up the spirit of Pul king of Assyria, AND the
spirit of Tilgath-pilneser king of Assyria, and he carried them away..."

NASB- " So the God of Israel stirred up the spirit of Pul, king of Assyria, EVEN the
spirit of Tilgath-pilneser king of Assyria, and he carried them away into exile..."

" Asthe NASB correctly notes, Pul was Tilgath-pilneser. The KJV rendering makes
it look asif Pul isone king, and Tilgath-pilneser another, possibly a co-regent with
Pul, when such was not the case." (White, The King James Only Controversy: Can
you trust the Modern Translations?, pg. 228)

White's comical contention with the A.V. 1611 isthat the A.V. lists Pul and Tilgath-
pilneser as both being kings of Assyria, whilethe NASB says" EVEN" ther eby
rendering the two kings as ssmply ONE king. It should also be noted at this point
that the NKJV endorsed by Jerry Falwell, of which CurtisHutson and W A.
Criswell were committee members, makesthe distinction between the A.V. 1611 and
other moder n versions even mor e apparent. It statesin the passage at hand, " So the
God of Israd stirred up the spirit of Pul king of Assyria, THAT IS, Tiglath-Pileser
king of Assyria..." The question is, which oneisright, and isthe A.V. FINALLY in
"ERROR" herein| Chronicles 5:26? Well, we knew the answer coming into this
thing, so let'sjust demonstrate how we cameto the conclusion that the A.V. isright
and everyone and everything else that is contrary iswrong!

1) Therewas clearly morethan one king of Assyria at the time of Tiglath-pilneser.
Observell Chronicles 28:16: " At that time did king Ahaz send unto THE KINGS
OF ASSYRIA to help him." Even if by thistimethe other king wasn't Pul (for a
number of years had lapsed; Pul isonly mentioned in connection with king
Menahem which was several yearsprior to Ahaz, and isn't mentioned again), the
verse still demonstrates that the concept of their being more than oneking in
Assyriaduring thetime of Tiglath-pilneser. Could it be that Pul was one of them (l1
Kings 15:19-20) at one point, and Shalmaneser (I1 Kings 17:3) was another much
later ? Either way their had to be morethan one, which vindicatesthe A.V. 1611 in |
Chron. 5:26 against the char ges of James White.

2) If Pul and Tiglath-Pilneser werethe one and same king asthe NASB, NKJV and
James White purport, then they teach a direct lie contrary to the plain wor ds of
scripturewhich never saysthat any PUL led anyone away captive. Noticethis
intricate detail about Pul in Il Kings 15:19-20:
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" And Pul theking of Assyria came against the land: and M enahem gave Pul a
thousand talents of silver, that his hand might be with him to confirm the kingdom
in hishand. And Menahem exacted the money of Israel, even of all the mighty men
of wealth, of each man fifty shkels of silver, to giveto theking of Assyria. Sothe
king of Assyriaturned back, and stayed not therein theland."

Accor ding to this passage that you just read, Pul didn't lead anybody captive away
anywhere. Menahem, who began reigning over Israel in Samariain the 39th year of
Azariah (11 Kings 15:17), paid him off with silver to turn around and leave.
Evidently, theLord stirred up Pul's spirit toinvadelsrael (I Chron. 5:26; I1 Kings
15:19) during Menahem's 10-year reign. God allows M enahem to succeed in the
payoff (which isnothing morethan God extending more grace to his people), then
Pekahiah takes over after Menahem kicksthe bucket (I1 Kings 15:22-23) in the 50th
year of Azariah. If you will notice carefully, Pekahiah continuesto do evil (11 Kings
15:24), even though the Lord had let Menahem have a break earlier. So, theLord
allows Pekah to rise up in rebellion against Pekahiah, and subsequently succeed in a
conspiracy to take Pekahiah out. Now, the | sraelites still haven't been led away
captive by any king of Assyria yet! However, after Pekah blowsit by doing evil in
the sight of the Lord after he becomesking (11 Kings 15:28), the Lord finally sends
Tilgath-pileser in (11 Kings 15:29), AND NOW they areled away captive. In
between Pul getting the payoff and Tilgath-pileser coming in to completethe verse
inl Chronicles5:26 and |1 Kings 15:29, you have a minimun of 10-33 yearsin
between the reigns of M enahem, Pekahiah, and Pekah from the start of M enahem to
the end of Pekah. Therefore, if Pul's payoff hypothetically were at the end of
Menahem'sreign, and Tilgath-pileser'sinvasion was at the beginning of Pekah's
reign, then you still have a minimun of 3 yearsthat lapse. However, the chances are,
that they werelonger. Clearly, Pul wasone king and Tilgath-pileser wasthe other.
God started the stirring up of spiritsagainst I srael with Pul, but gave them a bare
minimum of 3 yearsadditional gracetimeto get it right(by allowing Pul to be paid
off), then sent in another king to take them captivefor their idolatry and
transgressions (I Chron. 5:25). Such are the ways of comparing scripture with
scripturein the plain English text of the A.V. 1611, while dismissing the infantile
ramblings of a Bible-correcting egomaniac like James R. White.

POINT: LEAVE | CHRONICLES5:26 ASIT STANDSIN THE A.V. 1611 AND
LEARN TO COMPARE SCRIPTURE WITH SCRIPTURE THAT YIELDS
ACCURATE HISTORICAL INFORMATION THAT EASILY VINDICATESTHE
TEXT AGAINST GAINSAYERS.

Consequently, as| stated at the beginning of thistreatise, the underlying
fundamental behind whether or not the A.V. 1611 isinfallible, isthe notion asto
whether or not some deluded nut can conclusively provean error inthe A.V. 1611
that isaclear error that cannot be reconciled.

James Whitetellsus: " When they claim the KJV isinspired and inerrant, the
demonstration of errorsin that transation effectively (for anyone willing to follow
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the truth to itslogical conclusions) endsthe debate.” (White, King James Only
Controversy, pg. 224)

1) Anyone willing to follow the truth through to conclusion will realize that the
methods employed by text-critical proponentslike James White are one-sided and
never givethe full spectrum of the evidence. | have shown you 4 clear caseslikethat
today.

2) Anyonewilling to follow the truth through to conclusion will realize that the
opposing viewpoint, (Originalsonly inspiration) isa factor that hasalovely premise,
but an faulty conclusion. As| demonstrated in my article on Inspiration, these A.V.
Only opponents cannot produce the text which they claim was originally inspired.
With the King James position, that conclusion can be demonstrated, and the
SCRIPTURES can be produced!

3) White's sentence above goes on further to show that the rudimentary factor
underlying infallibility isindeed the alleged errorsin the King James Bible.

Therefore, as| stated in the beginning, and so say | now again, until an " ERROR"
can be proved in that Book beyond all conceivable doubt, | say let that text stand
until the end of time! When it comesto the notion of correcting the King James
Bible or castigatingitscritics, I'll stick with castigating its critics.
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"Dirty" Dirk Wood in a Tainted Meat L ocker
By: Jeffrey D. Nachimson

Theindividual you are getting ready to read about, in my estimation, is nothing
mor e than a Bible correcting, foul-mouthed " castaway” (I Cor. 9:27), who claimsto
be some sort of international, travelling missionary. The material in the ensuing
paragraphsisaresult of thereply | submitted to Dirk Wood on August 3, 2003 in
connection with his subsequent attacks on the A.V. 1611 and a Bible-Believing
Baptist pastor. Astheother article posted beforethisone, there are minor revisions
and variationsfrom the" original."

Several months back, Mr. Wood sent a rapacious email to Pastor Steve Ertzberger
of South Carolina, bashing not only Bro. Ertzberger, but condemning the
translation of " lesous" (Jesus) in Acts 7:45 and Hebrews4:8 asit isrendered in the
A.V. 1611. Somehow or another, thetrash (which I will quote from for you all to
see) postulated by Mr. Wood ended up being forwarded to meto review. Of course
the argument isaregurgitated misnomer, essentially parroted from per secutors of
the A.V. 1611 from the ASV 1901 up to the New Century Version endor sed by M ax
Lucado via Thomas Nelson Publishers. Mr. Wood is going to show Brother
Ertzberger that hisBibleisa" dry bone" and that the New International Version is
"strong meat” becausethe NIV reads” Joshua" in the above mentioned passages,
whilethe AV 1611 reads " Jesus" instead.

About a month prior (5/2003-7/2003) to the writing of thisarticle, | had just
completed a very long and drawn out textual debate with a professing Canadian
Bible College professor named David Yates. The material isin editing stagesright
now, so it can be published for the benefit of Bible-Beieversto study. However, if
you werea part of themailing list during the debate, you observed that New Age
Bible Correctorshave a natural affinity for LYING! That is, they hide behind a
voluntary humility (Colossians 2:18), delivering good wor ds and fair speeches
(Romans 16:18), in order to justify absolutely destroying your faith in the WORDS
that God has given you. In other words, you can never read your Bible and know
for certain, " Thussaith theLord", unlessyou first consult with these types of men
in order to discover, (1) If you have the correct text that they approve of, and (2)
That the text that you haveistranslated properly according to what they declareto
be the proper rendition of the wordsbeing translated. Notwithstanding, in order to
accomplish thistask, these types of men (and yes| am stereotyping) will LIE at least
fivetimes per pagein order to save face and look like they know what they are
talking about. For example, in thisdebate Mr. Yates employed the usage of a work
by Dr. Bruce Metzger of Princeton Theological Seminary. Asa matter of fact, he
employed it so much, that hetyped it out as his own thoughtsinstead of Bruce
Metzger's. However, what isvery peculiar about that isthat Mr. Yatesinsisted in
hisMark 16 presentation, that the versesin the chapter (verses 9-20) were not
known beforethe 4th century. So, | sent him alist of 6 church fathersand 3 or 4
early versions of the New Testament that contained the disputed passagesin the 2nd
and 3rd centuries. In hisrebuttal heinformed usall that he didn't mean to imply
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that the verseswere not known prior to the 4th century, but that the disputed
passage was a late " 2nd century scribal emendation.” Naturally, he offered no
evidence for that claim, and I'm sureit cost him thevictory in that Round for not
proving his assertion.

Now, while David Yates was plagiarizing Dr. M etzger, he managed to question me
about the location of the quote from Justin Martyr in Justin's First Apology. This
definitely proves my point; for Bruce Metzger had given the location of the quotein
Justin's Apology in the very paragraph that Yates plagiarized. Mr. Yates ssmply
omitted that portion of his" rebuttal." They will LIE everytime folks because they
are USING a Book that they don't believein order to look smart and in most cases
to makealiving. But in theend, " ...be sureyour sin will find you out.”" (Numbers
32:23)

Perhapsthe most prevalent demonstration of utter failure on behalf of modern

" Biblical Scholarship” isauniversal display of ignorancein comprehending smple
English syntax. For example, the phrase " theword of God", or "thewords of God",
or "theword of theLord", or "thewordsof theLord", etc., are, every timethey
appear in the canonical scriptures, A DIRECT REFERENCE TO LITERAL
WORDS SPOKEN BY GOD ALMIGHTY HIMSELF (Jonah 1:1-2, Ezekiel 12:1;
Hebrews4:12; | Thessalonians 2:13; Luke 4:4; Psalm 12:6; Job 23:12; Proverbs
30:5;Jeremiah 1:1-2; 2:1; 7:1; 11:1; Hosea 1:1; 4:1; Joel 1:1; Micah 1:1; Genesis
15:1; John 6:63; John 17:17). Thefrivolousfairytale imagined by the scholar ship
community isthat the abovetermsareareferenceto " the message of God". The
ideaisto convince naive Christians that you should only be concerned with " the
overall message" God istrying to convey to you. So, essentially ANY English version
of the" Scriptures' constitutes” The Bible" and "theword of God" for these
individuals even though they conflict in literally thousands of places.

Going forward with this method of scholarship, modern Bible correctors (they call
themselves " Textual Critics") are ableto set the defining point of what constitutes
truth versuswhat constituteserror by THEIR OWN OPINION. For example, IF
any Bible version will sufficethen who getsto decide WHAT GOD SAID in let's say
a passage like Mark 9:29? The NASB states. " And He said to them, T his kind cannot
come out by anything but prayer." The AV 1611 declares, " And he said unto them,
Thiskind can come forth by nothing, but by prayer and FASTING." The NASB
removestheword " fasting" from the passage causing confusion in what isrequired
to exor cise certain devils. A similar OMISSION occursin | Corinthians 7:5 where
theword " fasting” isremoved in regardsto dealing with Satanic temptation! So, the
textual scholar getsto decide which reading iscorrect? Would that not set HIM up
asthe Final Authority? Yet these multi-version advocatesinsist that any Bible
version is sufficient since you can find fundamental doctrine SOMEWHERE in the
passages, thereby rendering individual passagesirrelevant. However, knowing fully
well that theissueisWITH WHAT GO HAS SAID (Genesis 3), how can we turn
our backson such a phenomenon as OM1SSI ON of words and passages? | don't
know about you, but I'm going to BELIEVE " Thus saith the LORD" and know that
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the Book that | havein front of me constitutesthe very WORDS that my God wants
meto haveasmy ABSOLUTE AUTHORITY! (I Thess. 2:13)

This point bringsusto the current topic at hand, namely that of Dirk Wood

insisting to Bro. Ertzberger that the A.V. 1611 isin error in Acts 7:45 and Hebrews
4:8 by translating theword " lesous' as" Jesus" instead of " Joshua" asthe New Age
bible versions haveit. However, as| have mentioned in the past, the A.V. 1611 is
quite capable of taking care of itself. In that, | have discovered time and time again
that when the Lord wantsto reveal something to his people from his own Book,
which are hisown words, that he himself spoke, it isthat very placein the Holy
Biblethat becomes a place of ridicule and attack from " biblical scholar ship" and
amateur critics of the Bible seeking to make a name for themselves by correcting the
AV 1611 (i.e. Gary Hudson, David Y ates, Doug Kutilek, Robert Joyner, etc.).
Nonetheless, in this case it happensto be Dirk E. Wood who wishesto take on the
book that rulesthe universe. And, as has been the case with David Yates (I Tim.
3:16; | John 5:7; Mark 16:9-20), Gary Hudson (Acts 2:40; Romans 8:24; 11 Peter
1:1; | Corinthians 1:21), James White (Revelation 16:5; Acts 19:37; | John 5:7;
Hebrews 10:23; Jeremiah 34:16; L uke 2:22; Acts 5:30), Dr. Wade (Acts 5:30;
Matthew 27:44), and Bryan the self proclaimed " Prophecypreacher” (Acts12:4; |
Chronicles 1:36), the case will now bewith " Dirty" Dirk Wood in Acts 7:45 and
Hebrews 4:8, chiefly, to PROVE ERROR inthe AV 1611 and FAIL MISERABLY!!

Dirty Dirk states:

" Puke Preacher states...'Seeit dont just contain theword of God likethe niv &
nkjv... but it IStheinfallible, enerrant WORD of God! Every infidel hatesit and
triesto destroy it or make it obsolete by the power of satan but IM sorry it will
never happen. Nearly 400 yrs. tried & truel Glory!" Ok Vomit Preacher of thedry
bone(kJV)...so the KJV isinfallible and inerrant answer me this. Why does your
Bible have Jesus |leading the children of Israel into the Promise Land and
conquering the nations. Look at it you thick headed lethargic nitwit...Acts 7:45
Which also our fathersthat came after brought in with Jesusinto the possession of
the Gentiles, whom God drave out before the face of our fathers, unto the days of
David; KJV. Now you have a problem because it was not Jesus but Joshua. Wow the
KJV ismiraculas.....Now lets see which Bibleisinerrant letslook at the Meat fresh
off thegrill(NIV) and not some dry bone(KJV). And now ladies and gentle
men(music begins) THE NIV...Ac 7:45 '"Having received the tabernacle, our fathers
under Joshua brought it with them when they took the land from the nations God
drove out before them. It remained in the land until the time of David,’ Ok we have
seen which Bibleisinerrant. Thereisno doubt about it your Bibleisnot inerrant
that dry bone needs some NIV meat on it."

At this specific point in the article, 1'd like to apologize for some of the commentary
that you are going to have to endure from thisman Dirk Wood. However, in the
spirit of fairness| believeit isnecessary for you to receive the full textual import of
what Mr. Wood is saying, no matter how "DIRTY" it may be. Asyou can seethis
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"proof of error” inthe A.V. 1611 starts off with a statement of faith by Bro.
Ertzberger, and you can see how quickly it absolutely enrages Mr. Wood that an
ole' Hell fire, damnation, country preacher like Steve Ertzberger would have faith
that his"tried and true" Bibleof NEARLY 400 YEARSisINERRANT AND
INFALLIBLE! I have always been interested to know who would insist that the
Bibleis perfect, holy, and without proven error OTHER THAN THE HOLY
SPIRIT? It couldn't be Satan, for the Lord Jesus Christ himself said in Matthew
12:26, " And if Satan cast out Satan, heisdivided against himself; how shall then his
kingdom stand?" If the devil would say that God's WORDS ar e perfect and without
error, how could Satan stand when he questionsthem? ANSWER: HE CAN'T!

Secondly, before moving on, several points should be noted and consider ed:

1) A Bible-Believing Christian (Steve Ertzberger) isbeing mocked and
foolishly jested (Eph. 5:4) against for hisstand on Biblical inerrancy.

2) So called " Ruckmanites' and " KJV ONLY Advocates' are not the only people
capable of "name calling." This makesthe point abundantly apparent that an
Alexandrian apostate can " dish it out" with the best of them! See Wood's" Dirty"
mouth above; and this character isa" missionary"!

3) Mr. Wood is obvioudly obliviousto the natural use of English words

because as can easily be seen by the context of thisdiscusson, THERE WAS
NOTHING "LETHARGIC" ABOUT BRO. ERTZBERGER! But hey, if Mr. Wood
would liketo implement a new rendition of theword " Lethargic" to mean

" stubbornnessin respect to a person’'sview on biblical inerrancy” instead of the
usual historical meaning of " Indifferent”, " Lazy," or " Sluggish" CALL ME
LETHARGIC!

4) The automatic assumption that the name " Jesus" isreferring to Jesus Christ and
nobody else.

5) That a name CAN indeed have mor e than one English rendering, especially when
coming FROM TWO DIFFERENT LANGUAGES. For example, the name
"Maria" can betrandated from Spanish or Italian as"Mary" into English, yet the
name" Mariam" in Greek can betranslated to English as" Mary" (followingthe
Latin) or "Miriam"!

6) According to Alexandrian Cult methodology, it is perfectly acceptableto forsake
the usual criesof translational " FORMAL CORRESPONDENCE" (word-for-word
tranglation) aslong asit is ostensible to them. To make the meaning clearer, IT IS
FINE TO CORRECT THE KING JAMESBIBLE BY TRANSLATING WORDS
THAT ARE NOT USUALLY EMPLOYED IN THE TRANSLATION PROCESS
ASLONG ASTHE A.V. 1611 CANNOT DO THE SAME! A perfect example of this
arethe horrific screams of etymological misrepresentation by " Biblical Scholars®
towardsthe King'sEnglish in Acts 12:4 by the use of theword " Easter" instead of
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" Passover."” SARCASM: You can always count on CONSISTENCY in modern
Bibletrandating!

Dirty Dirk continues:

"1 AM NOT FINISHED...Sinceyou say your Bibleisinerrant you must say it istrue
and all of it. Then your Bible hasJESUS FAILING...FAILING...FAILING!!! You
say Proveit! I'll proveit but your the one who saysthe dry bone of the KJV is
inerrant so you can't change a word you haveto explain it away because you can't
accept it. Hebrews 4:8 'For if Jesus had given them rest, then would he not
afterward have spoken of another day.' Ok to get the truth out of thisask any lost
soul or little kid or even ateenager what it says and he will tell you it sayswhat it
says. Jesusdidn't givethem rest so we havethe promise of another day. Right but
the KJV isclearly WRONG!!! Letslook at the Bible with some meat on it...|ladies
and gentle again | introduceto you the NIV (applause begins KJV Harebrains
sneer) Heb 4:8 'For if Joshua had given them rest, God would not have spoken later
about another day." Now ask the same lost soul, little kid, or teenager what it says
and hewill say it sayswhat it says...Joshua didn't give them rest so we have the
promise of another day. The JESUSDAY. Don't you love honest people...don't you
despise deceived, dishonest, demented, and weak minded people. Now | know what
there going to say...Joshua means Jesus? | know but letsface thefacts...Joshuais
Hebrew and Jesusis Greek. Oh that'sright Ruckman hates the Greek. Well still in
all if you go by your argument then it want matter if we change the name to Joshua
every time. Joshua died on the Crossfor our sins...Joshua walked on water ...Joshua
rose again...Joshua is coming back again. Sorry KJV Weary Ones...You will never
find that in the NI'V...meat is better than a dry bone. Thereisonly one Name given
under heaven where by Men can be saved...JESUS...JESUS...JESUS. Your KJV has
Jesusafailureand you can't admit it! Can you? Will you? THE NIV hasJesusa
success and you can't admit it! Can you? Will you? Go soak your head in some
Greek manuscriptsthat have some meat on them and correct that dry bone you
errant ones. Your humble servant......Dirk Wood"

1) Thefirst morally destitutered flag that should have immediately popped-up in
your head isthis nonsensical idea that you haveto get a " lost soul" to make an
honest commentary on theword of God. Now listen folks, | didn't make that up, you
have the exact " word of Dirk Wood" (YES thewordsthat hewrote not his" overall
message” ) asit isin plain English. He stated, " Ok to get the TRUTH out of thisask
any lost soul..." and " Now ask the samelost soul...hewill say IT SAYSWHAT IT
SAYS...Don't you love HONEST people..." Step number onein order to prove
ERROR intheA.V. 1611 isto get the HONEST statementsof a" lost soul"! |
wonder what the BOOK hasto say about that?

A) "But the natural man RECEIVETH not the things of the Spirit of God: for they

arefoolishness unto him: NEITHER CAN HE KNOW THEM, becausethey are
spiritually discerned.” (I Corinthians 2:14)

133



B) " And you hath he quickened, who were dead in trespasses and sins, wherein in
time past ye walked accor ding to the cour se of thisworld, according to the prince of
the power of theair, the spirit that NOW WORKETH IN THE CHILDREN OF
DISOBEDIENCE: " (Ephesians 2:1-2)

C) "Yeareof your father the devil, and the lusts of your father yewill do. Hewas a
murderer from the beginning, and abode not in the truth, becausethereisno truth
in him. When he speaketh a lie, he speaketh of hisown: for heisaliar, and the
father of it." (John 8:44)

Mr. Wood has started off with a faulty premisein order to get rid of the A.V. text in
Acts 7:45 and Hebrews 4:8. The most disappointing factor involved in this" lost
soul" inquiry isthefact THAT DIRK WOOD NEVER TOLD YOU TO READ IT
AND SEE THAT IT SAYSWHAT IT SAYS! Thiswill bring up another important
factor, which isthefact that a man of Wood's caliber simply cannot believe what he
reads. Evidently helSinterested in having someone admit that the text sayswhat it
says, neverthelessheisnot at all inclined just to believe the passages whether he
understandsthem or not. " Jesus said unto him, If thou canst believe, ALL THINGS
arepossibleto him that believeth." (Mark 9:23). Those are some of the greatest
wordsin recorded history becausethey reveal a general point about the nature of
faith and the heart. THOSE WORDSAL SO DICTATE TO YOU GOD'S
THOUGHTSABOUT THE STATE OF A PERSON'SATTITUDE TOWARD
WHAT HE SAID! Do you readers know what that should tell you? It should reveal
to you the rudiments of what you seein THAT BOOK. No matter what passage you
come acr 0ss, no matter how difficult it may seem, no matter the seeming possibiliy
of irreconcilation, ALL THINGSARE POSSIBLE TO YOU if you will just
BELIEVE WHAT GOD SAID! Do you beieve what God has said dear reader? Are
you willing to stand for that no matter what it costsyou? Bro. Steve Ertzberger is
willing to take that stand. Dirty Dirk Wood IS NOT!

2) "Dirty" Dirk asksBro. Ertzberger, " Ok Vomit Preacher of thedry
bone(kJV)...so the KJV isinfallible and inerrant answer me this. Why does your
Bible have Jesusleading the children of Israel into the Promise Land and
conquering the nations? Look at it you thick headed lethargic nitwit...Acts 7:45
'Which also our fathersthat came after brought in with Jesusinto the possession of
the Gentiles, whom God drave out before the face of our fathers, unto the days of
David;" KJV. Now you have a problem because it was not Jesus but Joshua. Wow
the KJV ismiraculas...Now lets see which Bibleisinerrant letslook at the Meat
fresh off the grill(NI'V) and not some dry bone(KJV)."

A) It isdastardly statements such asthesethat "inspired" meto namethisarticle
"Dirty Dirk Wood In a Tainted Meat Locker". The utter audacity of a man to think
that any portion of a New International Version is" Meat fresh off thegrill” is
beyond the current definitions of sanity. Isit not this" Tainted Meat NIV" that
claimsthat | saiah wrote a verse that Malachi wrotein Mark 1:2-3? | saiah wrotethe
material in verse 3, NOT verse 2! Fresh off what grill may | ask? A busted George
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Foreman one?

B) Mr. Wood now wantsto know why the AV 1611 has" Jesus' leading the children
of Israel into the promiseland. Well the answer isright in front of your face |l F
YOU'D ONLY BELIEVE WHAT YOU READ!

1)Exodus 23:20-23: " Behold, | send an Angel beforethee, to keep theein the way,
and to bring theeinto the place which | have prepared. Bewar e of him, and obey his
voice, provoke him not; for hewill not pardon your transgressions. FOR MY
NAME ISIN HIM. But if thou shalt indeed obey hisvoice, and do all that | speak;
then | will be an enemy unto thine enemies, and an adversary unto thine
adversaries. FOR MINE ANGEL SHALL GO BEFORE THEE, AND
BRINGTHEE IN UNTO THE Amorites, and the Hittites, and the Perizzites, and the
Canaanites, and the Hivites, and the Jebusites: and | will cut them off.” | wonder
who that Angel is?

2)Joshua 5:13-15: " And it cameto pass, when Joshua was by Jericho,

that helifted up his eyes and looked, and, behold, there stood a man over against
him with his SWORD DRAWN in his hand: and Joshua went unto him, and said
unto him, Art thou for us, or for our adversaries? And he said, Nay; but as
CAPTAIN of the host of the LORD am | now come. And Joshua fell on hisfaceto
the earth, and did wor ship, and said unto him, What saith my lord unto his servant?
And the CAPTAIN of the LORD'S host said unto Joshua, L oose thy shoes from off
thy foot: for the place whereon thou standest is holy, And Joshua did so." Now keep
that word " Captain” in mind for just a few minutes. But for now whoever that
Angel is, heisalso the captain of the Lord'shost. The Angel issaid to bring the
Israelitesinto theland of the Gentiles (Acts 7:45) and the Captain is said to be for
them AND ACCEPTED WORSHIP AND SAID THE SAME THING TO JOSHUA
THE LORD DID IN EXODUS 3:2-6! There can be no doubt who that
Angel/Captain is. It isthe Lord Jesus Christ himself. | know thisis more Biblethan
most of you are used to, but you need it.

3)Numbers 22:22-23: " And God's anger was kindled because he went:

and the angel of the LORD stood in theway for an adversary against him. Now he
wasriding upon hisass, and histwo servants werewith him. And the ass saw the
angel of the LORD standing in the way, and his SWORD DRAWN in his hand: and
theassturned aside out of the way, and went into thefield: and Balaam smote the
ass, toturn her intotheway." " Dirty" Dirk Wood wantsto know why the A.V. 1611
has" JESUS" leading the children of Israel into the promise land? Well, praise God,
because HE WAS LEADING THEM! Exodus 23 and Joshua 5 told you that! Who
do you think the CAPTAIN IS?

4)Hebrew 2:10: " For it became him, for whom are all things, and by

whom areall things, in bringing many sons unto glory, to make THE CAPTAIN OF
THEIR SALVATION perfect through sufferings.” That isnone other than Jesus
Chrigt, theone that tasted death FOR EVERY MAN (see verse9). Do you see why
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Mr. Wood didn't have the answer to hisown question? Because he didn't believe
what heread! Had he believed what heread, he could have compared scripture with
scriptureand found out exactly why the AV 1611 has Jesusin Acts 7:45.

5)Galatians4:14: " And my temptation which wasin my flesh ye

despised not, nor reected; but received me as an angel of God, EVEN AS Christ
Jesus." Therecan be no doubt who the Captain isor who that Angel is. It is" Jesus"
exactly asit iswritten in that old black backed King James Bible. So, Wood's" fresh
grill" turnsout tobea TAINTED MEAT LOCKER! Seealso Acts 27:23 for
verification that Jesus Christ isthe angel of theLord.

C) Theinsertion of " Jesus" into Acts 7:45 instead of " Joshua" points
out thefact that the Book of Joshuaisa type of the 2nd advent of Jesus Christ.

1) When Jesusreturns he will enter the land of Palestine by

the sameroute Joshua entered, by attacking an accursed city (Babylon-Jericho)
(Revelation 17-18) after a7 year period (Daniel 9:27-Joshua 6:15) rebuilt by a
Roman Catholic Baal Wor shiper (Ahab-Pope), which will be destroyed instantly
(Revelation 18-Joshua 6) in the presence of the Lord (2 Thessalonians 1-Joshua 6).

2) AsJoshuadid, the Lord Jesus Christ will ruletheland through a
military dictator ship (Psalm 110; Revelation 19) and the supernatural phenomena
of Joshua 10:12 will accompany his 2nd advent (M atthew 24.29; L uke 21:25).

3) At thistime also the Jews will divide and repossessthe land give to them just like
they did under Joshua. Thisisoutlined in Joshua 13-19 and Ezekiel 48. The
implications could NOT be any CLEARER.

4) The A.V. 1611 says " Gentiles" whiletheinferior, tainted meat NIV

reads " nations', thus confining the verseto the section of past history

fulfilled in Joshua'stime. By trandlating it " Gentiles" you have a clear point that the
futureinhabitants of the land will not be merely Canaanites, Hittites, Amorites,
Hivites, Jebusites, etc...but moder n occupants of the land as well (Jordanians,
Syrians, Saudi Arabians, Iraquis, etc.) See Endnote (1) at the bottom of the article.

3) Dirty Dirk Wood from his Tainted M eat L ocker states. "| AM NOT
FINISHED...Sinceyou say your Bibleisinerrant you must say it istruea

nd all of it. Then your Bible has JESUS FAILING....FAILING...FAILING!!!

You say Proveit! I'll proveit but your the one who saysthe dry bone of the KJV is
inerrant so you can't change a word you haveto explain it away because you can't
accept it."

A) Wood's point hereisthat sincethe AV 1611 has" Jesus™" listed in

Hebrews 4:8, and the " rest" that the passage is discussing wasn't given to the
children of Israel, then they didn't get it BECAUSE JESUS FAILED! So sincethe
Nutty Idiot'sVersion (NIV) has thereading as Joshua, the blame gets cast down to
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Joshua instead of Jesus, because after all " Jesus' hasto be Jesus Christ according
to Wood.

