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Syllabus for Bible Texts and Versions, 
Manuscript Evidence, and God’s Promises of Preservation 

 
Readings: 
 
1.) “A Declaration of My Faith in the Inspiration and Preservation of Holy Scripture,” 
Thomas Ross (all material below without another author listed is by Thomas Ross) (pg. 
2) 
Exegetical studies on preservation passages: Psalm 12:6-7; Isaiah 59:21; Revelation 
22:18-19; “It is written” (pg. 12) 
2.) Thoughts On the Word Theopneustos, “given by inspiration of God” in 2 Timothy 
3:16, and the Question of the Inspiration of the Authorized Version (pg. 48) 
3.) A Table with a Summary of Doctrinal Corruptions in Modern Bible Versions (pg. 57) 
4.) Bible Doctrines Affected by Modern Versions, Paul Freedman (pg. 61) 
5.) Variants Between the Textus Receptus (ed. Scrivener) and the 1881 Westcott-Hort 
Critical Text Cataloged and Described for Matthew 1-10 (pg. 79)  
6.) Inerrancy, the modern critical text, and the question of “Which Textus Receptus?” (pg. 
92) 
7.) Selected Texts Where the Deity of Christ is Attacked or Denied in Modern Bible 
Versions Because of Corruptions in the Greek Critical Text, with a Brief Defense of the 
Received Text Readings in These Texts (pg. 94) 
8.) A New Testament instance where the Critical Text Rejects All Manuscript Evidence 
(pg. 138) 
9.) Notes on the Bibliology of Joshua (pg. 138) 
10.) The Battle Over the Hebrew Vowel Points, Examined Particularly As Waged in 
England (pg. 143) 
11.) Evidences for the Inspiration of the Hebrew Vowel Points (pg. 171) 
12.) How Long Were the Original Manuscripts Around? Considerations on the NT 
Autographa and Early NT Apographa from Scripture and Patristic Writers (pg. 109) 
13.) “The Great (?) Uncials,” David Brown (pg. 239) 
14.) The Canonicity of the Received Bible Established from Reformation and Post-
Reformation Baptist Confessions (pg. 251) 
15.) Daniel 3:25—“the Son of God,” or “a son of the gods”? (pg. 281) 
16.) Why Monogenes is Correctly Translated “only begotten” in the KJV and Incorrectly 
Translated in Many Modern Versions (pg 284) 
17.) Is “God Forbid” A Mistranslation in the KJV? (pg. 286) 
18.) Is it True that No Two New Testament Manuscripts Are the Same? (pg. 287) 
19.) “What About Erasmus?” David Cloud (pg. 288) 
20.) Doug Kutilek’s Incredible Errors (pg. 301)  
21.) “What About Peter Ruckman?” by David Cloud (pg. 304) 
22.) Excerpts from The Ruckman Expose, R. L. Hymers (pgs. 19-20 & Appendix 1) (pg. 
312) 
23.) “The Problem With New Age Bible Versions [by Gail Riplinger],” David Cloud (pg. 
315) 
24.) “The Dean Burgon Society and King James Bible Research Council:  Would I Join 
Them?” (pg. 336) 
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25.) Why the Textus Receptus is Superior to the so-called “Majority Text” Type Where 
They Differ (pg. 342) 
 
Books and articles in Appendices (all works received appropriate permissions for 
duplication): 
 
1.) “Matthew 4:4: An Essay,” Thomas Strouse, elec. acc. http://faithsaves.net/Bibliology/. 
2.) Modern Bibles:  The Dark Secret, Jack Moorman.  Foundation, September-October 
1982. 
3.) Logical Criticisms of Textual Criticism, Gordon H. Clark.  Trinity Review January-
August 1984. 
4.) Forever Settled:  A Survey of the Documents and History of the Bible.  Collingswood, 
NJ:  Dean Burgon Society Press, 1999. 
5.) “False UBS citations,” Scott Jones. 
6.) KJV Q&A: Answers to Frequently Asked Questions About the KJV and its Underlying 
Texts, Jeffrey Khoo.  Singapore:  Bible Witness Literature Ministry, 2