1) Thereisno other Greek word for Joshua or Jesus other than

"lesoun" which istranslated uniformly as" Jesus' by the AV 1611 every timeit
shows up in the New Testament. However, if you wereto translate " Jesus" or

" Joshua" into Hebrew it would come out as" Y ehoshua and similarly into Greek as
"lesous' ! What doesthat mean? It meansthat Dirk Wood is playing games with
two English namesthat only have a SINGLE namein Hebrew or Greek. Hesaysa
few linesdown, " Now | know what there going to say.....Joshua means Jesus? |
know but letsface the facts.....Joshua is Hebrew and Jesusis Greek. Oh that'sright
Ruckman hatesthe Greek. Well still in all if you go by your argument then it want
matter if we change the name to Joshua every time. Joshua died on the Cross for
our sins...Joshua walked on water...Joshua rose again...Joshua is coming back
again."

A) Of coursein hisignorance of Hebrew or Greek, Mr. Wood didn't

mention theintricate, smplefact of which you werejust informed. Thewordsare
absolutely the samein Hebrew and Greek. Thereisonly one name per language.
What that meansisthat you cannot take several English names and play the
"scratch and run” game with one Greek or Hebrew noun. Why don't you just stick
to the one God gave you and BELIEVE it and find out why he put that there even
thoughit may seem awkward to you for a season?

B) Hesays,." ...it won't matter if we change the name to Joshua every time. Joshua
died on the Crossfor our sins..." That might sound appealing if JOSHUA
HIMSELF DIDN'T HAVE MORE THAN ONE NAME FROM THE SAME
HEBREW WORD, and it might very well sound appealing if the whole debate here
was not about CHANGING THE W-0O-R-D-S. Theissue concerns leaving the text as
it stands. Preying on theignorance of Christians or more advantageously of
unregenr ate per sons does nothing for the cause. The following instances use the
Hebrew namefor Joshuain other renditionsthat Wood conveniently overlooked:

1) HOSHEA: Deuteronomy 32:34

2) OSHEA: Numbers 13:16

3) JEHOSHUA: Numbers 13:16; | Chronicles 7:27

4) JESHUA: Nehemiah 8:17---Now this name was not directly given to Joshua, but
it isfrom the same Hebrew name. Asa matter of FACT ALL of

these names are derived from ONE Hebrew noun! Dirk's assertion about name
changingjust landed him in afirst rate mess since there are FOUR othersto choose
from!

C) Inregardsto that slanderous, belly aching, LYING statement about

" Ruckman hatesthe Greek" (see Wood above) I'll give you words straight " out of
the horse's mouth”:
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1)" Throughout threeyears, our Greek students are taught that a

knowledge of Greek isgood for two things, and two things only: To shut the mouths
of half-educated idiots whose bellies ar e bigger than their brains, and to reinforce
TRUTH ALREADY REVEALED IN THE ENGLISH BIBLE (AV). Not onceisthe
student given theimpression that "W ORD STUDIES' can bring to light anything
"hidden" in the Scriptures...Our students are taught to compare Scripture with
Scriptureand use " word studies® in the light of what the Scriptures say about the
Scriptures.....Not onceisthe student given theimpression that a knowledge of Greek
grammar and syntax will aid him in PREACHING or TEACHING on versein
either Testament. Heistaught that the Author of the Scripture (which he has) isthe
Interpreter of the Scripture (which he has), and that " light

on the text" will comethrough a prayerful study of the entire Bible, if the HEART is
kept right." (How to Teach the Original Greek, Dr. Peter S. Ruckman, Copyright
1992, pgs. 124-125)

2)Thereisn't one mention above of any " Ruckman hating the Greek." Dr. Ruckman
simply doesn't think that a dead language that God has been through with for
several hundred yearsis sufficient to correct the God honoured English text in the
hands of half baked pseudo intellectuals who think they are smarter than God.

3)Also, | would liketo notethat thereisno such thingsas

"the" Greek. Thereare Greek manuscripts, Greek Lectionaries, Greek Papyri, and
avariety of " eclectic" Greek texts, but no such entity as" the" Greek. PerhapsMr.
Wood would in futur e attemptsto show hisignorance of what isinsidethe AV 1611,
he would kindly statewhich TEXT heisreferring to when hesays" The Greek."

B)Hebrews 4:8: " For if Jesus had given them rest, then would he not
afterward have spoken of another day."

1) | gaveyou all thereferencesin Exodus 23 and Joshua 5 wherethe
Angel of theLord, the Captain of the Lord's host was said to have been there and
brought them into the land of the Gentiles.

2) With ashort Bible study | showed you that that person is none other than Jesus
Christ himsdlf, therefore whether Jesus Christ (the Captain) or Jesus (Greek for
Joshua), the AV hasit right with therendering of " lesous’ in this passage as

" Jesus."

3) Thisbrings up the question; " What grounds does Mr. Wood have for saying that
the A.V. 1611 rendering of Hebrews 4:8 has" Jesus" asa failure? " ANSWER:
NONE!

A) Hebrews 4:6: " Seeing thereforeit remaineth that some must enter therein, and
they to whom it wasfirst preached ENTERED NOT IN BECAUSE OF
UNBELIEF:" No, "Jesus' failed in anything or for anybody. The peopledidn't
enter that rest because of THEIR OWN unbelief!
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B) Hebrews 3:18-19: " And to whom swar e he that they should not enter into his
rest, BUT TO THEM THAT BELIEVED NOT? So we seethat they could not enter
in BECAUSE OF UNBELIEF." Let'sget it again folks! " Jesus,” " Joshua,"
"Jackal,"” " John," or whoever never FAILED anybody or anything in the passage!

C) Hebrews4:11: " Let uslabour thereforeto enter into that rest, lest anyman fall
after THE SAME example OF UNBELIEF."

1) Given the solemn fact that Dirk Wood has absolutely no idea what heistalking
about in regardstothe A.V. text, we have seen by a simple examining of the
passages in Hebrewsthat the REASON that these individuals didn't enter into the
rest " Jesus' and " Joshua" wereinvolved in was undoubtedly dueto their own
wicked UNBELIEF, NOT dueto thefailure of the Captain or the son of Nun!
Thereforetheimplications of Hebrews 4 are clear:

A) Theoriginal sabbath was a 7th day rest of God himself (Gen. 2). It wasrevealed
to Moseson Mt. Sinai (Neh. 9:13-14) and was given to I srael asa sign (Ezekie
20:12) because God knew from the beginning (Hebrews 4:3; Acts 15:18) that Israel
would be converted and bethe head of the Gentile Nationsin the SEVENTH
millennium (Rev. 20:16). Therefore THAT sabbath is mentioned in Hebrews 4:4.

B) Thisfinal entry (Millennium - Hebrews 4:6,8,11: all entered by works... see
Matthew 24:13-14; 25:14-30; Rev. 12:17; 14:12) wasrehearsed in typein Numbers
13-14, wherethe I sraditeswould NOT enter THEN BECAUSE OF UNBELIEF!
Theunbelief spoken of hereislocated in passages such as Numbers 13:30-31; 14:9-
11; and Exodus 34:11. It isa sort of " Gospel of Armed Victory" asDr. Ruckman
would put it. And naturally thereisnot areferenceto any " Gospel of the Grace of
God" (Acts20:24) anywhere. Thisisextremely important to note because it explains
the use of theword " gospel” in Hebrews 4.

C) Joshua 14:5-14 refersto the” Gospel of Armed Warfare" for lack of a better
term. Naturally, sincethisiswhat is being discussed in Hebrews 4:6,8,11 regar ding
thefuture, it isthen THIS" gospel” that isbeing given to a generation of Hebrews
after 2003 A.D. (Zech. 12:1-7). Consequently, NOW, they haveto believe on Jesus
Christ astheir Messiah and " CAPTAIN"! Of course, aswe knew at the beginning of
thislittle study, there was never any problem with thetext of the A.V. 1611 to begin
with. Nothing a little faith and a little Bible reading can't figure out. In both verses
the A.V. 1611 iscorrect in having theword Jesusinstead of Joshua like the new

ver sions because accor ding to the passages we examined Jesus Christ waswith these
peoplein the OT theentiretieas THEIR CAPTAIN! Wealso found out that the
only FAILURESIin Hebrews 4 wer etheindividualsthat didn't enter THAT rest
then because of their own unbelief. See Endnote (2) at the bottom of the article.

Finally, " Dirty" Dirk Wood in formsusthat we should: " Sorry KJV Weary Ones...
You will never find that in the NIV... meat isbetter than adry bone. Thereisonly
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one Name given under heaven whereby Men can be saved... JESUS... JESUS...
JESUS."

Thisreferenceisto Acts4:12, but Mr. Wood should be mor e careful how he words
his sentencesfor the context of Acts4:12 whereit saysthereisnone other name
under heaven given among men whereby we must be saved isActs4:10! This
passage states, " Beit known unto you all, and to all the people of Israel, that by the
name of JESUS CHRIST OF NAZARETH, whom ye crucified, whom God raised
from the dead, even by him doth this man stand befor e you whole."

1) You better know which Jesusyou ar e talking about, for thereis" another Jesus'
accor ding to the apostle to the Gentilesin 11 Cor. 11:4.

2) You better know which Jesusyou aretalking about for therewas a man named
" Jesus, which is called Justus" in Colossians 4:11.

3) You better know which Jesusyou are talking about because " at the name of Jesus
every knee shall bow...and that every tongue shall confessthat JESUS CHRIST 1S
LORD totheglory of God the Father."

Now, to sum thisarticleup 1'd liketo giveyou all alist of 13 examplesof TAINTSIn
"Dirty" Dirk Wood'sbeloved NIV " fresh grill" mix:

1) The NIV ismissing Acts 8:37

2) TheNIV ismissing | John 5:7

3) The NIV ismissing thename" God" in | Timothy 3:16

4) TheNIV containsaliein Mark 1:2 as| explained earlier

5) TheNIV teachesaliein Hebrews 3:16 if you will study Deut. 29:2; 5:1-3; Joshua
5:4; and Numbers 13-14

6) The NIV removesall referencesto " sodomites’ in Deut. 23:17; | Kings 14:24;
15:12; 22:46; and 11 Kings23:7

7) Christisnot God's" holy child" in the NIV, but his" servant" (see Acts 4:27,30)
8) The NIV removesthe name Christ 25 times, " Lord" 352 times, " Jesus' 292
times, and " God" 466 times!

9) The NIV gives Satan thetitlefor the Lord Jesus Christ (Rev. 22:16) in Isaiah
14:12

10) The NIV teachesthat Elhanan kills Goliath in Il Samuel 21:19, not David aswe
all know

11) The NIV does not contain the name" Jehovah," or the phrase"” the mercy seat,"
or thetitle" Godhead"! And " hell" isfound NOWHERE in an NIV Old Testament.
12) The NIV makesa sinner out of Jesus Christ by removing the phrase" without a
cause" in Matthew 5:22!

13) According to the contents of the New International Version in Matt. 12:40, Jesus
Christ was a bald-faced liar by giving the advanced revelation that the " great fish"
that swallowed Jonah wasa WHALE!
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Of coursethisissome" strong meat" isn't it? If you havean A.V. 1611 you havethe
right Bible. May the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ be upon all those who strive to
keep thewords of God asthey arewritten (Rev. 3:8). And remember, " If it ain't
King James, it ain't Bible!"

Endnotes:

(1) Material from letter " C" and subsequent numbers 1-4 are adapted in part from
"TheBible Believer's Commentary on Acts,” Dr. Peter S. Ruckman, pg.255). Also
see" TheErrorsin the King JamesBible" Dr. Peter S. Ruckman, pg. 342,
Copyright 1980, Revised 1999).

(2) Notes" A" through " C" areadapted in part from " The Bible Believer's
Commentary on Hebrews," Dr. Peter S. Ruckman, pg. 92-93, Copyright 1986)
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These Being Dead Y et Speaketh
By: Jeffrey D. Nachimson

Thanksto organizations such as Vance Publications Good Books, and Sola
Scriptura Publishing, we have accessto a number of out-of-print literary

master pieces presented by " men of old," who dedicated themselvesto defending the
A.V.1611. What | consider so surprisingly interesting about this phenomenon is
that theresearch, study, and development of these 19th and early 20th century
scholarswould be utterly sequestered from this generation by textual scoundrels
such as James White, Gary Hudson, Doug Kutilek, Robert Joyner, Robert
Gromacki, Roy Beecham, Harold Camping, etc., had it not been for the gallant
efforts of these aforementioned or ganizations. They would continue without a
pricking of the conscience to promulgate their fictitious ideas that some of the points
of lucubration made by contemporary proponents of the King James Bible have no
foundation in history.

However, on the contrary, we solemnly declarethat a variety of objections
presented by these moder n apostates against the A.V. 1611 as a colloquial
vindication for the modern Bible versonsareindeed a practical lucidity in favor of
the King James by these vener able gentlemen of times past. Therefore, in thisarticle
we will examinethe claims of modern anti- A.V. 1611 advocates and compar e them
with the apparent contradictory evaluations of the scholastic per sonalities now
departed.

First, one of the primary frontal assaults on the King James Bible used to justify
further emendationsto the Authorized text, isto incessantly reiterate the notion that
the A.V. 1611 allegedly contains" archaic words" that need to be updated for the
moder n anti-intellectual, American reader. Mr. Doug Kutilek in hisrapacious

articleentitled, " Restating the Obvious About Bible Trandations," isecstatic to
conjecturethe following:

" Let us come to specifics. By now, almost everyoneinvolved in the King James Bible
controversy knows or should know that there are archaic and obsolete words in KJV
which either puzze (at best) or mislead (at worst) the common Christian reader.
"Prevent" in | Thessalonians 4:15 does not mean what we today always mean by that
word, namely, " to stop, hinder." That word as used in 1611 meant " to precede" and
the reader back then would not have stumbled over its meaning. The reader today,
however, will stumble over it. " Well, why not just put a note in the margin telling the
reader that'prevent' means 'precede’ ?" Rather, why not simply put 'precede’ into the
text so thereisno need here to search the margin?

" Spoail" in Colossians 2:8 invokes images of decay and putrefaction, whereas the
underlying Greek--and " spoil” to a 17th century English reader--means " to despoil,"
or, to use a more common synonym, " to plunder, take as plunder" Even though
"gpoil” in thetext herewill surely " spoil” the understanding for the modern reader,
some il insist that it must remain in the English translation at all costs, regardless of
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the effect on thereader's understanding. " Plunder” should be thereading in the text.
"Tothemargin! Tothemargin!" they cry. " In thetext! In thetext!" the basic
principle of translation replies.”

In Mr. Kutilek's assertion above, Doug is concerned that the average English reader
will experience undo hardships because of words contained in the A.V. 1611 that
our modern readers are simply too lazy to open up adictionary or aword study
guide and discover the meaning of the wor ds they don't under stand. Although, |
strongly disagree with Mr. Kutilek dueto my own experiencesin reading the King
JamesBible (since | wasa senior in high school), he also obviously forgetsthe fact
that even words such as" plunder,” or " precede" aretoo much vocabulary for
many of the constituentsin the" receptor language." However, two 19th century
scholarsdidn't feel the sameway Mr. Kutilek does about theissueat all. Thefirst
being dead that yet speaksis Arthur Cleveland Coxe, the author of thetreatise, " An
Apology for the Common English Bible,” who states:

" Can it be necessary to argue that no one can inflict a graver wound on the unity of
therace, and on all the sacred interests which depend on that unity, under God, than
by TAMPERING WITH THE ENGLISH BIBLE? By the acclamation of the universe,
itisthe MOST FAULTLESS VERSION of the Scripturesthat EVER EXISTED IN
ANY TONGUE. To complain of itstrifling blemishes, isto complain of the sun for its
spots. Whatever may be its faults, they are less evil, in every way, than would be the
evils sureto arise from any attempt to eradicate them; and where thereis so much of
wheat, the few tares may be allowed to stand till the end of theworld." (Coxe, pg. 8)
Coxe again reiterates:

" The care with which the Hebrews guarded every jot and tittle of their Scriptures was
never reproved by our Saviour. It isour duty and interest to imitate them in the
jealousy with which God's Holy Word is kept in our own language. EVEN THE
ANTIQUATED WORDS OF THE ENGLISH BIBLE WILL NEVER BECOME
OBSOLETE, WHILE THEY ARE PRESERVED IN THE AMBER OF ITSPURITY;
and there, they have a precious beauty and propriety which they would lack
elsewhere." (Coxe, ibid, emphasis mine)

The keen reader should observeimmediately observethat Mr. Kutilek unwittingly
ador ned hisgeneric use of theword " Bible" (asin " Restating the Obvious About
BIBLE Trandations") by straightway opening his dissertation with, " ...almost
everyone involved in the King James Bible controversy,” thusrecapitulating the point
that A.V. advocates have made years. Namely, that point isthe solid fact that THE
BIBLE istheA.V. 1611, and as such defines the meaning of theword BIBLE. You
seedear Christian, the apostate smply can't get away from the fact that ONE
BOOK determines his speech and thought patterns whether he acquiesces or not.
Thispoint isreinforced very strongly by the early 20th century scholar Philip
Mauro asthus:

143



" But what we wish specially to emphasize for our present purposeis that, when
reference is made to the bible and itsinfluence, what is meant in most casesisthe
ENGLISH VERSION thereof. For the undeniable fact is that the English Version of
the Scripturesisthe " BIBLE" to most of those who read or consult the HOLY
SCRIPTURES; and the English Version has been, moreover, the basis for the
tranglation of the Scripturesinto many other languages and dialects.” (Which
Version? Authorized or Revised? Philip Mauro, pg. 9)

Now, just to demonstrate the utter stupidity and frivolous scholar ship (fueled by
bias and disdain for the King James Bible) of Douglas Kutilek, let ustake a brief
examination of Kutilek'slack of consistency with thisword " spoil” in Colossians
2:8.

1) Kutilek's entirethesiswas that the TEXT should be updated do to this supposed
ar chaic usage of theword spoil. However, Vance pointed out to the contrary in
1996, thus showing the Biblical usages of the word spoil, AND EVEN THE
MODERN VERSIONS USAGES OF THE WORD " SPOIL." Nevertheless, Mr.
Kutilek never purported thesefactsin hisquest for " in thetext, in the text the basic
principle of translation replies” rubbish; not once. Observe:

" Although the word spoil can be found in the AV asa noun just likeit isused in our
modern versions, the AV also employsit as a verb thirty-one times. Spoiling is also
similarly used five times, spoileth once. The nouns that describe one who spoils, spoiler
and spoilers, are used nine and seven times respectively. Spoil isfrom the French
espoillier, "to strip.” To spail isto strip of skins, goods, or possessions; to rob, plunder,
or pillage; or to damage, ruin, or affect detrimentally. Like the word " skill," the verbal
forms of spoil have been deemed to be archaic because they are not used as nounslike
the word spoil istoday. The usual replacement for the forms of spoil in our modern
versionsisaform of " plunder.” However, the NIV one time employs " spoil” asa verb
in a verse wherethe AV did not contain the word spoil in any form. The NKJV does
likewise, but also followsthe AV reading one time. The NRSV retains " spoilers' asthe
AV onetime, just asthe NKJV keeps " spoiler” once. The NKJV also inserts the word

" gpoiler” into a passage where the AV did not use it. When the AV does utilize the
word spoil as a noun, the NRSV and NASB both transform it into the word " spoiler”
that they corrected elsewhere. The NRSV and NASB even change " marred” in the AV
to " spoiled.” But although they corrected the verbal forms of spoil the vast majority of
the time, our modern versions did use occasions, both as replacements for spoil and
spoiled, and where the AV did not contain either form of these words. All unnecessary
anyway, for not only do we say that food has spoiled, the word spoil is still used as a
verb in other contexts: " The boycotting parties could not even agree on whether
opponents to Fujimori should abstain (potentially subjecting themselvesto a finein the
$15 range), spoil their ballots, or vote for collegial parties." (Archaic Wordsand the
Authorized Version, Dr. Laurence M. Vance, Copyright 1996, pg. 314-315)

Kutilek also ignored the fact that Dr. Robertson kept the translation of the
nominative, present active participle" o coAayoyov" as"that maketh SPOIL."
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(Robertson's New Testament Word Pictures, notes on Colossians 2:8, PC Study
Bibleversion 4).

Douglas K utilek isalso guilty of inventing an etymological chevaldefrise (a piece of
wood with projecting spikes that hindered escaping enemy hor semen) by the
assumption that because theword " spoil” carriesa meaning of " purification” is
SOME CONTEXTS now, that that would hinder the A.V. reader from gleaning the
meaning of itsusagein the A.V. text. Theword spoil, asdemonstrated by Vance,
meansto RUIN, just asit isused in Colossians 2:8, and isthus STILL used that way
as demonstrated by Vance. Notwithstanding, | wonder if Mr. Kutilek ever said to
hiswifein the modern vernacular, " honey, don't SPOIL thekids." If hesaid that to
her, did she become exasper ated with "images of decay?' OF COURSE NOT! We
know what it means, don't we? It isgiven in the context; " Bewar e lest any man
SPOIL you,...through vain DECEIT..." Therewasnever any doubt about what the
word meant in the King James Bible, Kutilek simply invented a phantom that didn't
have any basisin factual reality. Perschbacher'slexicon, page 384, says that the verb
" ovhayoyeo" meansliterally " to make victims of imposture.” THAT ISBEING
RUINED (hence, Spoiled) BY DECEPTION FOLKS!

Notwithstanding, before indulging ourselvesinto further " dark sayings' of modern
biblical illiterates, let us absorb the observant words of James Lister, Minister of
Lime Street Chapel in 1820. He writes:

" A gtill small number isfamiliar with Hebrew and Greek, the languages of the sacred
scriptures. And it must be very painful to the common people to hear the teachersin
whose learning, piety and judgment they confide, insinuate, THAT OUR
ESTABLISHED VERSION GIVES A DISTORTED PICTURE OF THE
ORIGINAL." (The Excellence of the Authorized Version, JamesLister, pg.5)

Lister continuesin blatant contradiction to moder n scholar ship:

" Great pains have been taken to point out the blemishes and faults which exist in our
authorized version, asin all works merely human. Alterations and improvements have
been suggested, one after another, till an impression has been made, that no
dependence can be placed on the established version in such places asrefer to the great
doctrines of Christianity." (Lister, ibid, pg. 6)

In plainer words, thethreewritersfrom the past have affirmed what Bible Believers
have been asserting all along. One, the words of the King James text should be left
unaltered. Two, theterm " Bible" isa generic term that hasno meaning unlessit is
defined by a specific usage, such as THE KING JAMESBIBLE. Thisisduetothe
simplefact that these pseudo- intellectual stuffed shirtswill say " bible, bible, bible"
all thelivelong day, but WILL NEVER tell you what the TEXT isin its entirety!
And three, that constant correction of the A.V. text by Bible correctors causes a

per son to doubt the veracity of God'sintegrity, namely, THE WORDS OF HIS
MOUTH.
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The next example of the " shining lights" of the past rebuking modern, mundane,

" Christian" scholarship comes by way of Arthur Coxe correcting James White on
thetrandation of " racya" in Acts 12:4. According to Mr. White, the amateur five
point " reformed” Calvinist, " Easter” isan anachronistic (erroneousin date;
outdated historically) trandlation asfound in the King Jamestext. Mr. White boldly
fabricatesthefollowing:

" One might well include the KJV's unusual rendering of Acts 12:4 asmore of a
mistranslation than an ambiguous rendering, and it would be hard to argue against
that assertion, given the facts." (The King James Only Controversy, James R. White,
Copyright 1995, pg. 233)

It isunfortunately most abundantly clear that James White has taken heed to the
most serious flaw of the contemporary textual critic. Thissickly flaw is manifested
in therealm of trading opinion for fact by process of dogmatism. Asyou can see, the
"scholar” (in this case James White) states his opinion with such dogmatic chivalry,
that the unsuspecting reader assumes heis speaking God'struth when he concludes
his sentence with such wordsas" ... given thefacts." | agree wholeheartedly with
Dean Burgon when he states that these textual deviants presumethat a matter is
"Must in Fact" when it isnone other than "May in Fiction!"

Arthur Coxe states again:

" Asto the marginal readings, the Society have taken several liberties, which are so
petty that one fancies they have all been introduced to excuse a bold marginal comment
on Acts xii.4, by which theword " Easter” is neutralized. It isajust comment, and |
only object to it as coming from those who are pledged to give no comment. I f they had
decorated | Cor. v.8, " therefore let us keep the feast,” with the note---"i.e. Easter,” it
would have been equally just, BUT STILL UNPARDONABLE:" (Coxe, ibid, pg. 48)

Concerning Acts 12:4 again, Mr. Coxe statesin a letter to the Rev. Dr. Turner of the
General Theological Seminary:

" But the most petty instance of this anti-Church feeling if found in the margin of Acts
xii.4, where they have boldly inserted a " note and comment,” to get rid of the word
Easter. They insert, " Gr. The Passover,” equivalent to saying this word means
passover, and should have been so rendered. Now | agree asto the fact, that they
Jewish Passover isintended in this place; BUT WHAT RIGHT HAVE THEY TO
INSERT SUCH A COMMENT? Had you, my dear Doctor, proposed to return the
compliment, would they have allowed it? For example, (I Cor. v.7.) " Christ our
passover issacrificed for us, therefore let us keep the feast." Would they permit you to
insert, " i.e. Easter?" No one can deny that the feast hereintended is THE
CHRISTIAN PASSOVER,; though | am surethat you and every Churchman would be
above the stratagem of foisting the fact into the Society' s Bible." (Coxe, Letter to Dr.
Turner, pg. 4)
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| have often taught other Bible believersthe tremendoustruth that when a
"scholar” correctsthe King James Bible, you can find another " scholar" who will
contradict that particular " scholar" and uphold the A.V. 1611 reading. Such isthe
case with James White and Arthur Cleveland Coxe.

For exhibit three, we shall examine a couple of quotesfrom Dr. A.T. Robertson's
Introduction to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament, and compare his
statements with those of Philip Maur o, Dean Burgon, and Thomas Birks.

Dr. Robertson taught the following regarding the Greek text of Westcott and Hort:
"It istoday thetext that is used by scholars all over the world. These two Cambridge
scholars have produced a text that is not final, but that isinfinitely superior to all
othersthat preceded it sincethefirst printed Greek New Testament in 1514."
(Robertson, Intro. to NT, pg. 36)

Again Robertson informs us:

" The aim of this present volume isto put the modern student in possession of their
principles of textual criticism so that he can apply them himself to each problemin
detail and so be able to make his own text of the New Testament.” (Robertson, ibid,

pg. 38)

Dismissing the Syrian/Byzantine text on his own opinion, Robertson says:

" These scholars did not claim that they had produced the original text, but that it was
the OLDEST and the BEST text known to us now in the present state of research. The
purely Syrian text has been set aside. The Textus Receptus can never be established to
critical favor unlessrevolutionary discoveries are made. The attacks of Burgon and
Miller were vigorous, but they have failed to stand against the facts. | ndependent
investigators have come practically to the same conclusion about the text as that
reached by Westcott and Hort." (Robertson, ibid, pg. 221)

However, to counter such repulsive, dogmatic assertions, we will first bring forth
the testimony of Thomas Birks, Knightbridge Professor- Cambridge 1878. He
commentsindirectly on Robertson above who said he wished to place Westcott's and
Hort'stextual principlesinto the hands of his students so they could make their own
text of the New Testament. Birks states:

" The method of criticism, then, which isfounded on the distribution of MSS. into
groups and families, from the close affinity of their readings, seemsto me doubly
fallacious and unsound. It fails, in the first place, because of the almost entire want of
direct historical evidence, by which we would determine the actual process of
derivation, and lines of descent, in the hundreds of cursive manuscripts, or even in the
very few uncials which still survive. And it fails, in the second place, because, if the
materials were a hundred times more abundant, it wholly mistakes the true relation
between the witnesses, on which the force of collective evidence must depend. For this
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isnot lateral, but vertical. Each witness or manuscript must have its weight determined
by the series of copyings through which it has passed, and not by its agreement or
disagreement with other copies of its own age, of which the steps of transmission many
have been, and often must have been, wholly different from its own." (Essay on the
Right Estimation of Manuscript Evidencein the Text of the New Testament,
Thomas Rawson Birks, pg. 21)

Philips Maur o certainly doesn't think the text produced by Westcott and Hort is
"infinitely superior” tothat of any other. Asa matter of fact, Mr. Mauro informs
us.

" We conclude therefore, from what has been under consideration up to this point in
our inquiry, that the R.V. should BE REJECTED, not only because of the many
unsupported departures from the A.V. it contains, but because the Greek Text whereon
it is based was constructed upon a PRINCIPLE SO UNSOUND THAT THE
RESULTING TEXT COULD NOT BE OTHER THAN "HOPELESSLY"
CORRUPT." (Mauro, Which Version?, pg. 68)

John William Burgon, Dean of Chichester reiterates:

" The theory of the respected authors proves to be the shallowest imaginable. It is
briefly this: -- Fastening on the two oldest codices extant (B and Aleph, both of the

[ Vth century), they invent the following hypothesis: --' That the ancestries of those two
manuscripts diverged from a point nearer the autographs, and never came into contact
subsequently.' [NO REASON |SPRODUCED FOR THISOPINION.]" (Burgon, The
Revision Revised, pg. 26, note 1)

Mauro rebuts Hort's comments quoted by Burgon on the point nearer the

autogr aphs:

" We fully admit that the principle of following the most ancient manuscriptsis, on its
face, reasonable and safe; for it isindisputable that (other things being equal) the
copies nearest to the original autographs are most likely to be freest from errors. If
therefore it were a question whether or not we should follow, in the fashioning of a
Greek Text, the earliest as against later manuscripts, there would be no " question” at
all; for all would agree. But, asthe case actually stands, it isimpossible for usto follow
the earliest manuscripts, for the ssmple reason that they NO LONGER EXIST. Not a
single copy of the many thousands that were made, circulated, and read in the first
three centuriesis known to exist to-day.” (Mauro, ibid, pg. 53-54)

In reference to the statements by Philips Mauro, lest | be accused of giving
inaccurate information (for Bible correctorsarenotoriousfor attempting to
discredit the A.V. 1611 on the grounds of errors made by its proponents), | would
like to point out that since the time of Mauro's publication in the 1920's, early 2nd-
3rd century papyr us fragments have been found which contain portions of New
Testament Greek. (We will examine these in subsequent articles, and review the
scholastic " horror"” that many of these early readings vindicate King James
readings otherwise labeled as " late additions" to thetext). However, Mauro's point
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isstill valid because the basis of assuming " older isbetter” ISSTILL based upon
Vaticanus and Sinaiticus which are undoubtedly 300 years AFTER therelease of
the" original” autographs.

Hereisa place where Dean Burgon gives his" opinion” in pure, unadulterated,
" Ruckmanite" fashion:

" The English (aswell asthe Greek) of the newly " Revised Version" ishopelessly at
fault. It isto me simply unintelligible how a company of Scholars can have spent ten
yearsin elaborating such a very unsatisfactory production. Their uncouth phraseol ogy
and their jerky sentences, their pedantic obscurity and their unidiomatic English,
contrast painfully with " the happy turns of expression, the music of the cadences, the
felicities of the rhythm" of our Authorized Version. The transition from one to the
other, asthe Bishop of Lincoln remarks, is like exchanging a well-built carriage for a
vehicle without springs, in which you can get jolted to death on a newly mended and
rarely traversed road. But the " Revised Version" isinaccurate as well; exhibits
defective scholarship, | mean, in countless places.” (Burgon, Revision Revised,
Dedication, pg. vi)

Refer encing the famous Johannine Comma (I John 5:7), Doug Kutilek makes the
following statement about the passage in typical, Alexandrian fashion:

" Ancient writers: no Greek-speaking Christian writer before the year 1215 A.D. shows
any knowledge of the disputed words. Not once are these words quoted in the great
controversy with the Arians (over the Deity of Christ and the doctrine of the Trinity) in
the 3rd and 4th centuries; they certainly would have been quoted if they had existed in
any Greek manuscript of that period.” (" A Simple Outline Regarding | John 5:7")

Naturally, when making such bold comments, these watered down, lifeless
charlatanswill not provide you with the complete bulk of evidenceto the contrary.
Therefore, standing up immediately to silence the loquacious absurditiesof Mr.
Kutilek we have Mr. Frederick Nolan in 1815 that stated:

" The early heretics did not subscribe to those parts of the canon in which they occur;
and they did not meet the difficulties of those disputes which were maintained with the
later. In order to answer the purposes of those controversies, Christ, in two of the
contested passages, should have been identified with " God," who " was manifested in
theflesh,” and" purchased the Church with his own blood." and instead of " the
Father, Word, and Spirit," the remaining passage would have BEEN DIRECT
CONCESSIONS TO THE GNOSTICKS AND SABELLIANS, WHO, IN DENYING
THE PERSONAL DIFFERENCE OF THE FATHER AND SON, WERE EQUALLY
OBNOXIOUSTO THOSE AVOWED ADVERSARIES, THE CATHOLICKS AND
THE ARIANS. Nor did the orthodox require these verses for the support of their
cause; they had other passages which would accomplish all that they could effect; and
without their aid, they maintained and established their tenets.” (An Inquiry Into The
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Integrity of the Greek Vulgate or Received Text of the New Testament, Rev.
Frederick Nolan, 1815, pg. 278-279)

Thusfar Mr. Nolan has given you two reasons why | John 5:7 is seemingly scanty in
reference to quotations from the church fathers (babies as L uther called them):

1) The passagein | John 5:7 isamong those like | Timothy 3:16 and Acts 20:28 that
have all been tampered with in the manuscript tradition, all three having to do with
the deity of Christ as" God."

2) That the major reason for NOT QUOTING | John 5:7 was based on its wording,
chiefly, purporting Jesus Christ asthe" WORD" instead of the” SON." Hence, with
the Sabellian heresy being debated that Jesus Christ is the Father with no
distinction, I John 5:7 possibly would further propagate that notion. Thereforeit
wasn't quoted.

However, Mr. Nolan's argumentation doesn't end there. He continues with the
following:

" With respect to | John v.7, the case is materially different. If this verse be received, it
must be admitted on the single testimony of the Western church; asfar at least as
respects the external evidence. And though it may seem unwarrantable to set aside the
authority of the Greek Church, and pay exclusive respect to the Latin, wherea
guestion arises on the authenticity of a passage which properly belongsto the text of
the former; yet when the doctrine inculcated in that passage is taken into account,
there may be good reason for giving even a preference to the Western church over that
of the Eastern. THE FORMER WAS UNCORRUPTED BY THE HERESY OF THE
ARIANS, WHO REJECTED THE DOCTRINE OF THE PASSAGE IN QUESTION,;
THE LATTER WASWHOLLY RESIGNED TO THAT HERESY FOR AT LEAST
FORTY YEARS, WHILE THE WESTERN CHURCH RETAINED ITSPURITY."
(Nolan, ibid, pg. 293-294)

Here, Mr. Nolan informsusthat in order toreceivel John v.7 on external grounds
it must be dueto the exclusive testimony of the Western (L atin) church. He
designates the proposition that we SHOUL D receive the passage based on Latin
because the Latin Church did not resign to the Arian (similar to Jehovah's
Witnesses) heresy for a period of like 40 years, as did the Greek Church.

In my last article, | discussed how asinine Gary Hudson wasin his supposed
vindication of the critical Greek textsfor excluding | John 5:7 on grammatical
grounds. Mr. Hudson made a comment that findsitslodging in the spher e of
stupidity by the following:

" Asfar aswe have been able to discover, this argument was first suggested by Robert

L. Dabney in 1871. Aware of the fact that the manuscript (external) evidence for the
verseis extremely scant, Dabney introduced a new argument in its favor based upon
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what he believed to be an important internal consideration:" ("1 John 5:7
Grammatical Argument Refuted,” Gary Hudson)

I mention this quote from Mr. Hudson to show you how dogmatic a Bible corrector
will bein their assertions asfacts, but have no clue that they arejust manifesting
their " abysmal ignorance.” Mr. Nolan employed usage of this" grammatical
argument” in 1815, 56 years prior to Hudson penning it on Robert Dabney. Nolan
discussesit on pages 259-261,294, and 304 of hiswork. Notwithstanding, Gregory
Nazianzusin " Oration XXXII: Fifth Theological Oration: On the Holy Spirit,

c.X1 X, though not defending the Comma, acknowledges that such a grammatical
difficulty existed with his dissenting comments against those who insisted upon this
syntactical solecism.

Kutilek above says, " no Greek-speaking Christian writer beforethe year 1215 A.D.
shows any knowledge of the disputed words."

However, on the contrary to the self-proclaimed scholastic intellectual, Mr. Kutilek
isrefuted by Ben David in hiswork, " Three L etters Addressed to The Editor of The
Quarterly Review, In Which is Demonstrated The Genuineness of The Three
Heavenly Witnesses- | John v.7"

Mr. David isHONEST enough to inform us, just to take a few:

"1f weturn to the Greek fathers, we shall find them equally well acquainted with the
verse, and equally reluctant to quoteit. | will notice a few of those who have been
brought forward as vouchersfor its genuineness:

" Basi| paraphrases the text, but isafraid to quoteit: " Oi pisteuontes eis Theon, kai
Logon, kai Pneuma, mian ousan theoteta. WHO BELIEVE IN GOD, AND THE
WORD, AND THE SPIRIT, BEING ONE GODHEAD " (Ben David, pg. 57).

Continuing with Ben David:

" Theodorus, the master of Chrysostom and a contemporary of the emperor Julian, as
we learn from Suidas, wrote" A treatise on one God in the Trinity, from the Epistle of
John the Evangdlist” Eisten Epistolen loannou tou Euaggelistou peri tou eis Theos en
Triadi. Thisisa remarkable testimony, as it implies the existence and notoriety of the
verse about the middle of the fourth century.”

" Cyril, in his Thesaurus, attempts to prove that the Holy Spirit is God. With this view

he extracts the 6th and 8th verse, and omits the 7th: yet heinserts an argument which
demonstrates that this verse lay before him, though he was too much afraid directly to
useit. Cyril'swords are these: Eirekos gar oti to pneuma esti tou Theou to marturoun
mikron ti proelthon, epipherel, a marturia tou Theou meizon esti. Pos oun esti poiema
to ton olon Patri suntheologoumenon kai tes agias triados sumplerotikon. For having
said that it isthe Spirit of God that witnesses, a little forward he adds, the witness of
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God isgreater: How then ishea creature WHO IS SAID TO BE GOD WITH THE
UNIVERSAL FATHER, AND COMPLETES THE NUMBER OF THE HOLY
TRIAD. Thewordsin capitals form the substance of the seventh verse which Cyril
wished to quote, as being direct to his purpose; yet through fear he declined to produce
itin express terms. Thiswasin thefifth century. Time, however, removed the grounds
of this apprehension; and in the course of seven centuries, Euthymius Zigabenus
published a work called The Panoply of Faith (Panoplia Dogmatike); in which he
guotes the words of Cyril, premising the disputed text asit standsin our Greek
Copies."

"Travis, in support of the verse, produces a passage from a Dialogue as between
Athanasian and an Arian, whereit is quoted in part, with an expressreference to John
asitsauthor. The passage isto this effect: " Isnot that lively and saving baptism,
whereby we receive remission of sins, administered in the name of the Father, the Son,
and the Holy Spirit. And St. John says, And thesethree are one." (Ben David, ibid, pg.
58-59)

One of the most recent compilations of garbage to be postulated by the Alexandrian
cult isa book dedicated to destroying a Bible believer'sfaith in the Authorized
Version. The name of the book is” The Unbound Scriptures' by Rick Norris, a good
for nothing, professing Fundamental Baptist, apostate from North Carolina. In it
Norris statesthe following:

"1f the KJV isto be regarded as a perfect translation, in every verseit should have the
most accurate rendering of the Scripturesin the original languages." Norristhen goes
on to list several passagesin the Old Testament which hethinks could beimproved
upon. However, again, contradicting Mr. Norris we have the following ancient
scribe:

" The highest eulogiums have been made on the translation of James thefirst, both by
our own writers, and by foreigners. And indeed if accuracy, fidelity, and the strictest
attention to the letter of the text, be supposed to constitute the qualities of an excellent
Version, THISOF ALL VERSIONS, MUST, IN GENERAL, BE ACCOUNTED THE
MOST EXCELLENT. Every sentence, every word, every syllable, every letter and
point, seems to have been weighed with the nicest exactitude, and expressed either in
thetext, or margin, with the greatest precision. Pagninus himsdlf is hardly more literal;
and was well remarked by Robertson, above a hundred years ago, THAT IT MAY
SERVE FOR A LEXICON OF THE HEBREW LANGUAGE, ASWELL ASFOR A
TRANSLATION." (An Authentic Account of Our Authorized Trandation, Henry
John Todd-Chaplain in Ordinary to His M ajesty, and Archdeacon of Cleveland,
1834, pg. 54-55)

We could never think of leaving out a comment from Arthur Coxe on this subject:
" He who would rub off those graceful marks of age which adorn our version,
vulgarizes and debases that venerable dignity with which the first ideas of religion
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came to the youthful mind and heart from the old and hoary Bible." (Coxe, ibid, pg. 8-
9)

Burgon concurs:

" An unlearned reader's confidence in his guide vanishes; and he finds that he has had
not a few deflections from the Authorized Version thrust upon him, of which he
reasonably questions alike the taste and the necessity." (Burgon, Revision Revised, pg.
193)

In the year 2000, another Baptist from North Carolina, Robert Joyner, released an
embarrassing work (I say embarrassing because some of the liestold by the author
were so silly I blushed when reading them) against the King James Bible entitled,
"King James Only? A Guideto Bible Trandations." Naturally, thetitleitself reeks
of Satanic scholarship (" Yea, hath God said...?- Gen. 3:1), with the following quote
emphasizing just how egocentric these scholastic egotists can be:

" The KJV people ask, " Why do the modern versions leave verses and words out?" |
think they have the question reversed. It should be, " Why does the KJV insert so many
words and verses?" (Joyner, pg. 62)

In thefuturel plan on doing a full book review of this" work" and posting on my
website. However, for the present inquiry | would like to make a couple of points:

1) Joyner doesn't even address the question. He simply repeatsthis question given to
him by A.V. Only advocates and then switches the question to a position he has
already assumed! | supposeit would be safe for me to assume from Joyner's flash
dance that points of omission or addition to the text of the New Testament isrelative
totheinquirer?

2) Joyner iscompletely obliviousto the FACT that omissions arethefirst line of
Bible corruption asoutlined by the Holy Scriptures. If you will notice the " outline of
textual criticism” in thethird chapter of Genesis, when the serpent succeedsin
guiding Eveto doubt theintegrity of God'sword, thefirst thing shedoesisOMIT a
word! Sheomitted theword "FREELY" in verse 2. It was after that manifestation
of corrupted scholarship that she added, " neither shall yetouch it" in verse 3.
Howbeit the A.V. persecutorsnever discussthe biblical aspects on manuscript
corruption. The next time the devil shows up referencing the scriptureshe OMITS a
portion of it in Matthew 4:6.

3) Philip Mauroislightening fast to correct Mr. Joyner:
" The commonest of all mistakesin copying manuscripts, or in repeating a matter, are

mistakes of OMI SSION, or lapses of memory, or theresult of inattention.” (Mauro,
Which Version?, pg. 60-61)
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Another amateur, Bible corrector, Brian Tegart, makes the following comments
regarding thetranslation of "Incovg" as" Jesus' instead of " Joshua" in Acts 7:45
and Hebrews 4:8:

" Looking at the context of these two verses, it is easily seen that they are referring to
when Joshua was leading the | sraelites into the promised land. So why does the KJV
have " Jesus" in these two verses while the other tranglations have " Joshua" ?

A look at the underlying Greek in these verses showsthat " lesous” isthe name under
discussion here. Everywhere elsein the NT, it istranslated correctly as" Jesus",
because that'swho it isreferring to. However, in these two verses (Acts 7:45 and
Hebrews 4:8), the nameis the same, but referring to Joshua of the Old Testament, not
Jesusof the New." (" Acts7:45 & Hebrews4:8 Jesus, Joshua: What's The Difference

Anyway?" Brian Tegart)

Last year | wrotean article on these two ver ses, vindicating the translation found in
the A.V. 1611 against textual despotslike Tegart. It isentitled, " Dirty Dirk Wood In
A Tainted Meat L ocker." Notwithstanding, the comments of Arthur Coxewill bea

blessing once again:

"It is of some consequence to make the common reader feel the Greek in his New
Testament: at least, if any Christian pastor is persuaded of this, the Bible Society has
no right to Judaize his New Testament, and so decide against him. | cheerfully concede
that in the Greek form of Joshua, which isthe familiar name of our Blessed LORD,
thereisadifficulty to the ordinary apprehension. Yet in oneinstance, itisexplainedin
the margin by the translators themselves; and | have often found the instance of use, in
explaining to a Bible-class the truth that our LORD condescended to bear the humble
human name of Joshua, and that Joshua was a signal type of hisLORD, in this, asin
other particulars. The Graecised proper names of the new Testament are, in all other
cases, sufficiently plain to be understood by any one intelligently reading the
Scriptures, especially with the references; and, for one, | protest against the Hebraized
look, which the novelty givesto one's Testament. | prefer to see Sion, and not Zion, in
the New Testament, because the latter form hasaterritorial and geographical
association. Thus, in that glorioustext, " Ye are come unto Mount Sion," theform
Zion seemsto remove it from identity with " the heavenly Jerusalem.” Thefactis, God
seemsto have provided the Greek, as new bottles for new wine, and one feels the
propriety of itsidioms, where a new and celestial inheritance comesinto view. | am not
sorry to meet Osee, and Noe and Sara and Juda, in the new testament; for the bare
dropping of superfluities seems a symbol of their baptism into the freedom of the New
covenant, and of the " newness of spirit" which has succeeded the oldness of the letter.
IF ACOMPETENT AUTHORITY SHOULD PLACE THE ORIGINAL HEBREW
NAMESIN THE MARGIN, | DOUBT NOT, ALL WOULD BE SATISFIED; BUT
THE TEXT, THE TEXT, LET USHAVE IT ASOUR FATHERSLET IT!" (Coxe,
ibid, pg. 37-38)
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At this point a couple of astonishing facts should embrace the reader with fervor.
One, the commentary of the modern A.V. criticsis biased, secondary, and at times
ridiculous. Secondly, the state of scholarship in contemporary times has
deteriorated and become the epitome of disgust in light of the ancients. Finally, that
whenever you see some individual propagating hisopinion (usually onethat he

lear ned from someone else...Originality isan attribute destitute of reality in this day
and age) as an established FACT, thereisalways another individual that hasa
contrary opinion and will be ableto correct that form of dogmatism. So wher e does
thisleave usin regardsto what isright, and what distinguishestruth from error,
etc? It certainly couldn't residein our own bosom, for that would leave us as self-
centered authorities asthose we criticize. In fact, it must residein " Thus saith the
Lord." The W-O-R-D-Sof almighty God, namely, the words that he has spoken and
has published. And assuch | mean not " the message of God," or " the multitudinous
array of manuscripts,” or some" eclectic texts" prepared by irreverent persons. |
mean the Bible, asin the text that God has seen fit to leave usin these last times-
TheA.V. 1611! Andtodothismy brethren, THE TEXT MUST BE LEFT IN
TACT!

Finally, I'd like to end this segment with some final commentsfrom our dead
forefathersthat now " sleep in Jesus."

Arthur Coxe: " The best and the most that can be done, even in England, isto ensure
the strict preservation of the text and its accessories, and they are according to the
present standards." (Coxe, ibid, pg. 9)

JamesLister: " Let usbeware then of putting the suggestions of modern critics on
higher ground than the modest but solid claims of our ancestors." (Lister, Excellence
of the Authorized Version, pg. 14)

William Brantly: " The proposed abandonment of the words baptize and baptism, and
the substitution of the kindred terms, immerse and immersion, will doubtless attract to
itself the favourable suffrage of a few. Its plausibility will beguile and its novelty will
charm them. But the more reflecting, perceiving that nothing isto be gained by the
alterations, while much will be hazarded; caught by no specious reasoning, and won
over by no puerile argument, will withhold from the translation their sanction and
their patronage, and still retain at the domestic altar, in the study and in the pulpit, the
good old English Version, endeared to them by a thousand tender and hallowed
associations. Such we think, will be the disorganizing tendency of the question agitated
either at the present, or at ANY FUTURE TIME. Brother will be arrayed against
brother, church against church, and association against association, and the Book,
THAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN TO USASA HEAVEN WROUGHT LIGAMENT,
BINDING EACH TO THE OTHER, AND ALL TOIT, WILL THUSBECOME THE
ORGAN OF STRIFE, DISCORD AND DISSENSION. FROM SUCH A
CATASTROPHE, MAY THE GOD OF THE BIBLE PRESERVE US! (Objectionsto
A Baptist Version of the New Testament, William T. Brantly, pg. 65-66, 1837)
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A Critique of Goethe's Faustian Rendition of O Aoyog in John 1:1
By: Jeffrey D. Nachimson

The per petual enterpriserespecting the subject matter of trandating the sacred
texts of Scriptureinto arecipient vernacular continuesto be a relentless debate of
principles, ulterior motives, fiscal prosperity, and intellectual temptation. The
indefatigable pursuits of linguistic pundits, combined with theinept and whimsical
opinions of philological novices have rendered thereéiability of the words of the New
Testament a hopelessly subjective, and in some cases, singular perspective. The
manifest fruition of this phenomenon isviably palpable through the plethora of
existing sectarian and non-sectarian Bible translations, which have been thrust upon
thefree market in a variety of tongues throughout the inhabitable world. However,
no publication in theworld touchesthe frilled orations or the sanctimonious
transcriptions of the professing Biblical scholar. While offering his expertise

regar ding the specifics of Hellenistic Greek lexicography, he boldly declaresthat the
trandation of wordsnot in collusion with his scholarly opinion to be nothing short

of egregious errors. These pronounced errors, in turn, are subsequently " cor r ected"
under the guise of meaningful objectivity.

When enthusiasm grants an inquiring student the wondrous honor of traveling
wholeheartedly into therealm of World Literature, thelearner must find himself at
an overwhelming loss when he discoversthat one of the charactersin theread
before him is engaged at an alteration of the text of the New Testament. M oreover,
at the hands of histutelage, this selfsame student must find it overtly exasperating to
walk in on this naked exposition of travesty at the behest of the following salient
wor ds from Faust, " hich is nowhere more magnificent than in our New Testament. |
would for once like to determine-because | am sincerely perplexed-how the sacred
original text could be translated into my beloved German” (702). The context in the
preceding statement isthe dilemmaingrained within the pages of Johann Wolfgang
von Goethe's Faust, namely, that Faust, during hisnight of " Study" (701), seeksto
alter thetrandlation of the Gospel of John 1:1 from, " In the beginning was the
Word." to an interpretation which would give the members of the Ger man tongue
therelegation of ev apyn nv o Aoyogas" Mind,” " Force,” and " Act" respectively
(702). Thereforethe pertinent task before usisto examinethe claimsof Faust in
referenceto the tranglation of John 1:1 and determinethat heisgrossy in error by
an examination of the context of his position, along with expert testimony from
linguistic sour ces, and a comparison of other foreign language translations that
equitably render thewordsin question as" Word" and nothing else.

First, in order to deliver an adequate appraisal of Faust's assertion that thethree

wor ds previously mentioned are possible renditionsfor the Greek word Aoyog in
John 1.1, it isnecessary to provide hiscomments at length:

It says: 'In the beginning was the Word." Already | am stopped. It seemsabsurd. The

Word does not deserve the highest prize, | must trandate it otherwise If | am well
inspired and not blind. It says: In the beginning was the Mind. Ponder that first line,
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wait and see, Lest you should write too hastily. s mind the all-creating source? It
ought to say: I n the beginning there was Force. Yet something warnsme as | grasp the
pen, That my translation must be changed again. The spirit helps me. Now it is exact. |
write: In the beginning was the Act. (702)

In hisbook Goethe's Faust, Harold Jantz offersthe idea that a great many students
areregularly condemning Faust'stranglation practice here asan evident token of
subjectivity (as| have bolstered in my thesis), but in actuality Faust iscleverly
exercising his skill asa classical philologist (Jantz 113-114). If you will notice Faust's
wor ds above he asksif theword "Mind" justifiably conveystheidea of " the all-
creating source." Hence, given M ephistopheles'scommentslater that Faust thinks
theword so beggarly asto be only craving " reality,” (705) thusimplying that his
alteration of "Word" tothefinal " Act" in a progression of debatableideasis proof
positive that Faust'sintention in a fresh translation of the " sacred text" wasto
encompass therealization of the LogoV in demonstrable deeds. Jantz conjectures,
"Itisto betaken initslarger context asa simple, natural description of the magical
process, beginning with the 'word," which isvalid becauseit isa symbol for the
‘'meaning' lying behind it (remember Figulus description of the book of nature). The
comprehension of this'meaning' give the magnus the 'power' over the forces of
nature, this 'potentiality’ in itsturn coming to realization in the'act' (deed). All this
was for the Renaissance philosopher parallel in itsminor human way to God's creation
of theworld." (Jantz 115)

But, both Faust's purpose and Jantz'sjustification of Faust's motive fall deplorably
short of the evangelist's purposein thefirst chapter of John's Gospel. First, the
context of thisfirst chapter of John's Gospel isto establish the Aoyoc's preeminence,
not to verbosaly illustrate God's " creative power." The preeminence of the Aoyog is
clearly seen in his co-essence as being God (John 1:1), his co-existence with God
(John 1:2); hisability to create the world (John 1:3); his power to personally and
individually sustain life and existence (John 1:4); his purposein illuminating
mankind (John 1:9); and his sole position as being the only means by which fallen
mankind could spiritually be born of God and properly be called his sons (John
1:11-13). Secondly, the fact that John 1:14 inculcates this all-power ful God with the
feebleness of mankind isnot indicative of an " all-creative source," but of a
pragmatic expression of God (who isa Spirit- John 4:24) to the human race.
Because " the Wor d was made flesh and dwelt among us." (the Word here being a
translation of Aoyog too), heis passionately linked to the versein Hebrews 1:3 which
callsthe Son of God,

0G OV AMOLLYALCHA TNG 80ENG KOl XOLPOKTNP TNG VTOCTAGEMS AW TOL Of " Who being
the brightness of his glory, and the expressimage of hisperson.” Thistremendous
truth isalso manifest in the fact that the other threetimes Aoyogisused in holy writ
(to total seven), it has absolutely no concern with all- creative acts, but with a
physical, actual manifestation of God to the world through his Son (1 John 1:1; 5:7,
Rev. 19:13). When the author used the word Aoyog hisonly purposeistorelate an
unseen, unheard Almighty to hiscreation (John 1:18; 5:37). Thirdly, theidea that
Faust'strandations are a progressive development from " word" to " act" really
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betrays Faust's own words on the subject. Faust told us expressly that the rendition
of Aoyogas" Word" "seemsabsurd” (702). Hence, with his own words stating that
"word" isabsurd in conjunction with his exhortation to not translate Aoyog as
"force" to hastily thereby bringing out thefinal "act,” it iscertain that he wasn't
progressing, but simply looking for aword to suit his purpose. Fourthly, one keen
author pointsout thefact that although Faust rejected "Word" for Aoyog at one
point in the story, helater cameto termswith it'sastounding truths when she
stated:

Now, therefore, the thematics of word returnsto the play in new form. At the beginning
of Part | Faust rgected words and 'word-mongering' as inadequate forms of
knowledge; he could not allow the logos to be a word, so he trandlated it as'deed.’ But
now at the end of Part |1, after the words of the spirits have brought the new day in
Pleasant Landscape and after Faust has created Arcadia with his own words, the word
has been restored to a position of respect. Above all, Faust wantsto guard himself from
saying a ‘magic word' to drive Care away, and after she has blinded him, he says, 'The
night seemsto pressin deeper and deeper, /But inside me shines bright light;/ What |
conceived I'll hasten to complete;/The master'sword it alone has weight.' In a typical
dialectical move Faust hasto reject the word in order to possessit fully. (Brown 94)

Furthermore, to boldly claim as Faust has done that the rendition of Aoyog as
"Word" henceforth " seemsabsurd" isreally to downplay and ignore one of the
greatest composite translation effortsin the history of theworld. By a ssmple
inspection of English and foreign language Bible trandationsit becomes
embarrassingly apparent that theinvariable usage of Aoyogistranslated by the
English equivalent, "Word." A fellow German, Dr. Martin Luther, having initially
translated his German Bible from the 2nd edition Greek text of Erasmusin 1522, by
means of his 1545 revision of the same delineates John 1:1 as, " Im Anfang war das
Wort, und das Wort war bei Gott, und Gott war das Wort." Similarly, the 1960 Reina-
Valera Spanish Bible states, " En principio era el Verbo, y €l Verbo era con Dios, y €
Verbo eraDios." The French version translates, " Au commencement etait la Parole,
et al Parole etaite avel Dieu, et |la Parole etait Dieu." Of course, it goes without saying
that Italian Diodati version givesus" Parola" for "Word," astheLatin Vulgate
from the fourth century delegatestheword, " Verbum" to represent Aoyog. These
tranglations, without a doubt, all mean, "Word." Hence, it is plausible to assert that
these scholastic sources finding origin in eclectic sourceswerejust asqualified if not
more so in some casesto render the verdict of the Faustian absurdity asnugatory.

Notwithstanding, briefly considering lexical sourcesit isshould betaken into
account that Aoyog denotes, " the independent personified expression of God, the
Logos. Our lit. showstraces of a way of thinking that was widespread in contemporary
syncretism, aswell asin Jewish wisdom lit. and Philo, the most prominent feature of
which isthe concept of the Logos, the independent, personified "Word' (of God): GJs
11:2 (word of the angel to Mary) cuvAnuyn ek Aoyov avtov (SC.

0V TavTi®V Agomotov). J 1:1abc, 14 (cp. Just., A 1, 23, 2; Mel., P. 9, 61 and oft. By
all apology., exc.. Ar.). It isthe distinctive teaching of the Fourth Gospel that this
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divine'Word' took on human form in a historical person, that is, in Jesus' (Danker
601). Also, the usur pation of the term Aoyog to mean " Mind" also reeks of
Neoplatonism, which when combined with the ideological features of the" Word"
relegates a downgrade on the deity of Jesus Christ. One philosophical commentator
notes:

Origen, who isthe closest (he was probably a pupil of Plotinus's own master
Ammonius Saccas), has a theology strikingly like that of Plotinus; the Father
corresponds to the transcendent One; the Logos-Son, whom Origen makes much
inferior to the Father, isthe One-in-Many, the Divine Mind; the Spirit isinferior
again, though not very like Plotinus's universal Soul. The New Testament's statements
about the Holy Spirit made it difficult for even the most Platonically-minded theologian
to assimilate him as completely to the Platonic World-Soul as the Son was assimilated
to the Divine Mind. Later, Arianism shows signs of the influences of fourth-century
Neoplatonism. (Armstrong and Markus 21; indirectly, Stead 150)

Thetransparency of Faust's subjective motivein altering the proper translation of
John 1:1 as, " In the beginning wasthe Word" isillustrated in his utter failureto
notice the primary context of John chapter 1 asthe preeminent place due the Word
through his manifestation to the world as the physical representation of God, while
being equal in essence and existence with him. Despite Mr. Jantz's attemptsto
justify Faust'strandlation endeavor's by pointing a form of lexical hierarchy, heis
opaquely obliviousto the fact that Faust himself was not attempting to transition
from "theWord" to"theAct,” but ssmply exploring word usagesto fit his scheme.
Translating Aoyog as anything but "the Word" betraysthe host of translations,
both English and otherwise, which invariably translate the so-said word as an
equivalent of "theWord." One of the most respected synthetic lexiconsin existence
renderstheidea of a Christian Aoyog as"theWord," tracing its usage from a
Jewish background through Philo of Alexandria (although Armstrong and Mar kus
[19] assureusthat it isn't necessary to assume that John was reading Philo),
through to Church Fathers beyond the apostle John. Finally, Armstrong and
Markus keenly observethat a downgrade on the deity of Christ isa direct
descendent of Neoplatonic thought by equating the Aoyog with the" Divine Mind"
through advocates such as Adamantius Origen. All-in-all, the most that one can do,
not only in the case of Faust now behind us, but in all scenariosreferencing the
falsifying effects of distorting Scripture, isto leave the sacred wor ds of text in tact
exactly as God in his marvelous providence delivered them.
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Matthew 23:14
An Expansion of Piety or an Example of Paucity in the Modern Versions?
By: Jeffrey D. Nachimson

Thefollowing material was drafted to answer the questions of an individual seeking
information on thereasoning for the omission of M atthew 23:14 from the modern
Bible versions, which follow one of the corrupt critical texts (such as Nestle-Aland
27 or the United Bible Society 4 th edition, etc.) in their subsequent English
tranglation. Unfortunately, | deleted hisoriginal composition to me requesting the
information, but you should be ableto glean the gist of hisquestions from the
context of my response. Theinformation request was sent to me a few months ago
through the contact section on the A.V. 1611 Answerswebsite, and has been resting
in my filesever since. Hence, | thought it might be edifying for all of you to read and
contemplate upon its contentsinstead of remaining a dormant computer file.
Finally, for further studies concer ning the causes of corruption in various Greek
manuscripts and texts, thereader isencouraged to consult, " The Causes of the
Corruption of the Traditional Text of the Holy Gospels,” by Dean John William
Burgon. Specifically, he discusses M atthew 23:14 on pages 38-39 in this book,
providing handsome details asto why this passage is not a zealous accr etion to the
traditional text, but rather an accidental omission caused by a careless scribe.

Dear Brother in Christ,

You did not leave your name on the standard reply email, so I'll just haveto refer to
you asa Brother in Christ. However, | thank you for your kind email, and will be
happy to relay to you my findings concer ning the passage in question.

The passage, Matthew 23:14 reads asfollowsin the A.V. 1611:

" Woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! for ye devour widows houses,
and for a pretence make long prayer: therefore ye shall receive the greater
damnation.”

Of course, asyou correctly noted in your email, the passage is missing in the modern
English versions, which follow Nestle-Aland or some other similar critical text.
However, it is bracketed in the NASB and the NASB update. The versein question
islimited to apparatusin the Nestle-Aland 27th edition.

Scrivener's collation of the Greek readings which underliethe A.V. 1611 reads as
followsin the passage:
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Ovan vy, ypappozels kot Poploniot, LTOKPLTOL, 0Tl KOTEGD1ETE TOG OLKLALG TOV
YNPOV, KOl TPOPUGEL LLAK POL TIPOTEVY OLLEVOL; dLOL TOLTO ANYECHE TEPLGTOTEPOV K

PLUOL

Thefirst thing that | would like to do is show you how a moder n, destructive critic
of the A.V. 1611 (in thisexample, James White), handles the omission. After
admitting that thisverseisfound in the majority of existing Greek manuscripts, and
that is subsequently not found in the text of modern critical editions (see White,

" The King James Only Controversy," pg. 154-155 with hisendnote on pg. 189), he
makes the following statement in order to justify the omission from modern Greek
textsand theresultant English versions:

" In someinstancesit is fairly obvious that a verse has been either repeated or imported
from another placein thetext. In both Mark 9:44 and 46 the phrase 'where their worm
dieth not, and the fireis not quenched' has been inserted in later manuscriptsin both
places, repeating the very same phrase that is found in verse 48. The manuscripts that
do not contain the phrase, while the minority, make up a wide range of witnesses
against these verses. Thereisno reason for these verses to have been accidentally
omitted, and obviously they were not purposefully omitted because all the manuscripts
contain the very samewords at verse 48. " (James White, The King James Only
Controversy, pg. 155)

Accor dingly, on pg. 155 of hisbook, Mr. White assertsthat " other passagesfall into
the same category of inserted text from other placesin the Gospel accounts
include...Matthew 23:14 (from Mark 12:40 and Luke 20:47)..." Now, if you will notice
carefully, Mr. White statesthat thereisno reason for these versesto have been
accidentally omitted or purposely omitted. Granted, | would be inclined to agree
with Mr. Whitethat these versesin Mark 9 or Matthew 23:14 wer e not
PURPOSEFULLY omitted. However, | would adamantly disagree with him for his
nonsensical hypothesisthat these passages were not ACCIDENTALLY omitted.

James Whiteiseither manifestly ignorant of the fact, or PURPOSEFULLY
neglected to inform hisreading audience (in this case you and me), of a phenomenon
all to common and familiar to a scribe copying Greek manuscripts. This accidental
cause of corruption iscalled, " Homoeoteleuton,"” which isa Greek name that
denotes a similarity or likeness of ending. When a copyist had before him a
manuscript with a particular passage that contained the same wor ds on different
lines, or what appeared to be the same word, upon reverting back to hisoriginal
from which he was copying, his eye would wander from the correct line hewas
copying to another place on the page (usually a little lower down) that had the word
of the same appearance. Consequently, all that wasin between the two similar

wor dswas omitted, and on occasion, duplicated. Such isthe casein Matthew 23:14.
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In Matthew 23:14, asyou can see above, the passage beginswith:
Ovan vy, ypapparzels kol Popiooiot

However, Matthew 23:13 begins with:
Ovat 8 vy, Ypappatels kot dapicaton

Along the samelines, M atthew 23:15 has:
Ovat vuty, ypappaorels kot @apiooaiot

Hence, some stupid scribe, at avery early age, because of the recurring Ovoun vuwy
(or,"Woeunto you") easily omitted the phrase as his eye wandered from the

appear ance of the phrase in verse 13, deleting ACCIDENTALLY the material found
in verse 14, picking it up again in verse 15.

Theverseisfound in the majority of the cursive Greek manuscripts, 14 uncial
manuscripts (which include M SS. Q, X, and @), the Syriac Peshitta, the Harkleian
Syriac, Ethiopic, Arabian, and some mss. of the Latin Vulgate. The passageis
attested by Origen in Latin, Chrysostom, Opus, John Damascene, Theophylact,
Hilary, and Jerome.

The continuous concor d of corrupt witnesses (especially in Matthew's Gospel),
which omit the passagearea B D L Z and the ® uncial. Along with these are the
Armenian version, five or more cursives (nothing compar ed to the ones that contain
the passage), and the L ewis edition of the Syriac. This corruption passed on to some
of the Bohairic mss., aswell asthe Sahidic, Origen, and some of the Vulgate mss.
inconsistently. Thiserror was also repeated in the Old Latin versions.

It iscertain that this corruption took place early and passed into Egypt because of
the corrupt Alexandrian witnesses that perpetuate the error. However, to bolster
theideathat this passage was added intentionally by a" well meaning scribe,” and
bears no marks of accidental omission, is certainly a profound demonstration of
ignor ance concer ning scribal habits. Anyone even remotely familiar with scribal
practices knowsthat a scribeis more proneto omit than to add. However, modern
textual criticsstill insist that the converseistrue. They abide by the shifting sands of
Scholar ship, whilel hold to thewords of God asfound in the A.V. 1611.

To answer your questions:

1) Thereading from verse 13 that you say isfound in verse 14 in some Greek
Orthodox textsis probably just dueto differencesin the placing of the verses. For
example, in Samuel Tregelles book, " An Account of the Printed Text of the Greek
New Testament," heliststhe variant reading wejust discussed above as verse 13
instead of verse 14. Thissimply hasto do with how the versesare placed. | don't
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know of avariant from verse 14 that contains the words you mentioned from verse
13.

2) Matthew 23:14, asfound in the King James Bibleis attested by a plethora of
church fathers, the majority of uncial and cursive Greek manuscripts, and a
number of early versions.

3) As| have stated above, the reading ar ose as an accidental corruption dueto a
similarity of endingson the Greek wordsin the passages.

| hopethisanswersyour questions. May the Lord Jesus Christ blessyour endeavors
for him.

Sincerely in Jesus Christ,
Jeffrey D. Nachimson
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Butler's Bumbling Bunk Concerning Final Absolute Authority
Compilation & Commentary by Jeffrey D. Nachimson

The following exchange of correspondence began when one of the many thousands
of membersof the" Yea, hath God said?" Society (see chapter 3 of the book,
"Manuscript Evidence," by Dr. Peter S. Ruckman) sent me a brief email (thefirst
one below) thanking me for recognizing him as an Alexandrian apostate. His name
isFred Butler. Mr. Butler isafairly new member of the Society, having lost hisfaith
in the King James Bible (as he wasformerly an A.V. Only advocate) because his
adherenceto such professions of faith was adamantly dependent upon thereiability
of scholarship. Essentially, Fred Butler exchanged A.V. 1611 scholar ship for
Alexandrian, Bible-correcting, " Christian" scholarship. However, | will discussthis
at length at the end of the correspondence.

Furthermore, | discovered quite previously, that a former Bible-believer thinksthat
heisdue certain rightsto a listening audience because he has suddenly been
"enlightened" and isnow qualified to tell all of Bible-believing Christendom the
deceptiveerror of their ways, and to provide them with a scholastic scapegoat out of
this supposed cultic heresy. However, all that has managed to come to passin the
castaway (I Cor. 9:27) lives of men like Fred Butler, Rick Norris, and Gary Hudson,
isthat they exchanged the A.V. 1611 for preference and " scholarship,” not because
they have unearthed some unknown phenomena, but because they found an excuse
to accept the falsehood and textual treachery that they oncerepudiated. Individuals
such as Fred Butler epitomize the passage that says, " Who changed thetruth of God
into alie, and wor shipped and served the creature morethan the Creator, who is
blessed for ever. Amen." (Rom. 1:25)

Of cour se, the proof positive for the above analysisisthat the material promulgated
by theseindividualsis no more and no less the same dispar aging nonsense

per petuated by " men of old" who never did believethe A.V. 1611. All of the
rigmaroleabout "errors,” " better translations,” " only the originalsareinspired,”
"trangdlations are wor ks of men and cannot beinspired,” etc., has still not improved
or diminished whatsoever. The only thing that a person of Fred Butler's statusis
capable of doing isfinding new waysto masquer ade the timeless flaws of those who
aremoreinterested in the service of men than in the stewar dship of God.

Therefore, in order to make or break Mr. Butler speedily, | presented him with
what, if not, should bethe standard reply to all Alexandrian apostates. When you
review this correspondence, you will see Mr. Butler'swords inundated with classic
catch phrases and clichés such as"the Bible," " God'sWord," etc. Hence, | thought
it expedient to provide Mr. Butler with an ultimatum to tell mewhere| can find this
"God'sWord" sol caninspect it and study it tangibly. And, just so therewasno
obfuscation involved, | provided him with a concr ete example of exactly what |
meant by a " palpable” text. Naturally, when you read hisreply, you will
immediately observe the sly changing of words, and the embarrassing back peddling
employed to attempt to save face while evidently cloaking histrue position: Fred
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Butler'sidea of " God'sWord" isa mythological fairytale buried in the

unascer tainable confines of thefirst century. Notwithstanding, | also asked Mr.
Butler to provide mewith the names of the man/men who first showed him that
there were/are what they consider "errors’ in the King James Bible. Without
stating matter-of-factly who showed him "errors' hedid provide the names of two
individuals who influenced him in a" minor" way toward his" genuine reform to the
truth."” So, hereisFred Butler, Alexandrian clone number 666,666,666 showing us
how it isdonein 2005 in regardsto evading clear-cut questions while venturing to
be doctrinaire and authoritative.

Subj: Thanksfor the plug!
Date: 5/5/2005 11:48:10 AM Central Standard Time

From:fred@qty.org
To: Jeffrey Nachimson

Sent fromthe Internet (Details)

Hey Jeff,

| want to thank you for adding my siteto your apostasy list. | find it a great honor
to be named in the Alexandrian hall of fame. Do you think you could mention meto
Bro. Ruckman? | would be nice to have him name mein one of hismonthly rants
published in hisBible Bulletin.

Thanks much,

In Christ,

Fred

www.fredsbibletalk.com

Subj:Re: Thanksfor the plug!
Date:5/6/2005

To: fred@gty.org

Dear Fred,

Thank you for your recent email. | learned a valuable lesson many moons ago about
being held accountable for what you exhibit publicly. When you arethe editor or at
least a contributor to a website that openly attacksthe King's English (even if itisa
blatant demonstration of reductio ad absurdum by imputing the textual variant in
Luke 3:36 ontothe A.V. 1611), you must be prepared to be rebuked, criticized,
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refuted, and ostracized for so participating in such an imitating feat (asyour tactics
are essentially a mundane recapitulation of your Bible Correcting forefathers).
Nevertheless, in response to your "thank you," you are most certainly welcome.

Sincerely in Jesus Christ,
Jeffrey D. Nachimson

" For weare not as many, which CORRUPT theword of God: but as of sincerity,
but as of God, in the sight of God speak wein Christ." 2 Corinthians 2:17

Subj: RE: Thanksfor the plug!
Date: 5/6/2005 3:22:59 PM Centra Standard Time

From:fred@qty.org
To: Jeffrey Nachimson

Sent fromthe Internet (Details)

Amen Brother,

Y ou capture exactly why | speak against KJV onlyism with your words: KJV only
proponents openly attack God's Word and the King's English and they must be
prepared to be criticized, rebuked, refuted and separated from. They are a blight
upon Christ's Church and must be exposed openly for all to see.

In HisGrip,

Fred Butler

www.fredsbibletalk.com

PS. Does this mean you will mention meto bro. Ruckman for inclusion in one of his
rantsfor hisBible Bulletin?

many thanks

Subj:Re: Thanksfor the plug!
Date:5/6/2005

To: fred@gty.org
Dear Mr. Butler,

Thank you again for your reply. It isinteresting, yet not surprising in the least, that
you employ usage of the Alexandrian cliché, " God'sword" knowing fully well that
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you are unable to produce such a thing with your profession. Therefore, to answer
your question, when you are prepared to deliver in no uncertain terms EXACTLY
what you mean by " God'sword," thereby defining the W-O-R-D-Syou are
referring to specifically, and thus naming the text and location where | can find this
"God'sword" that you speak of so casually, then | will be happy to forward the
name of Fred Butler (also known as Diotrephes - 11 John 9-10) to Dr. Ruckman
along with a copy of your emails.

Secondly, along with the required information above, you will list when and where
you first learned that the King's English contained " errors,” how you cameto
discover them, and who first taught you to exchange the plain words of the A.V. text
for the obfuscating tenets of moder n scholarship. WHEN and I F you can honestly
(Romans 12:17; 2 Corinthians 8:21) provide the aboveinformation, | will sincerely
deliver your name/material to Dr. Ruckman personally.

However, if you insist on evading the issue, and continueto play the part of the
typical scholastic clone (parroting those befor e you), then our correspondence will
cease here. Hence, you have somewriting to do. | will eagerly await your honest,
firm and sincere answers. Until then...

Sincerely in Jesus Christ,
Jeffrey D. Nachimson

P.S. Just so thereisno misunder standing betwixt us, Friend, let meillustrate my
point by answering the propositions above using the conver se:

Thewords of theliving God can be found in thetext of the Authorized King James
Bible without distinction of various editions, revisions or copies (whichever term you
"prefer” toemploy). Specifically, | defend every word in thetext that isbefore me,
which can be palpably and tangibly demonstrated as available for evidence (unlike
this" God'sword" so generically abused by the Alexandrian Cult). Thistext is holy,
infallible, given by inspiration, and without proven error of any sort.

Secondly, | first heard about theinfallibility of the King James Bible preached from
the pulpit of the Christian school that | attended (at first asan unsaved teenager),
then subsequent to my receiving Jesus Christ in September of 1993, the Lord
opened my eyesto the subtlety of modern English Bible versions and the inerrancy
of the A.V. 1611 through some material published by Jack Chick (I had never even
heard of Peter Ruckman). Thefirst peopleto influence mein thisregard were my
first pastor (Russell Tuck) and my high school principal (Robert Nicholson).

Now, if your answersare not somewhat plain like those above; short and to the
point, then we have nothing further to discuss. You see, after 50 yearsin the
ministry, Dr. Ruckman has seen every " sleight of men" (Ephesians 4:14) utilized by
the Bible Corrector. If you really want to catch his attention, then tell us how you
first learned to messwith the King James Bible and " correct” it. Personally, | don't
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think that you havethe gutsor the graceto answer truthfully and forthrightly. You
now have ONE reply to makeyour case...JN

Subj: RE: Thanksfor the plug!

Date: 5/9/2005 11:02:39 AM Central Standard Time
From:fred@aty.org

To: Jdfrey Nachimson

Sent fromthe Internet (Details)

El Jeffy,

Wow! | never thought | would have to qualify to have Bro. Ruckman hurl curses
and insultsat mein one of his monthly published rants. | figured any apostateswho
wrote against KJV onlyism could risk a crue slash of hispen. When did heraise
the bar with such high standards? | will havetotell the other cultic boysat our
monthly Alexandrian meeting that Bro. Ruckman hastaken it up a notch asfor who
helibelsin his papers. Thanksfor that info!

I reckon | havetheintestinal fortitude to answer your questions:

Specifically, the W-O-R-D-S of God arefound in any reputable translation of the
copies of the copies et. al. of theoriginal inspired documents God's people where
moved by the Holy Spirit towrite. You could locate a copy on my desk, or at Wal-
Mart if you are so inclined to visit. | further believe God is more powerful than

her etics, so he never allowed any to get away with intentionally corrupt His
WORDS so asto per manently introduce heresy to lead Hisredeemed Church astray
asKJVOs speculatein their literature. Heretics spread false doctrine by

misinter preting God'sword, not by changing it asKJVersinsist. | believe Westcott
and Hort werefine Christian men, asfar as Anglican Christians go, contrary to the
liesKJVersutter against them by twisting their written material. They werejust as
"godly" as Anglicans asthe Baptist killing, royal rear-end kissing, baby sprinkling
Anglican KJV translatorswereduring their day.

| first becamea KJVer after my conversion when | was introduced to the heresy by
afriend named Rich Christiano and his buddy Jeff Bartel (now missionary in
Albania). Pastor Gary Flynt of OK (at thetime) solidified my beliefswith his poorly
resear ched book on the subject of Bibleversions. Likean undiscerning dope, |
imbibe every word and believed it all for ten years.

God Almighty was pleased to lead me out of onlyism by illuminating my mind to the
truth. Oneof thekey "instruments" heused to slicethat cancer out from my soul
was Gail Riplinger and her deplorable book, New Age Versions. When | began to
re-check Ms. Riplinger's claims against the footnoted sour ces and what her
detractors actually stated, God revealed to me how low KJV only " scholar ship™ will
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stoop to revise historic fact, selectively edit, and in some case make up out of thin
air, an apologetic belief that only promotesallie.

My full confession asa KJVer for 10 years can belocated here:
http://www.fredsbibletalk.com/fb019.html

If you arenot inclined to read it, some of the heretical " apostate” pointsyou could
pass along to Bro.. Ruckman is

Master Seminary

John MacArthur

James White

Calvinism

Though these were minor players God used in my genuine personal Reform to the
truth, | am surethey are" Red Flags' in your mind and should qualify asa mention
in one of Bro. Ruckman'srants against me. Maybe he can paint me as a character
in one of hisillustrations, also.

Yoursin Jesus

Fred Butler

www.fredsbibletalk.com

Nachimson: Thefirst thing that should be noticed is my original proposition to Mr.
Butler:

"Therefore, to answer your question, when you are prepared to deliver in no
uncertain terms EXACTLY what you mean by " God'sword," thereby defining the
W-0O-R-D-Syou arereferring to specifically, and thus naming the text and location
wherel can find this" God'sword" that you speak of so casually, then | will be
happy to forward.”

Notwithstanding, | was even kind enough to give Mr. Butler an example of this
condition, when | illustrated:

"Thewordsof theliving God can befound in thetext of the Authorized King James
Bible without distinction of various editions, revisionsor copies (whichever term you
"prefer” toemploy). Specifically, | defend every word in thetext that isbefore me,
which can be palpably and tangibly demonstrated as available for evidence (unlike
this" God'sword" so generically abused by the Alexandrian Cult). Thistext is holy,
infallible, given by inspiration, and without proven error of any sort."
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Notice the details of the proposition and the example:

» "Exactly" what you means by " God'sWord," which issupposed to " define" the
"W-0O-R-D-S"

* "Name" the"text" (noticethe singular) of this" God'sWord."
* Whereisthe"location" of this" God's Word?"
My own illustration demonstrates these points:

» Thewordsof theliving God can be" palpably and tangibly demonstrated as
availablefor evidence."

* The Authorized King James Bible
* Hereon my desk availablefor evidentiary presentation.

You see; | already knew Mr. Butler's position before he even wroteto me. How? His
position isthe same position of every Bible-correcting would beintellectual on the
planet in any decade, from any denominational affiliation. | proved this point to the
tune of several pagesin my article, " An Inquiry into the Interpretation of
Trandlational Inspiration.” In that articlel demonstrated that an Alexandrian
believesin theinfallibility of a bunch of lost papersthat are no longer tangibly
availablefor evidence. In short, what they are capable of producing for examination
doesn't coincide with their profession. | quoted Wilbur Pickering who provided the
information that at our current state we do not have the precise wording of the
"original text." Hence, any profession in theinerrancy of the" original text" is
nothing mor e that ver bose moonshine.

Question: How does Mr. Butler handlethe proposition?

« " Specifically, the W-O-R-D-S of God arefound in any reputable translation of
the copies of the copieset. al. of the original inspired documents God's people where
moved by the Holy Spirit towrite."

Nachimson: Now, wait just a minute, sir. The proposition wasthat you tell me
"EXACTLY" what you mean by " God'sWord." Secondly, the proposition
included, " .thus naming the text." Please note the singular usage of " the text."

What we have hereis nothing more than the ramblings of a confused man (I Cor.
14:33), who isNOW KNOWN by the multitude of words (Ecclesiastes 5:3) that have
proceeded out of hisfool mouth. Mr. Butler hasfailed to demonstrate what " God's
Word" is. Hesays" any reputable translation” (which COULD BE any one of 200
English trangdations, or maybe even another foreign language trandation; after all,
he doesn't say). Nevertheless, what does" any reputable translation” haveto do with
FINAL AUTHORITY? It doesn't! " Any reputable translation” relegatesthe
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devilish principle of multiple authorities, just asin Genesis 3. | humbly appeal to the
reader, who then becomesthe FINAL AUTHORITY in the midst of " any reputable
trandation"? Why, Fred Butler, of course. We shouldn't expect anything less.

» Butler never answersthisquestion. He couldn't and didn't namethetext.

* "You could locate a copy on my desk, or at Wal-Mart if you are so inclined to
visit."

Nachimson: Now, wait just a minute again, sir. You are saying that | can locate" a
copy" of "any reputabletranslation,” which according to your own wordsare"the
copies of the copies et. al. of theoriginal inspired documents God's people where
moved by the Holy Spirit towrite." So, to smply matters, | can find a copy of many
copies of reputable trandations, which wer e taken from many copies of mor e copies
of "the original inspired documents" (documents huh? What happened to " God's
Word" ?)? Well isn't that something? During this entire shindig |'ve been looking
for "THE" text. It lookslike Mr. Butler failed to keep up with hisend of the
bargain.

Again, noticetheilluson to |l Peter 1:21. " God's people were moved by the Holy
Spirit towrite." Thisisanother typical Alexandrian shenanigan. Later you will
observethat Mr. Butler saysthat he ditched the King James Bible because of poor
Bible study habitsfrom other A.V. only proponents. However, notice, as a plethora
of Bible-correctorsdo, isforget the W-O-R-D-Sof |l Peter 1:21, pretend that the
verseisdiscussing writing, then posit the verse asa proof text for only the " original
manuscripts’ ARE (but, they really mean "were") inspired. But, really, who hasthe
poor reading habits, even if some have exercised poor study habits? " For prophecy
came not in old time by the will of man: but holy men of God spake asthey were
moved by the Holy Ghost." In this passage, original inspiration had absolutely
nothing to do with writing; it had to do with SPEAKING.

| hopethereader isableto cometo the conclusion asto why these individuals
cannot be taken seriously for even a moment. If for nothing else, they cannot back
up what they, even after agreeing to do so. When Fred Butler got rid of hisKing
James Bible, at that time he became unable to show anybody inquiring what " God's
Word" is, wherethe Scriptures are, and what the name of thetext is.

However, all of thisismere child's play compared to the actual frivolous natur e of
Mr. Butler's" reputable” psychosis. On hiswebsite, Mr. Butler hasan article,
http://www.fredsbibletalk.com/fb023.html in which he placesthe blame on the
King'sEnglish for theinclusion of name" Cainan" intheLord'sgenealogy in Luke
3:36. He uses this ver se as a crutch to cast doubt on the veracity of the A.V. 1611.
However, it should be noted, and much to the chagrin of his new found love for

" scholarship,” that the name " Cainan" in Luke 3:36 isalso found in the multitude
of "any reputable translation” on hisdesk and at Wal-Mart. The nameisalso
included in the Nestle-Aland 27 th edition critical text following the spelling of the
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name asfound in Aleph and B (however, the differenceisin thelast letter wherethe
Receptus hasit asan and thecritical textsasa m). While appealing to its exclusion
from P75, Mr. Butler didn't bother to tell hisreading audience that the critical sign
in Nestle's showsthat the versein question is vid, which meansthat is a questionable
reading in that passage in the manuscript. Therefore, leaving the verse in Codex
Cantabrigensis (or Bezae; D), it should be taken into consideration that thereis
mor e manuscript evidencefor | John 5:7 than for thisreading that Mr. Butler says
isincorrect inthe A.V. 1611 (but in reality isan "error” in all of the modern,
"reputable” English versionssincethey read asthe A.V.)

Next, Mr. Butler was kind enough to include some further information in his
correspondencethat | didn't ask him to provide. Nevertheless, | will examineit here.
He stated:

" God is mor e power ful than heretics, so he never allowed any to get away with
intentionally corrupt HisWORDS so asto per manently introduce heresy to lead His
redeemed Church astray as KJVOs speculatein their literature. Heretics spread
false doctrine by misinter preting God'sword, not by changing it asKJVersinsist."

Nachimson: According to Dean Burgon'sbook, " The Causes of Corruption of the
Traditional Text," chapters13 and 14 are dedicated to exposing the " causes of
corruption chiefly intentional; corruption by heretics; corruption by the orthodox,"
which include passages such as John 1:18 and John 3:13. Thefalsereadingsin these
two passages, which have madetheir way into the modern English versions, still
infect the church of God today.

Secondly, Mr. Butler evidently hasn't studied hisBible very aptly if heisgoingto be
insistent that heretics spread false doctrine by misinter pretation and not by
"changing" theword of God. Actually, the outline given usin Genesis 3, and put to
practice by thedevil in Matthew 4, illustratesthat several factorsareinvolved in
false doctrine, not just one:

* "Yea, hath God said?" - Doubt the veracity of the words

* "We may eat of thetreesof the garden” - Omission of theword " freely"

» But of thefruit of the tree which isthe midst of the garden” -
Misinter pretation/lgnorance of the context; Eve had thewrong tree here.

* "Neither shall yetouch" - Addition
» "Lest yedie" - Substitution/ Paraphrase

* "Yeshall not surely die" - Misapplication/transposition
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All of these factorstook place with the changing of the words of God in Genesis 3.
Heresy isnot theresult of onefactor; it iscombination of many deceptive facets.

Thenext proposition that | gaveto Mr. Butler read asthus:

" Secondly, along with the required infor mation above, you will list when and where
you first learned that the King's English contained " errors,” how you cameto
discover them, and who first taught you to exchange the plain words of the A.V. text
for the obfuscating tenets of moder n scholar ship.”

Aswith the proposition about, | presented him with a verifiable example concer ning
my point of reference:

" God Almighty was pleased to lead me out of onlyism by illuminating my mind to
thetruth. One of the key "instruments' he used to slicethat cancer out from my
soul was Gail Riplinger and her deplorable book, New Age Versions. When | began
tore-check Ms. Riplinger's claims against the footnoted sour ces and what her
detractorsactually stated, God revealed to me how low KJV only " scholarship” will
stoop to revise historic fact, selectively edit, and in some case make up out of thin
air, an apologetic belief that only promotesalie.

My full confession asa KJVer for 10 years can belocated here:
http://www.fr ibletalk.com/fb019.html

If you arenot inclined to read it, some of the heretical " apostate” pointsyou could
passalong to Bro.. Ruckman is

Master Seminary
John MacArthur
James White
Calvinism

Though these were minor players God used in my genuine personal Reform to the
truth, | am surethey are " Red Flags" in your mind and should qualify asa mention
in one of Bro. Ruckman'srants against me. Maybe he can paint me as a character
in one of hisillustrations, also.

Nachimson: Now, hold on just a minute, buddy. Nowhere in this despicable diatribe
does Fred Butler attempt to tell me who taught him that there were supposed
"errors' inthe King JamesBible. | didn't ask the man about " minor players' in his
" genuine personal Reform to thetruth." So, it appearsthat Mr. Butler failed on
both counts. Thisisexactly why | never wasted my time forwarding thisinformation
to Peter Ruckman, and thisis exactly why | never wasted five minutes responding to
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Fred Butler again. Heisaliar, a charlatan, and completely incapable of answering a
series of simple questions about his professing to have " God's Word." However, it
should be noted the two main featuresthat fed Mr. Butler into the depths of

Scholar ship Onlyism. God never lead this man out of any " onlyism." Mr. Butler
simply traded one" onlyism" for another. He traded Final, Absolute Authority for
his own preference and opinion. Thetwo main features are asfollows:

» Hisdependence on King James Scholar ship faltered in his own opinion.

» Theheretical, deceptive doctrine of Calvinism. Please note above how Mr. Butler
subtly capitalized theword " Reform," asthat iswhat the T-U-L-I1-P adherents call
their theological proclivity.

If you will notice above, he mentions John MacArthur and James White as" minor
players' in hisquest for truth. Both of these individuals are five point Calvinists,
and neither of theseindividuals hold to any Final, Absolute, written authority above
their own intellect. Hence, their influencerollsinfelicitously off of Mr. Butler's pen:

" Thereisnot one pristineline of Greek manuscripts that represent the
providentially preserved Word of God, nor isthere aline of good Bible versions that
God divinely directed to end with the purified King James Version. It istrue that
God callsusto havefaith, but our faith isgrounded upon objectivetruth. Weare
not to havefaith in contrived and subj ective speculations, which iswhat KJV
onlyism is ultimately founded upon.” (Butler,
http://www.fredsbibletalk.com/fb019.html)

So, what isthere? Copies of copies? The original mss. that do not exist? " Any
reputabletranglation” that you prefer? Isn't it afarceat best to proliferatetheidea
that you purport objectivetruth, but every aspect of moder n scholar ship isbased on
the subjective opposite? Who that has studied theissue of Final Authority hasn't
discovered that the enemies of the King's English have:

* Not followed their rules of Greek grammar and syntax consistently when it comes
tothe Greek article, verb tenses and moods, aspects of the participle, rendering
adjectives adverbially, etc.

 Lied about King James being a homosexual without examining the evidence
OBJECTIVELY

* Employed the usage of dynamic equivalency while complaining about the A.V.
1611 doing the same thing.

» Refused to adhere to the principle of uniform translation while per secuting the
King's English for not always translating unifor mly.
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» Constantly reected older readingsfound in the papyri (such as P46 in Ephesians
5:9), when thosereadingsvindicatethe A.V. 1611.

» Purposefully employed another method of translation in passages that can be
translated multiple waysjust to cast doubt on the King Jamestext (Acts4:27; |
Timothy 6:10; Acts5:30)

 Said that there areinnumerable amounts of archaic wordsin the King James
Bible when some of those very words arelisted concurrently in such publications as
" 100 wordsthat every high school graduate ought to know."

In short, Fred Butler considerswhat he and hisfriend prefer as" objective truth,”
but in reality all that one can find in hiswritings arethe marks of relativity
(multipletrandlations, refusal to answer questions definitively, etc.)

In closing, | would like to elaborate and expound on a point that | made earlier. The
difference between an individual like myself and an individual like Fred Butler is
that my belief in the King James Bible has nothing to do with any other King James
Only advocates. Thereason that | stressthis point isthat one of the primary points
that Mr. Butler presents as evidence for hisdeparturefrom the A.V. 1611 to who
knows what other-ism is because of the supposed misguided efforts of Gail
Riplinger.

Now understand that Peter Ruckman was my teacher for threeyearswhilel
attended his school; | have studied his material since about oneyear after my
conversion to Jesus Christ; | have all of hiscommentaries, all of hisbooks on the
King James Bible, and have heard him lecture 3-4 nightsa week (not including
church services) for threeyears. But, I'm hereto say even with all of that, | have
found errorsin hisbooks on the King James Bible that don't move me oneinch
from my position. The point hereisthat that Book (the A.V. 1611) isinfallible, not
thetranglatorsof it, not the men and women who believein it, etc. The only
infallible thing on thisearth isthat Book. Peter Ruckman, Gail Riplinger, Sam
Gipp, etc., havether errors, and are subject to further error. However, they can
never go wrong placing their faith in the words of the King James Bible instead of
the ever -changing face of modern " Christian" scholarship. For a full confirmation
of this point, please see my upcoming article, " May In Fiction" wherel examine and
refute an article by James May. There he back peddles tremendously and admits
that a versethat he said wasin "error"” in the King James Bible, was only an
"error" in hisimagination.
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2 Timothy 3:16 - Which Bible Constitutes the Scriptures?
By: Jeffrey D. Nachimson

In thefall of 2002, during my first semester at the Pensacola Bible Institute, | sent
approximately 90 emails out to variousreligious or ganizations, Bible Colleges,
pastors, theological seminaries, churches, etc. in order to ascertain a consensus asto
what constitutesthe Scripturesin the English tongues based on a literal
interpretation of 11 Timothy 3:16. If, " All Scriptureisgiven by inspiration of God.,"
then where can we find these Scriptures? Asthe keen observer will testify, the vast
maj orities of the commentators do not answer the question but delve off into red-
herring answersto keep the Bible-Believer off of their scent. However, while
inspecting the contents of the emails and statements, keep in the mind the following:

* Not one of theindividuals pinpoint any written FINAL AUTHORITY that can be
tangibly examined anywhere on the face of thisearth.

» All of theindividualsrepresented, recommend MULTIPLE AUTHORITIES, and
leave the decision up to the individual. Thus, Y OU become the ultimate authority in
such matters.

» Most appeal to theauthority of the so-called " Original Manuscripts' that have
absolutely no practical valueto a Christian anywhere since they do not exist.

» Someactually go asfar asto tell you that the contents of the " original writingsare
located throughout the plethora of over 5,000 extant manuscripts available for
inspection. However, NOT ONE of thewritersrepresented do not tell you the
precise text that is supposedly, " original."

* Practically all of the represented commentator s appeal to Greek and Hebrew
Scholar ship rather than the plain words of the English Bible. Hence, we call this
" Scholar ship Onlyism”

» Tothesetypesof people, theword " Scripture” isnot adirect referenceto the W-
0O-R-D-Sof God, but a general referenceto an entity that doesn't exist. For example,
you will see an appeal to theideathat the doctrinesare preserved or "thetruth of
Scripture” ispreserved even though the words differ, etc. However, the emphasis
placed by our Lord Jesus Christ isupon the W-O-R-D-S of God (see John 14:23;
15:7; 12:48; 8:47, etc.)

* Thegreatest type of deception is by a man that says he " holdsin hishandsthe
WORD OF GOD," capitalizingthe"w" to makeit look like heisreverencing the
book. Nevertheless, this kind of deceiver still will not tell you whereyou can get the
Scriptures, or which Bible constitutes the Scriptures. Hence, the capitalization isfor
effect to make you think he believes the Bible, while he endor ses nothing of the sort.
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* REMEMBER: THE ONLY THINGSA BIBLE CORRECTOR BELIEVESIN
ARE, (1) HISOWN EDUCATION, AND (2) HISAPPEAL TO "BIBLICAL"
SCHOLARSHIP.

CHRISTIAN THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY

In the absence of Dr. Wheeler, | have been asked to respond to your question,
"which Bible constitutesthe Scriptures?" All of the Biblesthat we have today are
tranglations of the original textswhich were originally written in Hebrew, Greek,
and Aramaic. Whenever translations are made from one language to another, the
trandator has problems. First therearewordsin the original languages fro which
thereareno equivalentsin English. Proper English sentences haveverbs. It is
possible to have ver b-less sentencesin Hebrew. Therefore, when a trandation is
made, averb must be added. A translator can provide a translation that attemptsto
bevery literal. A literal translation, however, can be misinter preted by an English
speaking reader who does not under stand that some expressionsareidiomaticin
Hebrew and Greek or words are used differently. For example, in Biblical Hebrew,
"heart" means" mind" because the ancient Hebrewsthough of the heart asthe
center of intellectual activity and the kidneys as the center of emotions. If someone
trangdates, " | loveyou with all of my kidneys," an English speaker would not
understand. (I made up that sentence. It isnot in the Bible.) No translation is
flawless. Trandationswork hard at translating in such away asto capturethe
meaning as well asthe words of Scripture. Ironically, morerecent translations of
the Bible are more accurate than older ones because today we have mor e ancient
manuscriptsfrom findsin archaeological sitesand ancient libraries. Scholars base
their translations on the oldest and best manuscriptsin existence today.

We do not know exactly to which Scripture 2 Tim. 3isreferring. Likely, the author of
the epistle had what we call the Old Testament in mind because that would be the
Scripture that would have been available at that time. The New Testament was till in
process.

| would advise you to get a good translation or even more than one trandation to read
and study. Each one providesinsight.

| recommend:

The New Revised Standard Version

The New American Bible

The New I nternational Version

The TANAKH (a Jewish trandlation of the Old Testament only)

The New Jerusalem Bible
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» The New English Bible
All of these attempt to faithfully translate the Old and New Testaments.

The Bible that constitutes the Scripturesisthe one that speaksto your heart.

Wilma Bailey

Associate Professor of Hebrew and Aramaic Scripture
Christian Theological Seminary

1000 West 42 nd Street

Indianapolis, IN 46208

FULLER THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY

My experience has been that the only way to get at the Bibleisto learn the original
languages. T ake correspondence cour ses from universitiesin Greek and then
Hebrew. Do not go to classes. Get tapesfor how the languages are pronounced. | use
diglotsfor the OT and NT. Do not useinterlinears. After 50 years| still usethem to
keep up my Greek and Hebrew.

All trandations have to be expositions of what the translatorsthink the original text
means. Those who really value God's verbally-inspired, inerrant word will be
frustrated until they can get back to the Hebrew and the Greek.

If onehad alove letter from someonewriting in another language, one would want
tolearn that languageto get thereal "fed" of thewordstheloved one used. The

tragedy isthat so few people care what the Bibleissayingin theoriginals. The
translatorsdo the best they can, but it cannot be as good astheoriginals.

BIBLICAL LIFE COLLEGE & SEMINARY

From the point of an educator, | would say that the scripturein itsoriginal language
was inspired of God. The King James Version comes pretty close. In my personal
studies, | usethe King James Version and then supplement it with the Amplified
Bibleor agood linear biblethat is keynoted to Strong's.

Dr. Michael K. Lake

Biblical Life College & Seminary
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P.O. Box 588
Marsnfield, MO 65706-0588
Phone: 417-859-0881 Fax: 417-859-0883

Email: drlake@biblical-life.com

Website: http: www.biblical-life.com

HOUSTON GRADUATE SCHOOL OF THEOLOGY

| would answer your question simply that " Scriptures' today would be any Bible
which maintains a basic faithfulnessto the Greek and Hebrew originals (using the
term " originals' very loosely to mean those early manuscripts accepted as
canonical). Thiswould include tranglations ranging from the King James
historically to modern translations such as New International Versionsand New
Living Trangdation. The actual differencein wording does not change thetruth of
the Scripture God has given to us.

Dr. Chuck Pitts

Houston Graduate School of Theology
1311 Holman

Houston, TX 77004

713-942-9506

capitts@hast.edu

SOUTHERN BAPTIST THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY

Most of thetrandations available are fine, depending on your purpose. If you are
doing serious study from an Enlgish trandation New American Standard or English
Standard Version are good. To get the general message of the Biblical text and
idiomatic trandlation like the New Living Trandation is excellent. The New
International Version isa good all purposetrandation.
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All of these have been produced by thoroughly evangelical scholarswith a high view
of Scripture and a deep passion for God.

| hopethis helps.
May God bewith you.

Danidl. |. Block

KNOX THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY

Dear Sir, you ask, " Brethren, if | may ask, which Bible [translation] today
constitutesthe scriptures?’ We must be car eful to distinguish between the
Scriptures and the translations of them. The Scriptures are constituted by all the 66
books of the Old Testament in Hebrew and Aramaic and the New Testament in
Greek, excluding the Apocrypha. These Scriptures must be transated into the
common language of every nation, because all the people of God do not under stand
theoriginal languagesin which the Scriptureswere originally written and received.
Consequently, the only trandation that is sufficient for the purposes stated in 2
Timothy 3isonethat isbased on and aimsto be faithful to the original languages.
Oneother factor to consider iswhich approach the translation takes to the work of
trandlation. The two major approachestoday are " word for word" and " thought
for thought." For your purposes asone new to the study of the Bible, a " word for
word" trandlation islesslikely to expressthetrandators own interpretations of the
original text. Thereareanumber of trandations (KJV, NKJV, ASV, NASV, etc.)
that fit the criteria mentioned here. Check theintroductionsto the translationsto
seeif they meet these criteria. In a phrase, aword for word translation of the
original Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek.

R. Fowler White, Ph.D

Knox Theological Seminary

5554 N. Fed. Hwy.

Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33308

Phone: 954-771-0376; Fax: 954-351-3318

Email: fwhite@knoxseminary.org

THE MASTERS SEMINARY

181



Y ou can confidently use either the New American Standard Bible (NASB) or the
English Standard Version (ESV).

Richard Mayhue (Vice-President)

GRADUATE THEOLOGICAL UNION

It would help to know if you belong to a denomination and if so which one. You
have asked me and you must know that | am a Roman Cathalic theologian thus my
per spective comes out of thistradition. You also must know that the bible was
written in various languages, the two most important ones being Hebrew and Greek.
Because most of usdo not speak thislanguage, they must be trandated. | don't
know if you speak another language besides English but if you did you wou8ld know
how two different people can translate the same word two different ways. Thus, the
many translations of the Bible. Roman Catholics also point out that the Bible was
written by a community which we call the Church. In that sense, inter pretation of
the Bible belongsrightfully to a community rather than theindividual. For that
reason, one needsto study how this community, the Church, hasinter preted the
Scripturesthroughout the centuries. Thereis, however, another way to read the
Scriptures. One can read the Scripturesin a spiritual way. God often speaksto us
through the Scriptures. It has been a centuries old practice in the Roman Catholic
tradition to read the Scripturesto sense God's presence with us. | hopethishelps. If
you have a bachelor's degree, you might consider the Graduate Theological Union a
placeto study. There are many denominations within the GTU and if you are not
Roman Catholic per haps one of the others might be helpful. God bless you and
guide you on your journey.

Professor Garcia Rivera

NEW ORLEANSBAPTIST THEOLOGICAL
SEMINARY

| would really liketo talk to you at length about the Scripture. If you could call me
sometime, | would be happy to talk to you about it.

Theshort answer isthat all of thetranslations can be regarded as Scripture. In my
under standing, the miracle of God isthat he not only gave usatrue and accurate
word in theoriginal languages, he has also preserved hisword through all of the
trangations. | feel confident that we can hear God speak in all of thetrandations.
Blessings

J. Duke
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EAST BAPTIST THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY

Since the Bible was written in Greek and Hebrew, and since thereis morethan once
way to trandlate things from one language to another, there are many valid
translations. But because trandations are not in themselveswhat God inspired (in
contrast to the Bibleas originally written), it's good to comparetranslationstotry to
get the most accurate understanding of the original. (To learn Greek and Hebrew is
even better, but | know that isnot a practical solution for everybody who wantsto
read the Bible.) Usually you can use mor e word-for-word trandations (like the
NASB) to help keep the more meaning-for-meaning translations (like the N1V)
honest; the former are closer to the original syntax (but missfigures of speech, etc.),
thelatter are easier to understand and try to render ancient figuresin more

under standable English. Keep in mind that even if our translations wer e perfect
(and it werelinguistically possible for any onetranslation to exactly communicate
the nuances of one language into another, which it isnot), we wouldn't under stand
perfectly because we're not perfect. =) AsPaul saysin 1 Cor 13, we know in part
and prophesy in part, and that will remain the case until Jesusreturns and we know
even aswe are known.

Your brother and fellow wor ker,

Craig Keener

GEORGE W. TRUETT THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY

Theoriginal scriptureswerewritten in Hebrew, Greek, and Aramaic. |f we had
them they would be the authentic scriptures. Unfortunately none of them exist
today. All other Bibles are attemptsto translate God'sword into today's language.
Noneis perfect but they are all absolutereliable. Probably the New American
Standard version isthe nearest to correct. Hope that helps.

Paul W. Powell (Dean of Graduate Studies)

BAPTIST BIBLE SEMINARY (PENNSYLVANIA)

God hasglorioudly inspired and faithfully preserved Hisinfallible Word. We have a
multitude of manuscripts of the Old Testament in Hebrew and New Testament in
Greek. Based on these manuscripts we can compar e them and come to conclusions
about the original text of scripture. Of the translations recommend by conservative
Bible scholarstoday here are some and a perspective on their strengths.

* KingJamesVersion- A conservative, fairly literal translation in classic English
that has been greatly used of God in Church History.
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* New King James Version- based on the same set of Greek and Hebrew Textsas
the KJV- mor e contempor ary language while maintaining the dignity of the KJV in
the NKJV.

* New American Standard Version- afavorite of serious Bible Students because of
itsliteral trandation. It sometimes does not flow asfluidly in English but isvery
helpful in getting to a close under standing of the Greek and Hebrew.

* New International Version- a more easily read English Version but not asliteral
asthe KJV; NKJV or NASV. Thenewer version called the TNIV isvery

controversial because of its Gender Neutral dealing with the translation of the
Greek and Hebrew. | am not comfortable at all with the TNIV.

| hopethisis helpful to you.
In Christ,

Jim Jeffrey (President)

ST.VLADIMIR'SORTHODOX THEOLOGICAL
SEMINARY

| personally think that the best English translation of the Bibleisthe old RSV. One
must go to the original however, and for the OT one must always consider the L XX
translation. The Bibleisnot " fallen from heaven,” and thereisnotext that is
considered theright or correct one. All have differences from the others. You might
consider pursuing theissue further with biblical scholars. | would recommend Dr.
John Barnet at St. Vladimir's Seminary. His email is j[bar net @svots.edu.

May God guide your way.

Father Thomas Hopko

DR. ROBERT L. HYMERSJR.

| perceivethat you are a Ruckmanite. | suggest that you go to the menu, on the left
side of our webpage, and go down to the button which says, " Book on
Ruckmanism." My entire book on this subject isreproduced there.

Yoursin Jesus,

Dr.R.L. HymersJr.

PIEDMONT BAPTIST COLLEGE
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Thank you for your note. | was not sureif you were looking for an undergrad or
graduate program. We have both here. You can go to the college web sitefor
admissions and other infor mation.

www.pbc.edu

Thecollege and grad school policy isthat we areto usethe KJV asour text and use
in chapel etc. | have no problem telling my studentsthat what | hold in my hand is
theWord of God.

Dr. Clay L. Nuttall, Dean of Graduate Division

Piedmont Baptist College

716 Franklin St.

Winston Salem, NC 27101

Office 336-725-8344 Ext. 2209

Cell 336-655-3780

cnut@pbc.edu

J.L.HAYES

My personal recommendation of atranslation of the Bible would depend upon
sever al factors. However, for the sake of simplicity, | will give you the following
advice. If you are new to the Bible and Christian thought, | would recommend a
very readabletranglation that | have found to be extremely reliable, the New Living
Trandation. On the other hand, asyou progress and need a more precise
trandlation, there are a few from which to choose: 1) the King James, though the
language may cause you some difficulty to begin with; but if you stick with it, you
will adapt; 2) the New King James, very accur ate, the language has been updated to
make it morereadable, and 3) the New American Standard, likethe KJV and NKJ
isvery accuratein itstranslation of the Greek. From beginning to end any of these
versionswould be extremely helpful to you asyou progressin your Bible study.

In His Service,
J.L. Hayes (Ephesians 2:8-9)

CENTRAL BAPTIST THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY
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Theissue need not be so perplexing assometry to makeit. | agreewith most other
fundamentalists, along with the translator s of the beloved King James Version, that
ANY non-sectarian translation of the biblethat accurately reflects (as much asis
humanly possible) the wording of the original, inspired and inerrant autographsis
the authoritative Word of God to that language group.

Sincerely,

Roy Beacham
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MAY IN FICTION: Being a Forthright Vindication of the Text of Matthew 14:9in
the Authorized Version of the Holy Bible Against the | ntolerable Remarks to the
Contrary Offered by Mr. James May
By: Jeffrey D. Nachimson

JamesMay isan individual, who under the auspices of Douglas Kutilek (Mr.
Kutilek isthe editor of the anti-A.V. 1611 websitel on which Mr. May posts articles)
hasjoined the ranks of contemporary, Bible-correcting apostates, who purport
scholar ship astheir final authority, whileincessantly sitting in judgment on the
Authorized Version of the Holy Bible. Specifically, Mr. May drafts articleson the
website noted above, although mostly in defense of Dr. Westcott, he hasindeed
engineered two treatises which seek to dispose of the believer'sfaith in a single,
absolute, written, tangible authority that God has given him in the universal
language of the end time. Thefirst article2 was considered in part by me3 when |
provided Greek syntactical documentation vindicating the A.V. 1611 of an "error"
which Mr. May decided was prevalent in the King James Bible based on hisown
subjectiveideas of trandation particularity. | wasableto exoneratethe A.V. text
against the elementary accusations of Mr. May, and demonstrate with utter ease,
that the Greek accusative plural opkouvg isreasonably translated as an English
singular possessive in the King James Bible (oath's) instead of a plural (oaths) as
found in some of the modern versions (NI'V, NASB, NKJV, etc,, although it is
translated asa singular in the New Living Tranglation, and Kenneth Wuest's own
expanded trandation in his, " The Gospel of Mark According to the Greek New
Testament for the English Reader."), which see.

The second draft proffered by Mr. May | discovered serendipitously whiledoing a
routine inspection of the contents of Kutilek's site4. From timeto time | examine the
contents of the Alexandrian apostate websites to keep up with their discontented
antics against the King's English. Evidently, someone had delivered my articleto
Mr. May, to which he decided to respond on the anti-King James website. This
article, which wasintended by Mr. May to bea clever rebuttal, actually dissipated
into calamitous rubbish. However, knowing fully well that denunciation is not
argument, neither reiteration proofs, | shall endeavor to provethat Mr. May was
much better off by leaving his comments on my original article within the confines
of hisown imagination, than attempting such infantile excursionsinto delusions of
grandeur.

First, | must confessthat although not in theleast bit surprised, | am greatly
perplexed by Mr. May's apparent self-contradiction in dictating what he means by
" Greek text." For examplein thefirst paragraph of hisrebuttal composition, he
states expressly:

Earlier thisyear | wrote and posted to the | nternet a paper entitled, " The Great

I nconsistency of King James Onlyism." In the paper, | devoted three pages, out of a
total of 28, to a brief discussion of five verses where the King James Version is not an
accurate translation of any Greek text. One of the examplesthat | gaveisfoundin
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Matthew 14:9. In this verse, the Greek word trandated as" oath's" isplural. While the
1611 KJV lacks the apostrophe that would indicate number, current editions have
placed the apostrophe such that the word issingular in English.

If thereader will please call hisattention to the portion in bold (which | placed in
bold print for emphasis), hewill immediately observethat Mr. May statesthat the
A.V. 1611 reading was not an accuratetranslation of ANY GREEK TEXT. Yet, at
the conclusion of hisexamination, the following peculiar words are discover ed:

Nachimson imagines that those of us who believein the inerrancy of Scripture and yet
reject hisview of the KJV are on some desperate mission to find error in the version of
1611. In reality, our belief in theinerrancy of the Greek text as given by the Holy Spirit
compels usto regject a manmade English trandation that contradicts both itself in its
various editions and the Greek text. We would be delighted if the KJV provided us with
a perfect tranglation of God's word. We must, however, livein theworld asit is, not as
we might likeit to be.

Again, Mr. May'swords have been placed in bold print for emphasis. Asthe keen
observer will noticewith a brief perusal of the two quotesfrom Mr. May, at one
point he states " any Greek text," and by theend of hisdiatribe resortsto the usual,
"the Greek text." Tothissort of manifest hypocrisy, | have devoted an entire
articles to thetruthful proposition that this proclamation of faith "in the inerrancy
of the Greek text as given by the Holy Spirit " (see above), isnothing morethan a
mythological concoction, fabricated to fool gullible and unsuspiciousreadersinto
believing that these individuals believe the Bible, when they can produce nothing of
thekind. In my articlejust mentioned, | givethe quotations from a variety of

sour cesthat show, beyond any reasonable doubt, that these self-deluded and self-
indulged persons, while professing a PRESENT TENSE belief in theinerrancy and
infallibility of "the Bible,” go right along and prove themselves but feeble liarswhen
they cannot produce the precise text that they ardently declarethat they believe.
Such, naturally, isthe exact case with Mr. James May. For thelife of him, even after
reading thistreatise, will not make any public statement regarding " the Greek text"
that he believesisinerrant " as given by the Holy Spirit." Hewill resort to anti-
intellectual subterfuge regurgitating the age-old lie that thistext can befound in the
plethora of existing Greek manuscripts (thisisthe tuck-tail and run tactic employed
by Dr. Roy Beecham of Central Baptist Seminary in Minnesota). When Mr. May
saysthat he believesin an inerrant Greek text, heislying through histeeth. What
thisman believesisthat the " original manuscripts' WERE onceinspired and
inerrant, but arenow lost, and the most we have accesstoisan " accur ate text."
However, basing concern on the words extolled by Mr. May, | would liketo know
wherethis" inerrancy of the Greek text as given by the Holy Spirit" istangibly located
at thisvery moment wherel can ascertain it and read it? What | would liketo know
isnot atextual jigsaw puzzle of over 5,000 mss., but " THE GREEK TEXT" (note
thesingular) that the A.V. supposedly " contradicts." (See May's comments above).
Therefore, it isabundantly clear and utterly manifest that " those of us (those of
May's persuasion) who believe in theinerrancy of Scripture,” are compelled to
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" rgiect a manmade English trandation” becausethe " Scripture” that they professto
"believein” isanonexistent fairytalethat scurried off in the 1st century. The
definitive proof for thisisthat theseindividuals, and especially Mr. May, whoin
reality only believein their own opinions, cannot producethis” TEXT" that they
say is"inerrant.”

Oneof JamesMay'sfirst articles posted on Kutilek's website (which formerly was
edited by Gary Hudson, who has subsequently removed all of hisanti-A.V. 1611
material from that website for whatever reason), wasa critique of Gail Riplinger's
work, " New Age Bible Versions." 7 However, it should be observed, despitethe
liberal use of elipsisby Ms. Riplinger, the following statement made by her in that
book, is both timeless, and a definitive demonstration exhibiting the frivolous
stupidity of men like James M ay who are foolish enough to employ usage of
contradictory rhetoric such as, " The Greek Text," when he could not produce such
athing in any court of law in the United States. Discussing the phraseology, " the
original Greek," Ms. Riplinger devised an ingeniousreply:

So, which Greek? Alephl, Aleph2, Aleph3, B1, B2, B3, C, L, W, Textus Receptus,
Westcott and Hort, Scrivener's, Alfred, Griesbach, Elzevir, Erasmus, Tischendorf,
Lachman, Souter, von Soden, Hodge-Farstad, Nestle's-Aland, (If so which edition
between 1 and 26?) UBS-Aland, Black, Metzger, Wikgren (Which edition between 1
and 4?) or the Greek-English Diglot for the Use of Translators.8

Naturally, other textssuch as Tregelles, Nestle-Aland 27th edition, Bengel, Wetstein,
Scholz, Bentley, and Mill could be added to thislist, but the point is made: WHEN
JAMESMAY OR SOME OTHER THEOLOGICAL DILETTANTE LIKE HIM
MAKESA FATUOUS STATEMENT SUCH AS"THE INERRANCY OF THE
GREEK TEXT" THEY ARE NOT PREPARED TO TELL YOU WHICH GREEK
TEXT THEY ARE REFERRING TO!g

Another repugnancy located in thewritings of Mr. James M ay isthisassertion, this
mer e fabrication, that the various editions of the King James Bible are somehow a
contradiction. Mr. May states at the end of histreatise:

In reality, our belief in the inerrancy of the Greek text as given by the Holy Spirit
compels usto regect a manmade English transation that contradicts both itsalf in its
various editions and the Greek text. We would be delighted if the KJV provided us with
a perfect translation of God's word. We must, however, livein theworld asit is, not as
we might likeit to be

Several pertinent facts should be duly proliferated at thisjuncture:
1) Because of such bold animadversions as seen above with May'slast sentence, it is

thisprecisereason asto why | entitled thisreview, " May in Fiction." To such
fanciful, extravagant, stretches of the mind, Dean Burgon once answered in
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conjunction with F.J.A. Hort stating that " the Syrian Text" MUST betheresult of a
recension:

But why 'must’ it? Instead of 'must in fact,’ we are disposed to read 'MAY -in fiction.'
10

Nevertheless, it isall too evident that someoneisin contradiction; that is granted.
However, why must it be assumed presumptuously that the various editions of the
King James Bible arein contradiction, when in fact, it is James May and those of his
superficial caliber that insist in theinerrancy of " THE" Greek text when many of
these extant Greek texts contradict literally on every page? Commenting on the
integrity of the Greek Vulgate, or the Recelved Text of the New Testament,
Frederick Nolan postulated that the number or variant readingsin hisday (1815),
was somewher e around 150,000.11

2) What Mr. May failsto realizeisthat no edition of the King James Bible
constitutesa multiple or contradictory authority by which a Christian isto judge all
matters of faith and practice. None of the alleged typographical errors, including
interchanges of singular and plurals, transposition of gender, updating in spelling,
omission of words dueto the carelessness of the printer, etc., unlessresurfaced by
those with an agenda to cast doubt on the veracity of the A.V. 1611 aswe haveit in
our current possession, are present to put a Christian in the position where he hasto
sit in judgment on what the text actually says. No Bible Correcting apostate, such as
James May, will contend with the fact that the Biblethat A.V. 1611 believersread,
preach, teach from, and defend, isthe book that iscurrently in their possession,
which can be held, inspected, and given for evidence (unlike " the inerrancy of the
Greek Text" of course). This, of courserunscompletely in contradistinction to the
host of multiple, conflicting authoritiesthat have been plunged into Christendom
(NASB, NKJV, NIV, NLT, RSV, NRSV, €tc.).

3) The standar dization of the English Bible and its confor mity to the edition of 1611
was confirmed by the Rev. Henry Mason, Chairman of a Committee of the General
Convention on the Standard Bible of the Anglo-American Church in 1851:

Dear Sir,---1 am happy to have it in my power to answer your letter of inquiry
concerning the text of the Bible.

During the years 1834, 1835, and 1836, the delegates of the Oxford and the Syndics of
the Cambridge press had a long and elaborate correspondence on the state of the text
of the Bible as then printed, and until then there had been much inaccuracy. A correct
text, according to the edition of 1611, was then adopted, both in the Oxford and
Cambridge Bibles. The Secretary of the Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge
has furnished me with the following statement from Mr. Combe, the superintendent of
the Oxford press: ---

'The text of all the Oxford editions of the Bibleis now the same, and isin conformity
with the edition of 1611, which is, and has been for many years, adopted for the
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standard text. The medium quarto book is stereotyped, which protectsit from casual
errors; and having been in long use without the detection of any error, | have reason to
think that it may be considered as perfect as a book can be, and may therefore be fairly
received as the Standard Book of the Society.'

It isa most gratifying thought, that our English Bible should be circulated over your
vast continent, and that our native language should be employed as the vehicle of
Eternal Truth to an increasing multitude of readers; and we may justly pray, that the
purity which is secured to the text, may be extended also to the doctrines gathered from
the text and propounded to the hearers of the Word.

It gives me much pleasure to have had this opportunity of communicating with an
American brother, and | remain, Rev. Sir, your faithful servant, Rev. Henry M.
Masoni2

4) Indeed, no variation in readings between A.V. editions, dueto the car el essness of
printers, have presented any " contradictions' in the text, unlike with modern
English Bible versions (for example, the monstrous, and habitual lietaught in Mark
1:2in all new Bible versions following Nestle' stext), their representative Greek
texts, and other Greek texts aforementioned.

5) Mr. May hasn't aclue, nor has considered that there are variations within the
very textual readingsthat underliethe A.V. 1611 dueto theinspiration of God.
Who, but a Biblical ignoramus didn't know that the reference to Habakkuk 2:4in
Romans 1:17 isnot word for word? And who didn't know that the quotations of the
Evangdlistsin Matthew 4.4 and Luke 4:4 arevariations aswell? I f that be so, then
what isthis particularity and peculiarity concer ning supposed " contradictions' in
variousA.V. 1611 editions that present no contradiction at all?

6) However, all of thisismere child's play in comparison to the true motive of some
Bible-denying heretic like James M ay (or hisfriends), which isa confession that
proceeds out of hisown mouth. Every oncein a while, a person will come acr oss
pieces of correspondence that involves" Scholar ship Only" advocates. After
instructing hisreadersto consider " with the thought in mind that oneirrefutable
error issufficient to completely disprove the position held by most King James Only
defenders.” 13, hetellsan inquirer in arecent email:

Let me suggest that as an offensive position, it is easier to show the uncertainty in the
KJV than it isto show errors. There are errorsthat can be clearly shown, but unless
you are proficient in Greek, pinning those errors down may be a slippery task. The
KJV trandators were diligent scholars, and they made few blunders. Uncertainty in the
KJV can be shown by demonstrating the variationsin printings of the KJV, especially
from 1611 until today.14

So, following directly, the " yea, hath God said.?" formula established by the Devil
in Genesis 3:1, James M ay subtly informs hisreader that perpetuating
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"uncertainty” ismore profitable and a task more easily attained, than merely
pointing out errors. However, this clearly contradicts histhesisthat " oneirrefutable
error is sufficient to completely disprove the position held by most King James Only
defenders.” Thisaforementioned email was sent in inquiry of May's " scholarly"
opinion of theten most prevalent errorsin the King James Bible. Nevertheless,
although Mr. May was bold enough to confessthat " pinning those errors" wasnot a
menial task, hewasn't however, straightforward enough to admit that the reason
that proving error in the King JamesBibleisa " dlippery task” is because Bible-
Believersturn right around and use the Bible-Corrector's own sourcesto correct
him.

Before engaging in a completerefutation of Mr. May'srebuttal articleto my
original material, | think it istimely and sufficient to herein demonstratethereal
issue behind " Christian scholarship.” In James May'soriginal article, " The
Inconsistency of King James Onlyism," hewas very expeditiously inclined to
postulate the following regarding Matthew 14:9:

Earlier in this paper thereisa quotation from David Sorenson in which he states his
belief that although thefirst edition of the King James Bible contained errors of
punctuation and printing, over the yearsthese errors have been corrected so that the
KJV now contains no errors whatsoever. This assertion can be easily disproved

Accordingly, Mr. May goes on to present hisargument for the" error” in theKing
James Bible, which isthe translation of the Greek plural accusative opkovg asan
English, singular possessive (oath's) in Matthew 14:9 and Mark 6:26. | would liketo
call thereader'sattention to the fact that he said that, " this assertion can be easily
disproved." However, it isinteresting enough after reading my refutation of his
easily disprovablethesis, that he statesthe following at the conclusion of his
"rebuttal” :

Although Nachimson advocates a grammatical principle to vindicate the King James
tranglation of Matthew 14:9, the consistent application of the principle to other similar
passages in the New Testament provides a powerful argument against the perfection of
the KIV

Here, James May relinquishes histextual faux pasin accusing the King's English of
beingin error, when it was he himself who wasin error. Notwithstanding, if the
above were not enough, hiswordsin the anonymous email aforementioned should
remove all doubt:

| am also attaching a paper which | wrote (The Great I nconsistency of King James
Onlyism) in which | discussafew errorsin the KJV. Please note my own error in
regard to Matthew 14:9, which | discussin another paper which | have attached,
"Matthew 14:9 Revisited'

192



Thetrifling words of James May should tell the Bible Believer four things. First,
that the boorish and sordid ramblings of James M ay against thetext of the A.V.
1611 should be stripped immediately from hisoriginal article, or aretraction placed
therein. Secondly, that because the original question posed and answered by me was
whether or not Matthew 14:9 wasan error in the King James Bible, upon discovery
that it isindeed not by the very rules of Greek syntax that he claimsto go by, there
should not have been any further discussion initiated by Mr. May. Thirdly, that the
King James Bible should always be given the benefit of the doubt when it comesto
being questioned by those professing to be able to point out errorsin it. Fourthly
and most importantly, the REAL | SSUE concerning modern " Christian
Scholarship” in referenceto correcting the King James Biblee THE ONLY TRUE
ERRORSTO BE DISCOVERED ARE THOSE FOUND IN CHRISTIAN
SCHOLARSHIP AND SCHOLARS, NOT IN THE KING JAMESBIBLE! Should
there be any doubt in thereader's mind to this observation, by the end of this
treatise Mr. May will be proven to have been in error time and time again, whilethe
text of the Holy Bible corrects him each time, and is proven to bein perfect

har mony each time?

Nevertheless, theinquiry surfaces, that, if James May has admitted defeat and
acquiesced to thereality of hisfactual feebleness, then why would he even
contemplate the continuation of his distasteful treatise? The answer isdeplorably
obvious: Since Mr. May ishisown final authority when it comesto thetext of the
Holy Bible, then upon therealization that he has been shown to bein error instead
of the A.V. 1611, hewill smply concentrate his vituperation techniques upon other
passages in the King's English. In short, if one passage can't be proven to bein
error, then just mosey onto the next.

In order to deter hisreading audience from considering the facts of the case
presented by me, James M ay designs his own emotional Trojan horse. He does as
many A.V. 1611 Only'sand Alexandrian Apostates alike do, and that istake all
derogatory, acer bic and crude statements made by an author, compile them into one
or two sentences in chain succession, which inevitably intensifiesthe desired effect
that the culprit isa" crude and childish name-caller." Hence, in the back of the
mind isthis consideration of arigorous and auster e individual who does nothing
mor e than parade himself in verbal calamity and malice. Mr. May statesin his
opening paragraph:

Besides arguing his point, Nachimson unfortunately also findsit necessary to hurl a
variety of insulting names at those who, including myself, do not share hisview of the
King James Bible. He uses such terms as " Alexandrian clones,” " textual wolves,"

" scholastic scum,” " self-conceited individuals,” " reprobated suckers,” " stupid
Alexandrian Cultists," " Alexandrian Cult nincompoops,” and " trandlational
schizophrenics." Whilel will offer some comments upon Nachimson's disputing of my
position, he will have to wallow all by himself in his crude and childish name-calling15
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When such infantile excur sions have been thrust upon mein times past, | proliferate
the practice of compiling all of the " suspicious’ commentary levied by our Lord and
his apostles and prophets, place them into one or two sentences (out of their
contexts), and prove both the shallowness and ridicul ous spectacle of moronic
behavior promoted by men of James May'stemerity. You see, atopical faith in the
King's English doesn't give a child of God character. Bob Jones Sr. (not the two
jerksthat clog up hisline of descent: i.e., Bob JonesJr. and Bob Jones|11) used to
say, " You can borrow brains, but you can't borrow character.”" 16 All Alexandrian
Cultistsare parroted clonesthat attempt to utilize the brains of other Alexandrian
Cultists, none of them having the character of an organized criminal. Although
abounding in treachery, immorality, and illegal activity, the M afioso comes straight
at you, head on. A scholarship adulator such asMr. May, like any good politician, is
characterized by a deceitful motive slyly offset by an accommodating profession
(Romans 16:17-18). Dr. Bob also stated previously, " Your character iswhat God
knows you to be; your reputation iswhat men think you are." 17 Hence, God knows
that a man messes with the King James Biblein order to appear scholarly,
intellectual; to avoid criticism from peers, maintain income, and preserve his
REPUTATION. If men of James May's caliber had any character whatsoever, they
would be much mor e cautious before being fixated with the idea that thereare
definitive mistakesin the King's English, when in theend, they are ALWAYS
completely and unquestionably wrong! Concer ning my " name-calling above," |
take the words of the Apostle Paul when he concluded his comments upon the
Cretians, and apply them to Mr. May (he said that they were alwaysLIARS, EVIL
BEASTS, and SLOW BELLIEYS), namely, that, " Thiswitnessistrue" (Titus 1:13).

Next, Mr. May delvesinto an aged argument that has been regurgitated so many
timesthat a cow would turn and walk away from its contents, specifically, the
argument of theinfallibility of the King James Bible being an example of circular
reasoning.18 Hereare May'sintroductory commentsto hisfirst direct quote of my
article:

By presenting the issue under discussion asalegal case, Nachimson disguises the fact
that he has built his conclusion into his premise:

Hence, we hold to the proposition that the A.V. 1611 text isinnocent until proven guilty. That is, until
some scholastic scum like R.L. Hymers can show us definitely that thereisan " ERROR" in the A.V.
text, then he can keep his" leasing” mouth shut and cease from filling the air with anymore anti-
Biblical prevarications! (Nachimson, p. 2).

The reader may find it illuminating to note that Dr. Hymersis a member of the very
pro-KJV Dean Burgon Society, only uses the King James Bible, and rgjects all modern
trandations. Moreto the issue, we are not dealing with a criminal case, and the KJV
will not be found either "innocent™ or " guilty." Becausethisisnot a criminal case and
because our conclusion will not be one of innocence or guilt, thereis no presumption
of "innocence" for the KJV. We presuppose that the KJV is an accurate, but not
perfect, trandlation of an accurately transmitted text. The burden of proof restswith
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Nachimson to prove the extraordinary idea that the King James Version is an
absolutely perfect trandation in its most minute details.19

Now, concer ning thisliterary melancholy about circular reasoning (or building " his
conclusion into his premise"), | have somewhat to say unto thee:

1) Nothing in the natural born days of existence known to man is morerepulsive,
clandestine, ill-mannered, contradictory, or a more epitomized rendition of " petitio
principii” than to statethat he (James May) believes"in the inerrancy of Scripture,”
without being ableto tangibly produce any " Scripture" of any kind to bolster his
assertion. Nevertheless, if you will read the material that | have extracted from Mr.
May above, you will clearly seethat thisisjust the case.

2) The Alexandrian apostate in general hasfailed for decadesto realizethat IN
PROFESSI ON (hence, word only - see|l Thessalonians 1:5), what he SAYS he
believesisin close proximity to an individual who holdstothe A.V. 1611. Both
groups claim that " the Bible" is(notethe present tense) inerrant, infallible, and the
final authority of all mattersof faith and practice. The troublethen, in which | have
mentioned both now and again, isthe palpability of the claim. For example, if you
investigate Douglas Kutilek's website, you will find two peculiar things about that
organization. One, they PROFESS " thiswebsite is dedicated to the defense of the
Bible as originally written, against the flood of falsehood propagated by King James
Onlyism." Hence, you would expect to find on thiswebsite, " the Bible as originally
written,” but such isadamantly not the case. Secondly, instead of finding material
to provethisdedicatory assertion, what one discovers aretwo verses FROM A
KING JAMESBIBLE (Il Timothy 3:16 and | Thessalonians 5:21) to " prove" the
dedicatory assertion. Now, | appeal to thereader, what could be more dissimulating,
mor e fruitless, or more mentally unbalanced asthat? | also humbly ask the
inquiring reader, if 1 am guilty of " building" my " conclusion into my premise" as
Mr. May accuses me of, what isto be said of Mr. May who hasboth a premiseand a
conclusion that are only existent in his mind and in the books of those who taught
him?

3) Mr. May and | both have presupposed some detailsin thistextual masquerade. I,
asisquoted above, have presupposed that the King JamesBibleiserror free until
someone can provethat thereisadefinitiveerror init. Mr. May on the other hand
states, " we presuppose that the KJV is an accurate, but not perfect, translation of an
accurately transmitted text." Nevertheless, | am curiousto discover why Mr. May has
per mitted himself to take such extravagant liberties that he has not afforded to me?
At this point | would ventureto say that Mr. May has provided serious damageto
the credibility of his profession since he admitted that an error that was admittedly
aclear mistakein the King's English, turned out to bean error on hispart.

4) Mr. May statesthat the burden of proof ison mewhen he pontificates, " the
burden of proof rests with Nachimson to prove the extraordinary idea that the King
James Version is an absolutely perfect translation in its most minute details.”
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Therefore, here arethe sound Biblical principleswhich have led meto this
conviction that the A.V. 1611 containsthe wordsthat God Almighty in his
providence has given to me by inspiration as he has professed to do in the book
collectively called, "the Bible."

a) Asthe Thessalonians did with the apostle Paul, the words that wer e presented to
them wereto be accepted astheword of men or theword of God (seel Thess. 2:13).
Therewasno gray area or middleground. When the A.V. 1611 was presented to me
after | received Jesus Chrigt, | received it not astheword of men, but asit isin
TRUTH, but astheword of God, which effectually worksin methat also believes.
Now, | believethat TRUTH ISTO BE DISTINGUISHED FROM ERROR (I John
4:6). Hence, if | receivethisbook astruth, then it isin contradistinction from error,
and containsno error. Jesus Christ said to the Father, " Sanctify them through thy
truth: thy word istruth" (John 17:17).

b) In Acts 21:40, the apostle Paul starts preachingto the Jews"in the Hebrew
tongue," and proceeds with his message into chapter 22. However, asMr. May, or
any other apostate will tell you, Luke originally wrotethe book of Actsin the Greek
tongue. Therefore, by the fact that Paul preached in Hebrew, but hiswordswere
recorded in "theoriginal manuscripts' in Greek, and because | know that all
Alexandrian apostates claim that the " originals® ARE inspired, that the possibility
of an inspired translation exists. Accordingly, when professing scholarstell me,

" there are no perfect translations. God does not inspire particular translations,20 |
know that all of those who profess such nonsensical foolishness are completely
ignorant of the principleslaid down for judging such mattersin theword of God.

c) Thevery Scripturesthat are said to be" given by inspiration” in |l Timothy 3:16
arethevery same Scripturesthat young Timothy had in hispossession (11 Timothy
3:15). Notwithstanding, the Bereans had these Scriptures (Acts 17:11), asdid our
Lord Jesus Christ (John 5:39), likewise the prophet Danid (Danid 10:21), the
Ethiopian eunuch (Acts 8:32), and our beloved brethren, Peter and Paul (11 Peter
3:15-16; Galatians 3:8; | Timothy 5:18, etc.). At notimein the confines of holy writ
did any of these gentlemen promulgate the meager and maliciousrhetoric
proliferated by moder n apostatestoday (i.e. " a better rendering would be," "thisis
an unfortunate rendition of the Greek verb tense," "thearticleislacking in this
particular verse, so the definite article should be omitted when trandated,” " this
trandation isclearly in error,” "the majority of scholars and textual critics agree that
this passage is a gloss added by an overzealous scribe,” " the addition of thistext is
what we call an expansion of piety,” ad infinitum ad nauseum). The Scripturesthat
these Biblical personshad in their possession wer e accepted and promoted as holy,
genuine, completely authentic, and at no time were any hints of ERROR provided to
cast doubt upon the veracity of the text that they were utilizing (including
tranglations, which, by the way, were not word-for-word exactly [L uke 4:18-19]).

Consequently, doesit stand to reason that my position on the A.V. 1611 issmply a
demonstration of building my conclusion into my premise? Or, isit theresult of
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faith (Acts 28:24) based upon principles established and practiced by our Lord and
hisvery servantsthemselves? The King James Only position in short, isthelogical
conclusion of taking Biblical principles and putting them into demonstrable
existence. The most that one can do with Mr. May's position, is profess Biblical
inerrancy, while only having " an accurate, but not perfect” text with which to
provide any examples of this selfsame Biblical inerrancy. The decision of thereader
isleft to himself, but asfor me, | will rest in the surewords of the King's English
beforel rely on the shaky foundation of " Christian" scholar ship.

Continuing, | find it most intriguing that thistextually rambunctious character,
James M ay, while commenting upon certain portions of what he quotes from my
article above, failsto both notice or offer an answer (mild or otherwise) tothe
foundational premise of my statement. | stated expressly and to the point, that if
Mr. May could not definitively provean ERROR in the A.V. 1611, then he should
do theworld a tremendous service and keep his oracular member sealed. However,
instead of studying "to be quiet" (I Thessalonians4:11), he continuesto borethe
reader with more and more examplesof red herring deficiencies:

1) Mr. May saysthat " thereader may find it illuminating to note that Dr. Hymersisa
member of the very pro-KJV Dean Burgon Society, only uses the King James Bible,
and rgects all modern translations.” Yet, the reader may find it even more
illuminating or reciprocally disenfranchised intellectually to note that even though
the above details are true about Dr. Hymers, that that has absolutely nothing to do
with the statement | made about R.L. Hymers, Jr. | stated plainly and specifically,
that until some" scholastic scum” like R.L. Hymers can show us definitively that
thereisan "ERROR" in thetext of the A.V. 1611, then he ought to keep quiet. Now,
| appeal to any ounce of sanity retained in thereader after being subjected to Mr.
May's spiritual and intellectual hypocrisy, asto what this hasto do with Hymers
using a King James Bible instead of modern versions, or being a member of the

" Dean Burgon" society? At this point, for absolute proof that James May is
completely irrelevant in his comparison of Hymer'suse of the A.V. 1611 to my
statements about him, thereader isencouraged to review the statementsin the
following sermon published by Hymers.21 Further more, and even mor e productive,
is definitive proof that while" using” the King's English, Hymersas James May, is
not in the least bit shy to point out what he considers potential "errors' in theKing
James Bible. Hymer s states:

The next step in Ruckmanism follows logically the idea that the KJV is superior to the
Greek and Hebrew. The next step in this: the KJV contains advanced revelation. Notice
how Ruckman comes to this conclusion in defending the translation of " churches® for
"temples' in Acts 19: 37. The Greek word " hieron" is poorly translated as " churches"
in the KJV. The word should be translated " temples"’ to be correct.22 But this
obviously weak translation does not change Ruckman's view that the KJV is
inerrant.23
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Accordingly, all Mr. May has managed to do for thereader with his subterfuge
concerning Dr. Hymersisinculcate thereader with further blundering stupidity of
which he himself so obvioudy abounds. Asone can clearly see, no matter what R.L.
Hymers Jr. thinks about moder n Bible versions or no matter what society heisa
member of, hisposition on the A.V. 1611 isnolessor greater than that of James
May, Doug Kutilek, John R. Rice, or the American Atheist, Frank Zindler.24 They
areall individualswho think that the subjective position of what they have gleaned
from " Biblical" scholarship, qualifiesthem to sit in judgment on the Holy Bible. In
thissenseg, all saved, conservative, soul-winning, church attending, tithing, preaching
Bible-correctorsare ALL practical atheists because when it comesto ABSOLUTE,
FINAL AUTHORITY, they areall on the same frequency, namely, that the true,
absolute text of the Holy Biblethat WAS inspired can only be presented in a
"reliable" format that isn't inerrant and infallible like it once was.

2) James May also states, " Moreto theissue, we are not dealing with a criminal case,
and the KJV will not be found either 'innocent’ or 'guilty.’ Because thisisnot a
criminal case and because our conclusion will not be one of innocence or guilt, thereis
no presumption of 'innocence' for the KJV." So, becausethereisno " presumption of
innocence," James May will smply passthrough thetext of the King James Bible
ever so nonchalantly, picking and pining away for errorsat every conceivable turn.
Please, note that although thisis certainly not a criminal proceedingasMr. May has
pointed out, it isan accusatory case of which a portion of text in the A.V. 1611 has
been accused of being in error. Therefore, the wasteful verbosity surrounding the
constitution of a criminal proceeding is nothing more than a play on semantics since
theerror must betrueor not true, or in short, innocent or guilty. Nevertheless,

per haps Robert Gromacki would have a dight disagreement with Mr. May asto
whether or not the A.V. 1611 is" on trial" since he entitled his 1990 book,
Trandationsof Trial: Is Your Biblethe Word of God.25 However, all of thisischild's
play becausein the mouth of two or three witnessesis every word to be established
(Matthew 18:16; | Timothy 5:19; Deuteronomy 17:6; 19:15) when it comesto
matters of accusations. Certainly, Mr. May has not established error in the A.V.
1611 in thismanner, although | exonerated the A.V. text with thetestimony of two
Greek grammarians, none of which hold to my position on A.V. 1611 infallibility.
Conceding to thispoint isMr. May himself, who stated, " from two recognized
grammarians (he also quotes Daniel B. Wallace), he has demonstrated that it is quite
possible-perhaps likely-that we should trandglate the plural Greek 'orkous asthe
singular 'oath’'s in Matthew 14:9." And, if all thiswere not completely satisfactory to
convinceyou, if it be objected that matters of accusationswererelevant only to
peoplein the passages cited above, who could deny that Paul's application of the
above passages on two or three witnesses were directly applied to the epistles (not
people) that he had written to the Corinthians (seell Corinthians 13:1-2)? As| have
stated many times befor e, the benefit of the doubt will always be given to the King's
English beforeit isgiven to the class of defunct " Christian" scholar ship which
cannot even agree with itsalf.
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The substance (and, of course, thisisapplying theterm very loosdly) of Mr. May's
articleisdivided by subject into a variety of categorical subsidiaries, which | suspect
arefor the convenience of thereader. Thesearelisted in bold print as” Translators
or printers?"; "Morefrogsfor Pharaoh"; " Oathsand crows"; "Wallace &
Turner"; and " Conclusion.” However, as despicable as may soon be evident, in the
case of the critiquing ability of James May, convenience certainly does not
recapitulate cajolery.

Under theheading, " Trandatorsor printers,” Mr. May challenges my original
assertion in which | stated:

In the passage before us, the alleged ERROR in the A.V. 1611 text isthat the A.V. trandators were
completely blind and oblivious to the basic rules of Greek syntax; that even though each member of the
group of trandators had read through and inspected this verse a minimum of 14 times, somehow this
"oversight" passed by 47 men. The ERROR presented here by thistransational schizophrenic, James
May, isthat the King James Bible translated a Greek plural accusative asan English singular! 26

In response to my initial description of his alleged discovery of thisatrociouserror
in the King James Bible, Mr. May both deleteriously and deceptively responds:

| could use the same blustery language that Mr. Nachimson employs and say that he
"lied" in this statement, but | will not. What he charges me with is, however,
completely untrue. In my paper | said nothing about the work done on this verse by the
trandatorsof 1611. Asisvery clear on page 20, | used Matthew 14:9 as an answer to
an assertion made by David Sorenson that " although the first edition of the King
James Bible contained errors of punctuation and printing, over the yearsthese errors
have been corrected so that the KJV now contains no errors whatsoever.” The point |
made, which should be evident to any careful reader, isthat later editors made mistakes
when they added punctuation marks. In other words, | carefully chose my wording so
as not to indicate whether the lack of punctuation was a result of the work done by the
tranglators or of the work done by the typesetters and printers. | chose thiswording
because | do not know. Notice my exact words, " The KJV 1611 failed to insert the
necessary apostrophe for the possessive of itstrandlation.27

Reflecting upon this segment of Mr. May's article, here he pretends (as her etics so
often do) and proceedsto suggest that | have somehow super ciliously
misrepresented his statements. Asyou can seein retrospection, Mr. May quotes my
original article portraying meas ONLY referring to hisposition asto belie the fact
that he never intended to assert that the King James translator sintroduced the
debatable punctuation error, but that it wasinitiated by " later editors"
subsequently. Now, to thistype of loquacious omnibus, which to meisnothing more
than a defeated foe taking up wor ds on a pageto attempt to establish a diversionary
ploy. Thisis perhaps plausible enough to say that Mr. May's methodology here
detersthereader from viewing the express qualification that | givefor these
statementsin the very next paragraph of my original article. There, | germanely
stressed:
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May takes a 1611 reprint edition of the A.V. text and states that no apostrophe was
located on the word in the verse in question. This much istrue. However, hisfirst
ERROR isthat he assumes that this problem was corrected by a later " editor” who
inserted the apostrophe " in the wrong place." 28

Of course, Mr. Nachimson didn't even come closeto lying in thefirst place. Mr.
May was covertly omitting and concealing statementsin order to make Nachimson
say something that he didn't say by only partially quoting him. Now, thetruth of the
matter isthat James M ay assumesthat the apostr ophe was added by a later editor,
while Mr. Nachimson takesfor granted that the text wasright to begin with,

namely, that the editors correctly placed the apostrophein order to make theword
"oaths' a genitivesingular (oath's), of which | presumethat the A.V. trandators
intended. These tautological reprobates think that they are so high and
sanctimoniousthat they can bolster assertionswithout having to extend the same
courtesiesto their opponents. Why isit that we ar e expected to bow to the untenable
hypothesisthat a tranglation cannot be inerrant because only the supposed original
manuscripts areinerrant, when these selfsame originals or the precise wording of its
text cannot be given with any absolute certainty by these superimposing, querulous,
"not quiteonlyists' ?

Thereader should always keep in mind that James May isanother repugnant
individual who hasrightly earned thetitle, " apostle of uncertainty" (thisclever
attachment has been used elsewhere, but iswholly applicable here). As| mentioned
previously citing the anonymous email, because Mr. May knowsthat proving
ERROR inthe A.V. 1611 "isadippery task" resortstowhat he considers proving
"uncertainties" in the King's English. Hence, in the beginning of his next paragraph
under the heading, " Translatorsor Printers,” Mr. May relegates the following:

The simple fact isthat no one can document precisely what the KJV translators
actually recorded in this passage or anywhere elsein the Bible. KJVers are constantly
telling us that we cannot appeal to the original Greek manuscripts because they no
longer exist. Well, the original documentsthat the translators sent to the printers for
the A.V. 1611 no longer exist either, and the printers did a dandy job of introducing
many errorsinto the text, which errorsto this day have not been fully corrected. The

" perfect Bible" that Nachimson claimsto hold in his handsis a phantom that does not
exist. We repeat our position that we have a Bible preserved by God such that it is
sufficiently accurate for all matters of faith and practice. Allowing the KJV to be its
own judge, there never has been a perfect edition. I made this point quite clear in my
paper under the heading " Various Editions of the KJV." Anyone desiring a much
mor e extensive treatment should secure F.H.A Scrivener, The Authorized Edition of
the English Bible (1611), available as a photocopy from the Dean Burgon Society.29

1) Immediately, you can seethat his despicable tactics are manifest from the
initiation of histextually sinister plan. He points out the fact that no one can
document PRECISELY what the A.V. translatorsrecorded here.Now, watch how
subtly and devilishly Mr. May movesin for the ultimate deception. On top of stating
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that no one can know for certain what the King Jamestranslators said precisely in
thetext under consideration, hethen includestherest of the A.V. text from Genesis
to Revelation. He pontificates, " .or anywhere elsein the Bible." Hence, Mr. May
continues by making a correlation between the various editions of the A.V. 1611 to
the " original manuscript” dilemma so often discussed by A.V. proponents against
A.V. detractors. May's plan hereisto show you indirectly that thereisno
conceivably possible way on the face of thisearth, for anyone, King James Only or
otherwise, to have a book called the Bible, that IS (present tense) holy, infallible,
and without error. Watch what he saysagain, if you didn't catch it thefirst time:

KJVers are constantly telling us that we cannot appeal to the original Greek
manuscripts because they no longer exist. Well, the original documentsthat the
translators sent to the printersfor the A.V. 1611 no longer exist either, and the printers
did a dandy job of introducing many errorsinto the text, which errorsto this day have
been fully corrected. The" perfect Bible" that Nachimson claimsto hold in hishand is
a phantom that does not exist. WE REPEAT OUR POSITION THAT WE HAVE A
BIBLE PRESERVED BY GOD SUCH THAT ITISSUFFICIENTLY ACCURATE
EORALL MATTERSOF FAITH AND PRACTICE.

2) Asyou can plainly and disgustingly see, James M ay hasjust audaciously
disenfranchised Christendom of a Bible that is holy and without error. Now, mind
you, thisisafter heinsisted that, " .our belief in the inerrancy of the Greek text.,” is
what he believes. If James May didn't have enough intestinal fortitude to usethe
"blustery language," and call mealiar, I'll do it to him without thinking twice
about it. Any man, James M ay or otherwise, who professesto " believein the
inerrancy of the Greek text,” and then turn right around and tell you that because
you evidently do not havethe " original documents" of a book or collection ther eof,
that what you haveisonly "accurate' and " preserved,” isnothing morethan an
unbiblical, anti-Scriptural, Satanically inspired, good for nothing, spiritually
defunct, hypocritical, mordacious, lying, serpentine antagonist! James May isa liar
and so are the men who taught him what he proliferates, and so are the imbecilic
Hebrew/Greek despots who allow him to writein their publicationsand on their
websites. Do you under stand now why thisissueis so important? If James May is
telling thetruth, then the Scripturesthat Jesus Christ told the Phariseesto search in
John 5:39 were imperfect and only "reliable,” and "theword of truth” that Paul
told Timothy to study and rightly dividein Il Timothy 2:15 was only as much " the
word of truth" asit was accurate. However, since hedidn't havethe" original
documents" hewasleft to guesswhat truth wasin thetext that he had before him
based on hisown knowledge, opinion, and preference. Mr. May says, " we repeat our
position that we have a Bible preserved by God." What does he mean " a Bible"? This
comical rendition is so infantile and so profoundly ridiculous, that this man literally
has contradicted himself again. What, may | ask, happened to " theinerrancy of the
Greek text" ? You see, these theological babiesword their doctrinal proclivities so
generalized that they remain maneuver able enough to sequester themselves from
ridicule long enough to repeat the sametireless mantra incessantly. However, if you
have lear ned anything from the words promulgated by James M ay, learn these
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things. One, he doesn't have a perfect Bible. Two, because he doesn't have a perfect
Bible, you can't have oneeither. Threg, if there was a perfect Bible, it waslost with
the destruction of the original manuscripts. Four, in order to discover what is
"accurate" you haveto rely on scholastics like James May and Doug Kutilek to
inform you what is permissible and correct and what isto be discarded. Five, in
order to accommodate the unsuspecting Christian into thinking heisaBible-
believer, aliar like James M ay will connive hisway into professing to believein an
inerrant Bible, but will never attempt to produce such an entity. Six, remember that
these ravening wolves ar e always doting about and constantly reiterating, that in
their estimation, the A.V. Only position cannot be proven Biblically. However, |
would certainly liketo know how in theworld, " apreserved Bible" that isevidently
" sufficient for all matters of faith and practice,” isBiblical and can be proven with
thewords of God? Versessuch asll Timothy 3:16 and |1 Peter 1:20-21 intimate no
such tripe as " we have an accurate Bible that is sufficient for all matters of faith and
practice." That kind of a profession is nothing more than blasphemous gaff.

3) Above, Mr. May says, " Allowing the KJV to beits own judge, there never has been
a perfect edition.” A mundane statement such asthishorridly reeks of a deplorable
misunder standing of two things. One, the application of thewords, " A.V. 1611" by
Bible-believers. And, two, what a Bible-believer means by " perfect." First of all,
God has never used inspiration to supersede the human means of bringing that
same inspiration to pass. What thismeansis, isthat God never forcibly coer ced one
of his servantsinto flawless penmanship, or absolute pristine grammar aswell. New
Testament Greek isreplete with grammatical nuances such as anacoluthon and
zeugma. In referenceto theformer, Robertson states, " there are numerous examples,
some simple like the suspended nominative o vikwv moinowm avrov (Rev. 3:12), some
more complicated like ypaya vreg (Acts 15:23) which does not agree with either
amootoloig or ekAeEauevougin verse 22." 30 Concer ning thelatter, Robertson and
Davisddineate, " Zeugma puts together words that do not properly belong together as
in 1 Cor. 3:2 yada vuag smotioa, ov Bpoua | gave you milk to drink, not solid food.
So also Lu. 1:64 avewy 0n to ortoua avtov mapaypnuc koi 1 yAwooa avtov his
mouth was opened and histongue.31

What does all of thisamount to? Well, it showsthat although God intends by
inspiration to impart the words that he wants men to have, he doesn't overridetheir
natural tendenciesto accomplish that task. Hence, God is not going to physically
prevent ascribeor a printer from making mistakesin spelling or punctuation, but
that doesn't detract from his purposeto give men his precise words. When the
"wicked Bible" rendered Exodus 20:14, " thou shalt commit adultery,” resultant of
the printer failing to print theword " not," what did that do to the words of God?
Absolutely nothing. They were already established as, " thou shalt not commit
adultery." Haveall of the textual variations and grammatical blunders, and scribal
errorsin over 5,300 manuscripts prevented God from giving usthewordsthat he
wants us to have? Absolutely not. God didn't eradicate human blundersto the point
of transmission flawlessnessin each and every instance, but he did provide man
with the exact wor ding of his Book that he wanted pinned down. It isthis
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representation with which we claim to havein the A.V. 1611 text. Hence, when you
look at John 1:18 in English, you can know with absolute certainty that " the only
begotten Son" representsthewordsthat God wants you to have, and you can safely
regect, " the only begotten God," or "theonly unique God," and soon. The
fundamental difference between the King James believer here, and the Alexandrian
egotist on the other side of the equation, isthat the words and readings which are
consider ed the words of God ar e already pinned down in the precise, exact text of
the A.V. 1611. The Bible-corrector, while professing to have the wor ds of God,
reverts back to a generalized answer when pinpointed in thisarea. In short, they
profess to possess something that they don't actually havetoillustrate their
profession; they areliars.

Notwithstanding, when a Bible-believer employs usage of the expression, " A.V.
1611" heisnot specifying the particular 1611 edition of the King James Bible,
necessarily. The Alexandrian apostate would like to deceive hisreading audience
into making thisthe case, but it issimply areferenceto the year in which the King
James Biblewas published. Therefore, it isan irrelevant, prosaic argument to point
out that the particular edition of the A.V. 1611, which we commonly useisa 1769
edition. Thewordsthat God gave usin 1611 were given by inspiration no matter
what kind of printing blemishes wereintroduced. However, all of thistrivial and
trifling nonsensejust further demonstratesthat Mr. May and otherslikehim are
completely powerlessin getting rid of the book, which | hold in my hands; the one
he calls" a phantom." 32 On the contrary it isn't a phantom because| am ableto
mail him a copy of it, just like I'm able to mail oneto Doug Kutilek, or any other
second rate jerk who thinksthat heisable to exalt himself above the throne and
providence of God. The only thing that he could send to mein a similar fashion are
the Greek texts of Nestle-Aland, the United Bible Society, the TR that underliesthe
A.V. 1611, etc., with his opinion being the deciding factor asto who getsto decipher
the differencesin thewords. You see, when it comesto the" preservation” (asthisis
a much abused term in textual circlesaswell) of the words of God located
throughout the overwhelming and exhausting quantity of Greek manuscripts,
ancient versions, papyri, lectionaries, patristic quotations, etc., the Bible-believer
would agree with the Alexandrian that the significant number of variant readingsin
these thousands of documents arerather insignificant when it comesto the overall
ability of theLord to perpetuate hiswords. Theissue, then, isthe consistent
application and finality of thisdilemma. The Bible-believer intrepidly declaresthat
thewords located throughout the plethora of variant readingsin the manuscript
tradition, by the providence of God, based on the principles of having the scriptures
in one's possession precisaly, areinfallibly manifest in the text of the Authorized
Version. Therefore, the correct Greek text isthe one that was fashioned to underlie
the King James Bible, no matter which eclectic sources were utilized to bring this
task to pass.

On the contrary, however, isthis desultory, fanciful dictum speculated by the

scholar ship only advocates, namely, that despite the fact that God inspired his
wordswithout a trace of error in the" original autographs,” concurrently inerrancy
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isonly "preserved" ACCURATELY in thebiblical material extant.33 This
pretentious, irreligious falderal can be seen definitively and beyond any doubt
whatsoever in the short work by John Faris. Mr. Faris (to preserve the Old
English), quoth he:

But whether one chooses to read the King James Version or the Revised Version, itis
theword of God he takesin his hand-the word preserved so wonderfully through the
ages-the word of which God says. " It shall not return unto me void, but it shall
accomplish that which | please." 34

Essentially, representing the vast majority of Bible-correcting scholar ship, Mr.
Faris confessesthat no matter which version of the Bible a Christian may choose to
read, he can rest assured that either Bibleis"theword of God." Hence, my question
toyou, dear Christian, isseeing that thisisthe essence of what Biblical scholar ship
hasto offer through its most audacious pundits, doesthis line up with therebuke
offered by our Lord Jesus Christ to Satan, specifically, that man shall not live by
bread alone, " but by every word of God" ?35 If thereisa sharp contrast between
two variant readings, such asthe onefound in I Timothy 3:16, how can both be
called, "theword of God" just because someone asserts without any sort of Biblical
foundation that we only haveto be concerned with the over all " preservation” of
God's"revelation" ?36 Concisely, the moder n scholastic view on Biblical inerrancy
is nothing mor e than desecr ating dogmatism exposed to the winds of an
unsubstantiated void. It isthe unrivaled capstone of, " take your pick only-ism."

In thefinal paragraph of Mr. May'sfirst heading, " Trandatorsor Printers” he
statesthefollowing:

Although Nachimson istotally wrong in his accusation that | maligned the KJV
translators when | discussed Matthew 14:9, | will gladly comment upon their supposed
inerrancy. | n my paper, on page 15, | observe that the KJV 1611 contained a marginal
note at Luke 17:36 which stated, " This 36 verseis wanting in most of the Greek
copies." Obvioudly the translators were not sure if the verse should be included in the
New Testament. They did not believe themselves to beinerrant. It ismy firm conclusion
that they knew more about their work than Mr. Nachimson does. | could expand this
issue to great length, but one example has proven the point. | will also notethat " 47
men reading each passage 14 times" did not prevent the translators from calling the
Holy Spirit an "it" in four passages. John 1:32; Romans 8:16; 8:26 and | Peter 1:11.
These passages border on blasphemy. | discussthisat greater length on pages 21 and
22 of my paper.

Theobjection to Luke 17:36 comes back to Mr. May's " uncertainty” principle. Asl
quoted above, he believes that the way to deal with King James Onlyism isto
produce the minimum amount of belief in the Authorized text by inculcating the
reader with a maximum amount of uncertainty. Thisisaccomplished, or at least
sought ther eto, not by a presentation of factual evidence and absolute truths, but by
asinglefactual statement interpreted in light of a vast propensity of guesswork. In
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the example before us, yesit istruethat thereisa marginal note from the 1611
edition of the A.V. that saysthat L uke 17:36 iswanting in most of the Greek copies,
but that isa farfetched cry from proving that the A.V. trandlatorsweren't sure
about including the passage. What isto be said about the other versesin the King
James Bible (which are minimal, however), that are " wanting in most of the Greek
copies’ (I John 5:7; Luke 2:22, etc.) extant? So, no, " one example has' absolutely
not " proven the point." An unsupported claim backed by a mound of tomfoolery is
nothing morethan an unlear ned fool attempting to deceive hisreader by taking up
wordson a page. Either provethat the A.V. trandators had doubts about the ver se,
or forbear speaking on the subject.

Moreover, Mr. May moves on to his frequent, histrionic show of bigotry in reference
to the King James reading in Romans 8:16, 26; John 1:32; | Peter 1:11. Mr. May
assertsthat by " calling the Holy Spirit an it,” the A.V. 1611 " borders on
blasphemy.” However, sincethis" error” has been dealt with elsewhere at length,37
| shall only offer a couple of thoughts on the subject here. Discussing the personal
pronoun autoV, Greek grammarian Robert Funk offershistrandglation of the Greek
phrase, auto to pneuma in Romans 8:16 as, " the Spirit itself. " 38 Notwithstanding, in
John 6:33, we see how the A.V. 1611 correctsthe Greek

(o karafairvav gk Tov ovpavov - he which cometh down from heaven) abused by
Alexandrian puppeteerslike James M ay and his cohorts of vanity. The Bible says,

" For the bread of God is he which cometh down from heaven; but my Father giveth
you the true bread from heaven." Modern versions, such asthe NASB and he RSV
say, " . that which comes down from heaven,” or somethingtothelike. The NLT
alters" he" to"theone" but surprisingly, the NIV and the NKJV stay on tar get
with the A.V. 1611 thistime. My question isthat, although the King James Bible
refersto Jesus Christ as" that which" (1 Cor. 13:10; | John 1:1) elsewhere,
considering the differentiation in English readingsin this particular passage, would
Mr. May be dauntless enough to call the modern versions, bordering on blasphemy,
or would he remain insidious still, and only baptizethe A.V. 1611 into such
excursions? AsMr. May stated in the anonymous email referenced earlier in this
treatise, proving error in theKing JamesBibleisa " dlippery" feat. Accordingly, |
think it issafeto presumethat Mr. May hasnow " dipped" on the floor of absolute
truth found in thewords of the A.V. 1611.

Lampooning my original material on the absence of apostrophes from the 1611
edition of the King James Bible, Mr. May lofts a bit of a diversionary mechanism,
designed to deter theinquiring student of the Bible away from two concr ete and
definitive evidences, which | provided to support the position that the word " oath's"
(Matthew 14:9; Mark 6:26) in " current editions' of the A.V. 1611 wer e most
certainly indicative of the 1611 exemplar. Under thetitle of, " More Frogs for
Pharaoh,” Mr. May dictates asfollows:

In chapter eight of the book of Exodus, the Bible tells us that God demonstrated his

power and vindicated his servants Moses and Aaron by sending a plague of frogs upon
theland of Egypt. The response of Pharaoh's magiciansisrather curious. I nstead of
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removing the frogs which God had sent, they demonstrated their power by producing
more frogs. Hardly what Pharaoh needed. Mr. Nachimson appears to have his own
frog business. He defends the lack of the apostrophe at Matthew 14:9 in the 1611
edition by producing other examples of missing apostrophes and asserting that this
mark of punctuation was not used by the 1611 KJV! His every example adds to the list
of deficiencies contained in the King James Bible of 1611 as compared to the current
KJV and to modern Bibles. Perhaps Nachimson is suggesting that the hands of the
KJV trandators weretied and that they had no way of indicating whether the word
"oath" should be singular or plural. | have not the dlightest idea when apostrophes
were introduced into the English language, nor have | theleast inclination to pursue
such an arcane question, but one thing isclear: |f apostrophes were unavailablein
1611, the tranglators could have easily specified whether the text was singular or
plural. All they needed to do was either translate " because of the oath" or " because of
theoaths." Thisisclearly a deficiency in the King James translation, and all of the
huffing and puffing in the world will not make it otherwise. Nachimson can keep his
frogs; --- we have enough already.

1) I find Mr. May'sfutile attempts at inter preting my motive in appealing to the
lack of apostropheissue, and his subsequent revisionist ploy of creating an analogy
to bypass my STATED reasoning for purporting thisidea to be completely, as Dean
Burgon once stated, " . an unscrupulous use of the process of Reiteration,
accompanied by a boundless exer cise of the | maginative faculty.” 39 What purpose,
may | ask, does hisamphibian ethics servein light of my purpose, which he so
conveniently omitted? In my original article, | declared, " The point is, apostrophe
mar ks of punctuation weren't used in the 1611 editions. Thereforeit iscircular
reasoning for Mr. May to assume that because theword for " oath's" isplural in
Greek that it isautomatically a" mistake" by afuture A.V. " editor" to add the
singular possessive instead of the plural.” Because the use of the apostrophe asa
mark of possession was not prevalent until after 1725,40 James May has no ground
whatsoever upon which to erect his shifty theoriesor his superfluousinventions.

2) However, even though histreatiseis manifest with utter stupidity, shameful
omissions of intricate details, jerrybuilt stabs at sarcasm, and aswill be seen in my
subsequent points, a debilitating absurdity in basic English compr ehension, James
May hereisgoing to exposeto all of Christendom, just how anti-intellectual, and
injudicious hisresearch and claimsto erudite intimation are. In another ghastly
trial at demonstrating " uncertainty” in the A.V. 1611, James M ay, without any sort
of viable fact at all exclaims, " Perhaps Nachimson is suggesting that the hands of the
KJV trandators were tied and that they had no way of indicating whether the word

" oath" should besingular or plural." Despite hisdeceptiverhetoric, JamesMay's
troubleisthat he hastheutmost regard for the activity in hismind, but very little
esteem for plentiful inquiry. For example, it most certainly is speculative at best to
question whether or not the A.V. trandlators handswere"tied." However, what is
not hear say, and what can be documented through a meaningful investigation of
historical facts, isthat BEFORE the univer sal acceptance of the apostrophe as a
means of denoting possessive punctuation, the singular possessiveness of a word
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was, in many instances, delineated by means of the genitive singular ending, -es.
Two graduate students of American University in Washington D.C., in partial
fulfillment of the Master of Artsdegreein " Teaching English to Speakersof Other
Languages," (TESOL), submitted the following findingsin regardsto the
apostrophein their research paper:

In 1559, the apostrophe appeared in England in William Cunningham's The
Cosmographical Glasse (Parkes, 1993, p. 55). Sixteenth century English printers

devel oped the mark to indicate omissions, but this convention isnot assimple as it
might sound. I nitially, the apostrophe was intended to demonstrate the elision of a
vowel, meaning the vowel sound had been omitted, assimilated, or slurred in
pronunciation, asin th' inevitable end, but the apostrophe was also used to indicate a
missing letter when the vowel no longer existed in the spoken form, asin can't (Parkes,
1993, p.55). Not surprisingly, there was much confusion concerning its usage until the
middle of the 19 th century, when printers and grammarians attempted to devise rules
to govern the usage of apostrophes (Crystal, 1995, p. 203). Despite their efforts,
however, much confusion remains today.

The use of the apostrophe to denote possession hasitsoriginsin Old English, which
frequently attached the genitive singular ending -es to nouns. Hook (1999), points out
that 60% of all nounsin Old English formed their genitive casesin this manner (p.
44); it istherefore not surprising that the current genitive ending -s has survived in
Modern English. The apostrophe could be viewed as a way in which to mark the
deleted vowel -e of the-es possessive ending, " derived from the Old English strong
masculine genitive singular inflection™ (Blockley, 2001, p. 35). Adrian Room (1989, p.
21) provides support for thisview, citing the Old English word for stone, stéan, whose
genitive form was sténes.41

The above information isvery important for you to grasp for two indubitable
reasons. One, James M ay just stated in the paragraph above concer ning
apostrophes, " | have not the slightest idea when apostrophes were introduced into the
English language, nor havel theleast inclination to pursue such an arcane question,
but one thing isclear: If apostrophes were unavailablein 1611, the translators could
have easily specified whether the text was singular or plural.” Well, if Mr. May had
taken alittletime to seek out theissue he would have observed that the answer to
his self-induced dilemma wasright in front of him, namely, that in the 17th century
and up through thefirst quarter of the 18th century, the singular possessive and the
plural of aword were often spelled similarly. For example, take the case before usto
serve asa palpableillustration. In the Hendrickson reprint of a 1611 edition of an
A.V., Matthew 5:33 statesin part, " .shalt perform vnto the Lord thine othes. " This
verseisdecisively aplural rendition of thewords" oaths' (spelled " othes' there).
Likewise, turning to Matthew 14:9, that verse saysin part, " .neuerthelessfor the
othes sake. " Without the apostrophe, which was introduced as a mark of possession
later, the singular possessive and the plural were spelled the same way. Another
passage, which bears a resemblanceto the " othes' phenomenon isfoundin |
Thessalonians 5:13: " .for their workes sake." Thisisthe English rendition of the
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Greek, 81a. to gpyov avtwv, which isa prepositional phrase containing an arthrous
singular substantive followed by a plural pronoun. However, noticethat the 1611
spelling looks the same as a plural would (see Ephesians 2:9 where " wor kes/wor ks"
isplural). Acts 26:7 states, mept ng eAmdog, which isrendered, " .for which hopes
sake." in the 1611 editions, whileit is currently punctuated as, " .for which hope's
sake." Again, asyou can plainly see, these English singular possessives and plurals
wer e spelled the same at that point in history. Hence, if the A.V. translators
intended on rendering 8ia 6& Tovg opkovg asa singular possessive, it would have
looked in 1611, exactly how it appearsin the 1611 reprints. Nevertheless, although
these examples wer e used to show that certain singular possessives and their plural
counter parts were spelled the same, I'm awar e that the objection might be raised
that all you would haveto dois" gotothe Greek" to discover if it isreally singular
or plural. Of course, I'm going to demonstrate how utterly depraved of rationale
Mr. May'streatiseisin thisforthcoming point by showing a variety of plurals
trandated assingularsin the A.V. 1611 and other moder n versions. Sufficeit for
now, though, that in Galatians 1:13, the Greek, ev 1 lovdaiocuw isa singular
prepositional phrasetranslated by the A.V. 1611 asaplural. The Hendrickson
reprint gives, ".in the Jewesreligion." while current textsrelegate, " .in the Jews
religion.” Therefore, going to the Greek wouldn't have helped the scholar ship
groveling Bible-corrector in thisinstance, nonetheless.

3) Theforegoing examples here are solidified manifestationsasto how Mr. May
deliberately omitted portions of my original articlein hisrefutation indolence,
which would otherwise make hisjourney to maintaining his position a for midable
experience. First, isa Greek nominative singular followed by a genitive plural in
Matthew 3:2. Thisversein Greek, readsin part, n Baciieia towv ovpavev. The
wordsarerendered as, " the kingdom of heaven." "Heaven" in the passageis
singular in English, even though it isclearly plural in Greek. Thissingular/plural
contrivanceisalso found in the NKJV, NIV, NASB, RSV, NLT, etc. Hence, in my
original proposition in defense of the A.V. 1611 relative to Matthew 14:9, | posed the
following questions completely ignored by JamesMay: " Do we now have an error
in subsequently 99% of the English versions extant in this passage? Did all of them
missthe Greek plural and make a mistake by translating it asan English singular?"
DoesMr. May attempt at even addressing these concrete and pristinely relevant
examples, or does hefill the page with mor e frivolous, nonsensical remarks? Mr.
May, hopelessly devoid of any comicrelief available, relatesto us, " Thisisclearly a
deficiency in the King James translation, and all of the huffing and puffing in the
wor ld will not make it otherwise. Nachimson can keep hisfrogs;--- we have enough
already.” Only by hisevident servility to the blind adulation of mounting assertions
with no underlying substance, can a quixotic fraud like James M ay invent such
licentious claptrap. James M ay possesses theright to call it whatever he would like,
however, thisdoes not prove"error" in the King James Bible. Proving "error” in
the A.V. 1611 isthe underlying foundation deter mining infallibility. | addressed this
supposition in my former treatise, which see.42
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4) Although, in my primary essay | provided a similar exampleto the one abovein
Matthew 28:1 with theword " Sabbath" (Thisisanother plausibleinstance in which
a Greek genitive plural istranslated asan English singular), to which no answer was
provided, and no acknowledgement of its relevance was recognized. As Dean

Burgon so smoothly replied to Bishop Ellicott, " You flout me: you scold me: you
lecture me. But | do not find that you ever answer me." 43 Speaking of the learned
Burgon, how could Mr. May, in all of hisself-tout, fail to elicit the wealth of material
provided by the Dean on thisvery subject?44

5) In Matthew 19:12 we witness an identical syntactical construction to the one
which isthefocusof our current debate; Matthew 14:9. Both Mr. May and myself
have previously noted that the Greek phrasein Matthew 14:9 was &ia. Tovg 0pKOLG.
Accordingly, the parallel grammatical rendition in Matthew 19:12 reads,

dia v BaciAeiav Tov ovpavaev (" for the kingdom of heaven's sake").
Consequently, " heaven's' isa genitive plural in Greek, but istrandlated as either an
English singular (NCV, NIV, RSV, NRSV, NASB, NLT, etc.), or asan English
singular possessive (NKJV) in the modern versions. What has been even more
invidiousisthe extravagant omission of commentary and rebuttal on this
impregnable admission by Mr. May, even after | quoted this precise proposition at
length from Dr. Ruckman's material.45 It is certain that when it comesto an
adequate knowledge of Greek syntax, James May isclearly a shade-tree
grammarian.

6) Theminutest perusal of Wigram'swork46 would have revealed to Mr. May or
any other sophomoric critic of the King James text that dia Toug ekAdektoug is
rendered, " for the elect'ssake" (A.V. 1611; NKJV), or "for the sake of the elect”
(NIV, NASB, RSV, etc.) in Mark 13:20. ekelktouV isan accusative plural transated
asan English singular in the above versions. The same phenomenon is found to be
so with gm Toug acBevovvtag (" untothesick™) in Acts 19:12.

7) Frankly, | am at alossfor words asto how someone, who professesto have even
the most trivial education in New Testament Greek (as does James May), could
make hisway through thetext of the fourteenth chapter of Matthew's Gospel
without having noticed the comprisal of singular plural interchangesin thevery
near vicinity of thewordsin question? Beginning with verse 2, ano tov vekpwv is
rendered " from thedead;" in verse 5, tov oxylov isrendered asa singular, "the
multitude" (asthey areboth singular herein Greek and English), but please keep in
mind momentarily that the plural form in Greek will still betransated asan
English singular; in verse 6, T'evectioig, the dative form of yeveow, isa categorical
plural used to denote a collective singular in English: birthday; in verse 13, the
Greek plural, ov oxAot isprovided by the King's English as, " the people;” in verse
14, Toug appwctouvg avt®V isgiven in the English trandation as a collective
singular, " their sick;" if you will recall a moment ago, | brought to your attention
thefact that in verse 5, the Greek singular ton oclon was also translated into English
asasingular, "the multitude." Well, now we so haveit, that in verse 15, the Greek
mALPAA TOoLG oYAovg istrandated asan English singular, " the multitude" (notice
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that thisisthe same English trandation for both the singular and the plural Greek).
Again, in verse 19 we have two mor e examples of the words, " the multitude." At the
start of the ver se, the accusative plural, toug oyAovgis” the multitude” aswell asis
the dative plural Toig oxAoig (" to the multitude") at the conclusion of the verse.
Now, just to demonstrate how loose this singular-plural interchange can be, the A.V.
tranglatorsrender touV oclouV finally, as" the multitudes" in verses 22 and 23.
Back to our point, in verse 28, the plural ta vdata issimply, "thewater." The same
phenomenon is prevalent in verse 29 too. Therefore, when Mr. May was so disposed
to project, " contrary to Mr. Nachimson's accusation, | have been reading the Greek
New Testament longer than he has been alive,” given his shameful performance thus
far in even noting the very basal points of which | have demonstrated regarding
Greek and English plurals and singulars, to such vitriolic speech, | reply with a
shaking of the head, and an admonition to let the evidence speak for itself. James
May knows nothing wher eof he affirms.

The apparent magnification of Mr. May'sfailed scholar ship, mundaneintellect, and
impoverished study habits hasinspired him to devise one of the most contemptuous
and insolent schemesin a surreal attempt to leave hisarticle (forced upon the
reading public) with any sort of personal dignity in tact. In thefollowing
paragraphswe are going to examine Mr. May'sinconsistent, inaccur ate, and
indolent practice of taking theword " suggest,” thrusting theideasinferred from it
into inconceivable, make-believe scenarios. If sound analysisbe Mr. May'sforte, he
certainly doesn't know histrade. I n the ensuing paragraphs, even the most
dissenting reader isencouraged to notice Mr. May's excessive implicationsin
referenceto Turner'ssingular/plural renderings, hisinsidious and wavering appeal
tothe NIV and NASB, hisinability to properly interpret Scripture, and hiswant of
knowledge in executing decent her meneutical principles. Most of all, however, |
want the reader to take notice of the fact that James May simply doesn't believe any
Bible extant, although his profession to the contrary is established by nothing more
than words (see Ecclesiastes 5:3).

One pertinent point that | makein my original treatise involving Matthew 14:9is
thefact that IN THE CONTEXT of the passage, only one " oath" is expressly spoken
of in verse 7. Following the English syntax through to conclusion, | asserted that the
A.V. 1611 reading of "oath's" wassimply in linewith the" oath" discussed two
versesprior. Hence, | declared that thereisnothing in the context to warrant a
plural possessive punctuation, and such a postulation to the contrary isonly the
result of aridiculous conclusion perpetuated by someone who spendstheir timein
Greek texts, which they evidently don't know how toread. Mr. May, in response,
instead of answering the objection, delvesinto thefar reaching aspects of his
imaginative faculties, and comes up with the following accusation: " According to
this novel teaching, the Scripture narratives never leave out any details. If the Bible
does not say that something happened, it did not happen.”

Even after reading Mr. May's objection, | still would like to maintain my original
viewpoint that his conjecture, namely, that " oaths" isthe correct reading simply
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because of a Greek accusative plural, isa " ridiculous conclusion.” First, allow meto
defend myself here, and say that Mr. May's statement above is nothing short of a
palpablelie. " Mr. Nachimson" never made any sort of direct intimation that if
narratives" leave out any details” then " it did not happen.” Secondly, | am however,
willing to consider where Mr. May thinksthat | have evidently overlooked some
details provided somewhere else. Assuch, Mr. May, in hisfeeblerebuttal, goeson to
make the following analogy (or should I say, anomaly?):

At any rate, Nachimson wants us to believe that if Matthew mentions one oath, but no
others, there cannot have been any others. It appears that Nachimson has not spent
much time comparing the four Gospels with one another. A good harmony of the
Gospels might be an excellent addition to hislibrary. | have taken Mr. Nachimson's
words and applied them to another incident in Matthew's gospel:

May's second ERROR is a manifest failure to read simple English. The A.V. 1611 told you in no
uncertain termsin Matthew 26:74 in the context, that the crow wasindeed SINGULAR! Note:

" And immediately the cock crew." (Matthew 26:74)

Thereisn't one word in the context about more than one crow being made, thereby warranting a claim
of multiple crows. The only way someone could come to such a ridiculous conclusion is by spending
their timein Greek textsthat they evidently don't know how to read, (p. 13).

Actually " someone" might have come to such a ridiculous conclusion by reading
Mark 14:30 and 14:72. I n the book of Matthew thereis no hint whatsoever that in
connection with Peter's denial the cock would or did crow more than once. Mark,
however, tells us of two crowings, " And the second time the cock crew." Thereare
actually many examplesin the Gospels where one Gospel omitsinteresting information
that is contained in another, which proves beyond all controversy that the Gospel
narratives often leave out details that we might expect them to include. Mr. Nachimson
is correct that thereisa " ridiculous conclusion,” but it is his conclusion, not mine.

In response, allow meto say that anyone who can construct such irrelevant,
nonsensical, and just utterly tenuous concoctions, will tell us next that he has access
to the material containing the" many other things which Jesus did, the which, if they
should be written every one. " (John 21:25) Allow meto say that Mr. May has now
wasted two mor e paragraphson a page that has as much relevanceto it as does
Gabrid's supposed 600 wings as dictated by the Hadith in the Islamic literature.
Who could believe such a mess? Either someone who was so ingratiated with
themselves, that they became completely obliviousto reality, or else someone who
was so hasty in their response, that they aren't one, which " studieth to answer"
(Proverbs 15:28). The details surrounding the oath made by Herod in Matthew
chapter 14 are only repeated in Mark chapter 6. Both chaptersrelegate the same
detailsregarding the " oath.” In Matthew 14:7, it is stated specifically asa singular,
"oath,” and in Mark 6:23 it isworded, " Whatsoever thou shalt ask of me, | will give
it thee, unto the half of my kingdom." It isfineand well that Mr. May objectson the
condition that generally speaking there are other gospel accounts, which may
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facilitate moreinformation. However, in the specific case befor e us, both accounts
provide the same details. Therefore, Mr. May's correlation isflawed, asinine, and
just plain egregious. | mean, excuse me, but really, what kind of flagrant usur per
can sit in front of hiscomputer and type, " it appears that Nachimson has not spent
much time comparing the four Gospels with one another. A good harmony of the
Gospels might be an excellent addition to hislibrary." Well, what can | say? | already
own A.T. Robertson's A Har mony of the Gospels, and | have failed to discover on
any page of it (especially on page 71), where the two accounts of Herod's oath in
Matthew 14 and Mark 6 relinquish any further infor mation on the singular oath
than what | have given already. Since | have already fulfilled Mr. May's suggestion
by already possessing Robertson's harmony, may | suggest that thisindividual
purchase tutelage for himself, and learn how to read? A good mastery of the English
language (not to mention Greek to boot) might be an excellent addition to his
cognitiverepertoire. DoesMr. May really mean for usto believe the extravagant
notion that if one Gospel narrative containsinfor mation not contained in another,
and that by such if two Gospels contain the same information in their narratives
with no other information provided elsewher e, that we areto deduce out of thin air
the possibility that there are other detailsthat exist by which we areto inter pret
that which is presently before our eyes? If that isthe case, then we might bein for a
long day, and be susceptible to believe anything.

L eaving now the section entitled, " Oathsand Crows,” Mr. May isnow going to
attempt to provethat my appeal to the grammars of Daniel Wallace and Nigel
Turner isinconsistent because not all of their suggestionsline up with the
tranglation in the A.V. 1611. However, although it istruein a general sense that
Greek grammarsand grammariansdon't alwayslineup with the A.V. in every
detail, two things are painfully obvious. One, that despite the diversionary tacticsto
the contrary by James May, thereisalmost always a grammar, grammarian, or
lexicon somewher e which vindicates a particular reading in the A.V. 1611. Pointing
out such factsis not intended to be areliance on scholarship or to imply that the
sour ces adhereto my position on Biblical authority, but they are used to
demonstrate that when potential errors are extracted from the A.V. text, thereis
always another authority, which vindicatesit (either directly or indirectly). Two, in
some of the cases, which we are about to examine, Mr. May basically, either
interpreted Turner's statements without taking them at face value, or just plainly
inter polated stretched ideasinto hisremarks.

Under the section heading, " Wallace & Turner,” the following remarks were made
by Mr. May, initiating by quoting me:

Nonetheless, because James May isn't afaithful student of the Bible (I1 Tim. 2:15) or a decent
student of Greek syntax, hefailed to notice the most egregious error of all in histirade against the
most magniloquent book in history; that this phenomenon of a Greek plural being rendered with an
English singular isaviablerulewith areasonable syntactical point toit:

" A difficult pl. which may be explained in thisway is Mt. 2:23 prophets:. the reference is to one prophet
only. Zerwick callsit pluralis categoriae (4a) and he further suggestsit as an explanation of Mt 27:44
(after Jerome, Aug., Ambrose): both robbers are said to reproach Jesus whereasit was only one, and we
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need not call in another tradition to help usout. OTHER DIFFICULTIES ARE THUS SOLVED: MT
14:9 MK 6:26 horkous oath..." (Moulton/Turner, A Grammar of New Testament Greek, Vol. I I]-Syntax,
pg. 26)

| am rather certain that Mr. Nachimson is oblivious to what he has accomplished with
these two paragraphs. From two recognized grammarians (he also quotes Daniel B.
Wallace), he has demonstrated that it is quite possible--perhaps likely--that we should
translate the plural Greek " orkous" asthe singular " oath’'s’ in Matthew 14:9. What
Nachimson failsto notice, or at least bring to our attention, isthat as Drs. Turner and
Wallace apply this grammatical observation to a variety of passagesin the New
Testament, they cite numerous verses where the KJV itself failsto translate properly.
In the very paragraph quoted by Nachimson, Nigel Turner suggests the deficiency of
the KJV in Matthew 2:23 and 27:44:

Matt 2:23. And he came and dwelt in a city called Nazareth: that it might be fulfilled which was spoken
by the prophets, He shall be called a Nazarene. (KJV)

Turner'sanalysis suggests that " by the prophets" asfound in the KJV, would be better
translated " by the prophet." So if weindeed grant the point that Turner ismaking,
then the King James translators were wrong, which according to Nachimson's
thinking would mean that they were not " faithful students of the Bible (Il Tim. 2:15"
nor " decent students of Greek syntax.” Consistency deals a fatal blow to Nachimson's
argument.

Matt 27:44. The thieves also, which were crucified with him, cast the samein histeeth. (KJV)

Since Luke 23:39-41 makesit clear that only one of the thieves " cast the samein his
teeth," the Greek plural " thieves' in Matthew 27:44 should have been rendered by the
King Jamestranslatorsas a singular, at least according to Turner/Zerwick. Once
again, this"rule" indicates error in the KJV. Remember, according to Nachimson, this
isa"viablerule." Hewill, no doubt, soon betelling us that the rule can only be applied
to certain passages, namely the ones where it validates the KJV. It is not difficult to
understand why | entitled my paper, " The Great I nconsistency of King James
Onlyism." It isalso worth noting that the Greek text here says nothing about anyone's
teeth. Modern readers should not be restricted to such obscure phrasesin their Bibles,
and it isno surprise that Christians are flocking to updated translations.

Thefirst lietold by Mr. May in this sectional atrocity, istheintricate detail, which |
mentioned earlier, namely, the bold libertiestaken by Mr. May with theword,
"suggest." Noticethat he subtly states, " Nigel Turner suggests the deficiency of the
KJV in Matthew 2:23 and 27:44." After quoting Matthew 2:23, Mr. May informs us
that, " Turner'sanalysis suggests that 'by the prophets asfound in the KJV, would be
better translated 'by the prophet.'” Mr. May's analysis hereisnothing short of a bald
error. Nowheredoes Turner "suggest” that thetranslation " by the prophets’ isan
error in the KJV, and nowhere does he " suggest” that the passage would be better
rendered, " by the prophet.” What Mr. May has done (which is hisown manifest
token of stupidity), iscontrive theidea that because Turner gavethetranslation of
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Matthew 14:9 as, " oath,” thuslisting it asa plural of category, that that meant that
any passage listed asa categorical plural automatically qualified as Turner wishing
to makeit asingular. It would have wor ked wondersfor James May to stop
"suggesting” and start " quoting.” You see, when Turner givesthetrandation of the
categorical plural, he providesthe English word in italics, just as he did with oath in
Matthew 14:9/Mark 6:26. Hence, he states regarding M atthew 2:23, " a difficult pl.
which may be explained in thisway is Mt 2:23 prophets: the reference isto one prophet
only." 47 Of course, the passage being a referenceto one prophet only isa hypothesis
at best. Nevertheless, Turner givesthetranslation as" prophets” just ashe gave
Matthew 14:9 as" oath," but explained that hethinksthat it isareferenceto one
prophet only. Thetruth of the matter isthat for ALL English trandlationsthe
method used iseither, positing the explanation for a categorical plural in the
English trandation as a collective singular, or it istrandlated it asa plural (as
Turner STATES herefor Matthew 2:23) and theresponsibility of relegating such
exegetical nuancesisleft to the expositor. Hence, Mr. May, trying desperately to
stay afloat, concludes his paragraph, " So if we indeed grant the point that Turner is
making, then the King James trand ator s were wrong, which according to Nachimson's
thinking would mean that they were not 'faithful students of the Bible (11 Tim. 2:15

nor decent students of Greek syntax')." Asthereader can plainly see, Mr. May isso
engulfed with trying to be garrulously clever, that he completely overlooked
Turner'spoint, misrepresented him in turn, then ultimately misinter preted the
whole application from Turner'sgrammar. Nigel Turner was stating that although
Matthew 2:23 says" prophets’ it isareference to one prophet only. No " suggestion”
or otherwise was given, the truth of which issubstantiated by theitalicized word,

" prophets. "

Concerning Matthew 27:44, wefind a very similar phenomenon as above. May tells
usthat since Luke 23:39-41 " makesit clear" that therewasonly onethief hurling
invectivestowardsour Lord that, " .the Greek plural 'thieves in Matthew 27:44
should have been rendered by the King James translators as a singular, at least
according to Turner/Zerwick." Again, neither Turner nor anyone else takes such a
fanciful hallucination. Turner statesin referenceto Zerwick, " Zerwick callsit
pluralis categoriae (4a) and he further suggestsit as an explanation of Mt 27:44 (after
Jerome, Aug., Ambrose): both robbers are said to reproach Jesus whereasit was only
one, and we need not call in another tradition to help usout." 48 The same
phenomenon as aboveis applicable here. How in theworld does Mr. May take an
explanation and turn it into a trandation suggestion? Even if he wereright, which
he clearly isn't, how does an accepted suggestion in one place, call for apleain all
cases? Mr. May istheonewho said that the A.V. 1611 wasin error for using an
English singular for a Greek plural. As piteousasit is (for him at least) that Mr.
May was painfully in error on thisgrammatical principle (and totally ignorant of it
aswell), such vengeful recalcitranceisn't warranted at the expense of the plain facts,
or extracting ideasthat just aren't there. Notwithstanding, neither the NIV, NASB
(which, Mr. May triesto use against the A.V. later), nor the NKJV, RSV, or the
NLT agreewith Mr. May'sanalysis or " suggestion.” Secondly, Robertson solvesthe
riddleasthus, " in Mt. 27:44 oi |hstai is not to be taken as plural for the singular.
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Probably both reproached Jesus at first and afterwards one grew sorry and turned on
theother, asLu. 23:39 hasit." 49 In either scenario, the translation stays exactly the
sameasit doesin the A.V. 1611.

Furthermor e, of me, James May writes, " He will, no doubt, soon be telling us that the
rule can only be applied to certain passages, namely the ones whereit validates the
KJV. Itisnot difficult to understand why | entitled my paper, ' The Great | nconsistent
of King James Onlyism." It isalso worth noting that the Greek text here says nothing
about anyone's teeth.50 Modern readers should not be restricted to such obscure
phrasesin their Bibles, and it isno surprise that Christians are flocking to updated
trandations." Really, to be quite honest, what | would likefrom Mr. May or any
other self-proclaimed corrector of the A.V. text, isthat they apply the same

standar dsto the King James Bible that they allow for themselves, and the modern
versionsthat, " Christians are flocking to." If you are goingto call it inconsistent to
apply the categorical plural principle now and again, here and there, then please, by
all means, apply such translation bondage onto the NASB, NIV, NKJV, etc. aswell.
We've been presented with two passages of Scripture, none of which Mr. May has
used a modern version to justify in hissupposed " suggestions' taken from Turner
(which turned out to be no suggestion at all, but rather a misguided effort by Mr.
May). | call your attention to thisfact becausein just a few momentsyou will see
that in a couple of passages he attemptsto bolster hisassertion with the NIV and the
NASB, then just the NIV without the NASB, knowing fully well that we he uses
neither, they both line up with the A.V. 1611, and when he utilizes one of them, the
other supportsthe King Jamestext. After performing such textually licentious acts,
he hasthe effrontery to call me" inconsistent” ? Excuse me, while | go and repent!

Assurely asthe Scripturesdeclare, " A fool uttereth all hismind: but a wise man
keepeth it in till afterwards’ (Prov. 29:11), James M ay assures us, " of coursein every
instance where theruleindicates error in the KJV, Nachimson and the rest of the KIV
Only crowd will argue against it. In, so doing, they demonstrate that no amount of
evidence will persuade them from their false position. Any appeal to Greek grammar
on their partissimply aploy.” And, of course, I've confessed this" ploy" beforein
my writings. It issimply to demonstratethat to place your faith in the reliability of
scholar ship instead of the words of the King's English putsyou in a precarious
position each time. It allowsfor phlegmatic study habits, omission of intricate
details, and in the case of James M ay, per mits one to become the inventor of some of
the most audacious editorials and revisions seen in quite sometime. I'll argue
against " every instance" because " every instance" isridiculously unfair,
pedantically assertive bolstered by a paucity of attributes, and in most cases are just
clearly and hopelessly non-existent. | cannot entertain evidence for very long that is
filled with gaping holes, recondite theories, and utter explanatory circumlocution.

Reverting back to page 25 of the Moulton/Turner grammar, James May is set to
expr ess.

Matt 2:20. Saying, Arise, and take the young child and his mother, and go into theland of Israel: for
they are dead which sought the young child'slife. (KJV)
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God had Joseph and Mary take Christ into Egypt, the land of preservation, until the
death of Herod. After his death, an angel informed Joseph that " they are dead which
sought the young child'slife," (Matthew 2:20). I n the context, the one person who was
seeking the child'slifewas Herod. To reuse some of Mr. Nachimson'swords, " there
isn't oneword in the context about more than one person seeking Christ'slife, thereby
warranting the plural 'they." The only way someone could cometo such aridiculous
conclusion is by spending their timein Greek texts that they evidently don't know how
toread." According totheanalysisof Turner, thetransation here should be" heis
dead who sought the young child'slife.* Mr. Nachimson's rule would again find error
inthe KJV.

And what, may | humble ask, is" Turner'sanalysis’' ? Did hisanalysisreally
"suggest” that " the tranglation here should be "heis dead who sought the young
child'slife," or wasTurner simply explaining another what he callsthe " allusive
plural” ? Did James M ay perhaps lieto us once more by taking liberties which
aren't anywherein the section of the book in question? Turner simply stated, " The
allusive pl. is sometimes used when a class or variety rather than number is stressed.
Thisisso in post-class. Greek and always the importance of theindividual's action
appears to be emphasized, not that of a group: Mt 2:20 ze@vnkaotv ot {nrovvreg
(Herod),." 51 Whereisthe analysis provided by Turner that would " suggest" that
theKJV isin error? Asstated previoudly, it is non-existent. However, Daniel
Wallace hasthe passage listed as a plural of category, promulgating similar notions
that the passageisonly referring to Herod. Not only does Dr. Wallace trandlate the
passage as a plural in hisbook, but he concludes his comments on that particular
transglation by stating, " the previous verse states that Herod had died. Aswell, v 15
signals that Jesus would stay in Egypt until the death of Herod. In 2:20, then, theidea
isthat 'the one who sought.' But the point, semantically, isthat the child'slifeisno
longer in danger and therefore he can safely return to Israel. The plural, then, is used
to draw the focus away from the particular actor and onto the action." 52 Hence, the
matter, just likethe other passages cited by Mr. May, are categorical pluralswhich
fall into therealm of exegetical insight, and not translation particularity (at least
according to Turner).

Attempting to utilize Matthew 16:18, James May writes:

Matt 16:18. And | say also unto thee, That thou art Peter, and upon thisrock | will build my church;
and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it. (KJV)

The " gates of hell" asfound in Matthew 16:18 of the KJV should be " the gate of
hell" according to Turner. Too bad the KJV transglators were not better students of the
Bible (to apply Nachimson's reasoning).

Thisisjust more confused thinking on the part of Mr. May. Turner says nothing of
asingular "gate" in referring to Matthew 16:18, and neither do any of following
modern versions: NASB, NIV, RSV, NKJV, NLT, etc. Turner stateson page 27 of

hiswork, "further class. plurals. 7vAa: Mt 16:18 only Wi. 16:13 (elsewhere sing. for
onegate)." All of thistripe could have been avoided if Mr. May would have ssmply
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realized hiserror in Matthew 14:9 (as he confessed earlier in thistreatise), corrected
it in hisoriginal article on the King James position, and kept his mouth shut.
However, even if hefelt compelled to reply, he could have saved us all the trouble of
noticing how many lying liberties he can take by quoting the passage instead of

inter preting it without any referencetoiit.

At last, we have a versein which Turner suggests a translation, which is not
compatiblewith the A.V. 1611: Matthew 22:7. Not only isthisverse a categorical
plural recommended for an English singular by Turner, but at least one modern
version takes the recommendation (though not directly) aswell. In referenceto the
passage in question, Mr. May states:

Matt 22:7. But when the king heard thereof, he was wroth: and he sent forth his armies, and destroyed
those murderers, and burned up their city. (KJV)

Matt 22:7. The king was enraged. He sent his army and destroyed those murderers and burned their
city. (NI1V)

Wheretheking " sent forth hisarmies' in Matthew 22:7 of the KJV, the correct
tranglation, according to Turner, would be " sent forth hisarmy," which is how the
passage istranglated in the New | nternational Version.

I'n collusion with therendition of army for the Greek plural ta otpatevpatTa
Turner makesthefollowing comments: "22:7 army.” Granted, that | conceded that
theitalicized word represented Turner's suggested tranglation for the categorical
plural, what do we say of such matters since we are now confronted with the notion
of Turner'ssuggestion plustheNIV? As| intimidated earlier, the concept of a
categorical plural leaves some leeway for thetranglator. For example, in this verse,
Matthew 22:7, the NIV, asyou can see, render s ta ctpatevpoto asarmy. However,
just to show that this principleis not invariable, in Revelation 19 the NIV
transates ta otpatevpota as" armies’ inverse 14, and again in verse 19. On a
similar note, the A.V. 1611 does the same thing along with the NASB in those two
passages. What isinteresting to glean, however, isthereason why Mr. May has
ONLY used the NIV here, and has omitted the NASB? He going to usethe NASB to
bolster hisassertion in Matthew 24:33, but neglectsto here? Obviously the NASB
readswith the King Jamesin Matthew 22:7, as does the NKJV. Which isa more
reasonable conclusion, that a failureto follow Turner in every degreeisa
resignation to inconsistency, or doesit mean that there are variations of application
with the categorical plural as seen with the modern versionsaswell asthe A.V.
1611?

Commenting on M atthew 24:33, Mr. May pur sues:

Matt 24:33. So likewise ye, when ye shall see all thesethings, know that it is near, even at the doors.
(KIV)

Matt 24:33. Even so, when you see all these things, you know that it is near, right at the door. (NIV)
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Matt 24:33. even so you too, when you see all these things, recognize that Heis near, right at the door.
(NASB)

Where Matthew 24:33 in the KJV tellsusthat " it is near, even at the doors' Turner
would trandlate, " it is near, even at the door." Both the New | nternational Version and
the New American Standard avoid what Turner suggestsisan error in the KJV.

Hereisanother interesting situation in thistextual imbroglio because with the entire
entourage of diatribe from Mr. May about inconsistency, he attemptsto prove error
inthe A.V. 1611 on inequitable grounds, yet again. At thisjuncture, he providestwo
modern versionsthat translate a categorical plural as an English singular, and with
such, heimpugnsthe King's English. The problem hereasit wasearlier, Turner
makes no direct translation concession. He states, " Gupat in NT of one door in fixed
idioms only, em Qupaigc Mt 24:33=Mark 13:29, zpo twv 6. fig. Jas5:9, apo 6. lit. Ac
12:6, elsewhere several doorsJn 20:19, 26 Ac 5:19 16:26 21:30 (5:23 sing. or pl.?).53
However, even if hedid, how doesthis provethat oneisto betaken over the other
from a grammatical standpoint? Isn't it true with scholar ship only advocates that
anything goes aslong as it suitstheir preference? Nevertheless, why takethe NIV
and the NASB for their singularswhen the NKJV and the RSV offer their pluralsin
linewith the King's English?

Regarding Matthew 28:9, Mr. May asserts, " We are informed that " Zerwick (4b)
suggests that the women of Mt 28:9isa pl. of category referring only to Magdalene, in
view of Jn 20:14-18." [4] To follow thisrule, the KIV must be corrected from, " And as
they went to tell hisdisciples..." to" And as she went to tell hisdisciples." Briefly,
please take note of the fact that in this section, again, Mr. May hasfailed to provide
any moder n versionsto prove his point although he was forward to utilize them
before. However, even if Turner via Zerwick had suggested thisbetrandated as
"shewent." asMr. May has so prematurely interpreted, | could not go along with
thisidea of a categorical plural in this passage because of the contexts of John 20
and M atthew 28. First of all, in Matthew 28:1, therearetwo Mary's mentioned; one
of them being Mary Magdalene. In John's account, only Mary Magdaleneis
mentioned (see John 20:1). Well, at this point Mr. May could say that | haven't
compared the accounts properly, thereby omitting details that could provide a more
feasibleinterpretation. However, in this case, | appeal to King James Onlyism for
theanswer. If you will noticein Matthew 28:9 it states, " And as they went to tell his
disciples, behold, Jesus met them, saying, All hail. And they cameand HELD HIM BY
THE FEET, and worshipped him." If thiswere a simple categorical plural referring
to Mary Magdalene, thiscreates areal problem according to John 20:17. That verse
states, " Jesus saith unto her, TOUCH ME NOT; for | am not yet ascended to my
Father: but go to my brethren and say unto them, | ascend unto my Father, and your
Father; and to my God, and your God." Obviously, theLord madeatrip to heaven
and back before he saw his disciples and before the account in Matthew 28:9.
However, you will get thisfrom a King James Bible, not John 20:17 in the modern
versions. Not only this, but in Matthew 28:10, the L ord Jesustold the women to tell
hisdisciplesthat they would see him in Galilee; in John 20:17, Mary Magdalen€e's
instructions are to tell them that heis ascending to heaven. Furthermore, if things
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couldn't get anymor e bizarre, the culmination to this puzzleisfound in the last
twelve verses of Mark, which are called a spurious accr etion to the text by modern
textual critics. By taking the words at face value, we seethat thisinterpretation is
correct indeed. In Mark 16:9, the Bibletellsusthat, " when Jesus wasrisen early the
first day of the week, he appeared FIRST to Mary Magdalene, out of whom he had cast
seven devils." In Matthew's account, categorical plural or no, TWO Mary'swor ship
him. So, Jesus Christ sees Mary Magdalene in John 20, doesn't allow her to touch
him until he makesa trip to heaven, comes back, which now coincides with M atthew
28, and then thetwo Mary's aretold to passinstructionsto hisdisciples. If all of this
weren't enough, in Mark 16:14, Jesus Christ upbraidsthe disciplesfor not believing
THEM, which had seen him after hisresurrection. Of course thisisn't the whole
explanation, asthere are other women named in Luke and Marks accounts.
However, it certainly demonstratesthat the versein Matthew 28:9isnot a
categorical plural.

Moving on to Mark 2:20, Mr. May isso shallow in his Greek studies, and evidently
with hisBible studies (as demonstrated with M atthew 28:9 above), that he
completely missed Turner'spoint in regardsto thisverse of Scripture. Mr. May
spews, " Turner would have thefirst clauseread " But the day will come," thus
indicating error in the KIV." Actually, Turner said, " nuepat Mk 2:20 (and one day
in same verse) but probably a Hebraism." 54 Evidentiary of hisrebuttal dementia,
Mr. May missed the singular en ekeinh th hmera at theend of Mark 2:20, which is
what Turner wasreferring to when hesaid, " and oneday in thesameverse.” Thisis
pertinent becauseit isa singular translated asa PLURAL (A.V."in thosedays" for
theliteral, "in that day")! With all of the misrepresentation surrounding Turner,
how did Mr. May missthis sweet, little nugget?

James May brings Luke5:21 to light in further trialsto condemn the A.V. 1611. He
states, " Christ had made but one statement which the Jews would consider blasphemy.
According to Turner, when the KJV in Luke 5:21 quotes the scribes and Pharisees as,
"Who is this which speaketh blasphemies?” the rendering should be, " Who is this
which speaketh blasphemy?" Once again, the NIV hasthe corrected reading.” The
only notethat Turner hashereis, " Lk 5:21 BAao¢n ag sing. " Hence, with all of
Turner'svariation, doesthis mean that that plural Greek word for " blasphemy"
hereisasingular concept or should be a singular transation? Notwithstanding,
although the NIV says " blasphemy" in the singular, Wallace' sNET Biblereads

" blasphemies’ in the plural along with the A.V. 1611. How could anyone be so
injudicious and so sardonic asto impute error onto the King's English with such
whimsical sort of evidence?

Although Mr. May insiststhat John 13:4 and 19:23 areindicative of errorsin the
King's English because of his erected theory that one appeal to Turner's grammar
must yield a surrender to all of his points (which area very small number compared
to what May has pushed on us), all that Turner said was, " qparic upper garment Jn
13:419:23 Ac 18:6-7 (but clothespl. Mk 5:30 et al.)." Nevertheless, if, as| lectured
earlier, theintention hereisnot a mere suggestion, but isindeed a dogmatic

219



assertion, then who elseisto agree with such a conjecture? The NASB, NKJV, NET
Bible, all trandlate these passages as plurals. Even May's beloved NIV in the passage
in John 13:4 rendersit neither nor, but " clothing." Again, all translations use the
categorical plural interchangeably. Either they all arein error, or Mr. May should
retract this shameful article doting about with a ploy that doesn't exist to save face
for being completely wrong about the King James Biblein Matthew 14:9.

Honing in on Acts 21:28, Mr. May continues hisbanter, " The Jews made this
accusation against the Apostle Paul based upon their supposition that he had taken
one Greek, namely Trophimus, into the Temple. Turner, following Abel, suggests that
the KJVisin error here becausethe plural " Greeks' should be translated asa
singular.” Actually, Turner following Abel only stated that, " this pl. of speciesis
used in Ac 21:28 EAAnvag=only Trophimus!" Rather than take Mr. May'sliberal
tendencies here, we'll take Dr. Wallace's explanation as infinitely superior. Daniel
Wallace " suggests," although in specific reference to Matthew 26:8, that even
though one certain individual isin view, theinterests of the statement were on the
class of peoplerather than on theindividual. In short, in a class case such as Acts
21:28, Trophimusisthe singular representation of the collective group. Succinctly
stated, " Greeks' isthe ultimate addr ess, though specific individual is present. I f
not, everyone else got it wrong except for May's sinister interpretation of Turner's
material.

Commenting on theword " covenants' in Romans 9:4 and Ephesians 2:12, Mr.
Turner writes, " at stafnkair Eph 2:12 Ro 9:4 SCK (sing. p46 BDE), sing. elsewhere
in LXX NT." Out of thiselementary observation, I'm really astounded asto how
Mr. May can post thefollowing, " In both of these passages, Turner suggests that the
Greek plural of " covenants" should be rendered as singularsin English, which the
King Jamestrangdlators failed to do." Suggest? Per haps something to some extent.
However, Mr. May hastaken a practice of suggestion and transformed it into a
plight of superimposition. Not only are the passages a r efer ence to mor e than one
covenant (to the Jews pertain the Abrahamic covenant; the M osaic covenant; the
Davidic covenant; and the New covenant [which isin two parts- see Hebrews 8; 10;
Jeremiah 31]), but the A.V. 1611 is supported by the modern versions, including
Wallace's NET Bible, which " suggests' that either Mr. May'sludicrous schemeisin
error, or all of theother Bibleversionsarein error. Takeyou pick. If wecan't be
inconsistent according to the premise and conclusion that Mr. May has established
for himself, then by all means he himself is going to practice what he preaches!

If you noticed carefully, James M ay entitled this section of histreatise, " Wallace &
Turner," but it hasbeen all of turner until now. Finally, attempting to incor porate
Dr. Wallaceinto the plot, Mr. May conjectures further, " Nachimson also quotes
Daniel B. Wallacein support of translating Greek plurals as English singularsin
certain passages. Dr. Wallace, of Dallas Theological Seminary, has written one of the
newest and most helpful Greek grammars, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics, from
which Nachimson quotes." Asyou can seeif you will peruse my article, | only quoted
Wallace asto give the definition of the principle of what a categorical plural is. The
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reason | did that isbecausefor Matthew 14:9, Dr. Wallace only liststhereferencein
hisbook, but doesn't trandlateit for us. Hence, | knew he viewed it asa plural of
category, but | didn't know whether hewould trandateit asa singular, or if he
would explain the collectiveness of it while keeping it a plural. However, in his
immaturity and haste, Mr. May takes areferencelisted by Dr. Wallace with not
accompanying translation, and statesthat he meant it asa singular translation. Mr.
May postulates, " I n the context of John 6:26, the Jews had just seen one miracle,
namely the feeding of the 5000 (compare 6:14). Wallace sees this as a clear example of
a categorical plural, thus suggesting the translation, " because ye saw the miracle.”
Yes, Wallace sees this as a clear example of a categorical plural, but that doesn't
mean he advocates a singular translation at all. Asa matter of fact, on page 404 of
hisbook, helists Matthew 2:20 and Hebrews 11:37 both as clear illustrations of
categorical plurals, but hetransatesthem both as plurals, NOT SINGULARS. As|
stated previously, a categorical plural can be expressed by an English translation, or
explained to be collective in nature although utilizing a plural translation. You have
seen both in all of the major versions presented, aswell asin principle. If all of that
wer e not completely sufficient, Dr. Wallace's NET Bible renders John 6:26 as
"miraculoussigns, " and Matthew 14:9 and Mark 6:26 as, " because of his oath."
Mr. May, AGAIN, isin engraved error, and has sinned against theLord, the Holy
Bible, and any gullible Christian who was duped enough to believe his unsupported
stream of falsehood.

Mr. May'slast hope of staying alivein this contest rests on hisbold proclivity in
referenceto Mark 15:32. Of that verse he says, " Here Wallace recognizes, as Turner
did at Matthew 27:44, that only one of the two thievesreviled Christ (Luke 23:39-41).
Such analysis suggests the trandlation, " And he who was crucified with him reviled
him," which once again indicatesa flaw in the KJV." In reality, though, no " analysis
suggests' anything. There must really be something terribly disturbed in Mr. May's
head. On the extreme contrary, Dr. Wallacetrandates Mark 15:32 on page 405 of
hisbook, " 01 cvveoTavpmuevor ovv avrw wveidifov avrov- those who were
crucified with him reviled him. " If that were not enough, hiscomments are as
follows: "the parallel in Luke 23:39 explicitly says that only one of the thievesrailed
against Jesus. One explanation for the differences might be that Mark emphasized the
generic while Luke focused on the particular. It isasif Mark had said, 'it was not even
beneath the kind of person crucified with Jesusto revile him."" Need we say anything
mor e?

For thelast fifty plus pages, we have kicked, analyzed, rebuked, refuted, resear ched,
documented, and exhausted all of the outrageous, asinine, repugnant, atrocious,
insidious, vituper ative, supercilious, deceptive, incognito, dishonest, subtle, blunders
purported by Mr. James May who isafarcical persecutor of the King Jamestext.
Unfortunately, this man hastaught " classes’ to Christiansasthe Burge Terrace
Baptist Church in Indianapalis, Indiana, and has served on the staff at the same. He
claimsto have a Bachelor of Artsdegreefrom Bob Jones University in Bibleand
Greek, aswell ashaving had a Master of Artsdegreein Theology conferred upon
him. If thisisthe sort of intellectual constitution that istheresult of a Bible and
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Biblical languages education at Bob Jones University, | would pack my bags and
run in the opposite direction. This" revisiting” by Mr. May is nothing short of
shallow, egotistical, undocumented ridicule, compounded with speculation, hear say,
and anti-Biblical nonsense. Mr. May has manifested a perfect disregard for any
honest appraisal of hisclaim that he believes"in theinerrancy of THE Greek text"
when he can produce nothing of the sort; as shown, hefailed to properly quote Nigel
Turner or Daniel Wallace, thereby granting himself exclusiverightsto take
extravagant libertiesthat don't exist; he avoided addr essing the substance of my
original article which was a vindication of the versein Matthew 14:9 by illustrating
asimilar Greek construction in Matthew 19:12, which most moder n versions
translateasa singular (although it isa plural in Greek); he desperately stroveto
take the heat off of hisown error in judgment by erecting a subjective criteria of
trandation consistency by applyingit tothe A.V. 1611 and nothing else; he
inconsistently used moder n versionswhen they lined up against the A.V., but
omitted their content when they agreed with the A.V.; the aforementioned was done
with no final authority in mind, except for hisown opinion; he pretended that the
A.V.trandatorswere unsure of themselvesin their selection of certain variant
readings because of marginal notes, which they placed in the 1611 edition of the
A.V.; finally, he made the detrimental error of assumingthe A.V.tobeinerror
instead of giving it the benefit of the doubt asthe standard English Bible which has
never been superceded in almost 400 years. | pray that thisresponse servesasa
rebuketo the Bible corrector, aswell asan insult to their intellects, and a complete
mockery of their education. Most of all, | desirethat thistreatise satisfies once and
for all, that the controversy astowhoindeed isin error, isnot the text of the King
James Bible, but the mistake of the " Christian" scholar in thinking that hislimited
knowledge of a subject should be accepted nemine dissentiente. Anyone who would
stoop to such perver se, all-time skullduggery in an attempt to destroy one'sfaith in
the King's English, deserves nothing less.

1 www.kjvonly.org

3 Seetheinformation concerning May's error regarding Matthew 14:9in my article,
http://www.av161lanswer s.com/rudimentaryfactor.html

4 http://www kjvonly.org/james/may matthew 14 9 revisited.htm

5 Burgon, John William. The Revision Revised; pg. 370

6 http://www.avl6llanswers.com/inguiryinter pretation.html

7 http://www.kjvonly.org/james/may reviews.htm

8 Riplinger, G.A. New Age Bible Versions; pg. 503
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such an enterpriseas" God'sWord."

10 The Revision Revised, pg. 272

11 Nolan, Frederick. An Inquiry Into the Integrity of the Greek Vulgate, or the Received Text of the
New Testament; pg. ix

12 Coxe, Arthur Cleveland. An Apology for the Common English Bible; pg. 16

13 JamesMay, " The Great I nconsistency of King James Onlyism"; seelink above.
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Teach the Original Greek, pg. 55)

32 Noticethat May's comments on the A.V. 1611 only position being " a phantom" seemsto be
"inspired" in aantagonistic sort of way, by my own comments utilizing similar wording. For
examplein my article on translation inspiration, | post the following words, " Again, we are
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be nothing more than a gust of wind that blew by many centuries ago.” 1'm pleased to see that Mr.
May, while criticizing aspects of my material, is perhapsin a coy manifestation of sagacity, perusing
others.

33 See May's comments above about " sufficient accuracy for all matters of faith and practice’;
Wilbur Pickering, The ldentity of the New Testament Text; pg. 153-154; James T. Draper, Jr. and
Kenneth Keathley; Biblical Authority; pg. 92-106; Inerrancy, Edited by Norman Geisler; pg. 186
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34 Faris, John T. The Romance of the English Bible, pg. 62-63.
35 Luke4:4,A.V. 1611

36 Fred Butler says, " We need to also keep in mind that termslike " inerrant,” "infallible,” and

" plenary verbal inspiration” are theological concepts used to explain the totality of a doctrine revealed
in the whole of scripture. The theological concepts of God's omnipresence and omniscience are also not
stated directly in the Bible, but we can plainly determine from a reading of the whole of scripture that
the Bible would affirm these attributes of God." Keep in mind that Butler's subterfugeisa complete
philosophically conceived, unbiblical promulgation of nonsense. The emphasisin the Scripturesison
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44 Burgon, John William. The Last Twelve Versesof Mark; pg. 148-149: " The Sabbath-day, in the
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theword oafBarov. The Chaldee form of thisword is.(shabbatha) the final. (a) being added for
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Greek-speaking population of Judea, the Sabbath day was therefore indifferently called o cafBarov
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- 1 8¢ nuepe ) gPfdoun caffara. (Exod. xvi.26: xxxi.14. Levit. xxiii.3.) And in the Gospel, what took
place on one definite Sabbath-day, is said to have occurred gv roig cafffaoct (S. Lukexiii.10. S. Mark
xii.1.)
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49 Robertson, A.T. A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in Light of Historical Research; pg.
409

50 Several yearsago | had an internet junkie, who was the most foul -mouthed textual insurgent |
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53 Moulton-Turner, pg. 27

54 See, Rosenau, William. Hebraismsin the Authorized Version of the Bible; pg. 194. The phrase,
" the days come" isconsidered a Hebraism meaning that the timewill comein 2 Kings 20:17. Thisis
probably the precise application in Mark 2:20.
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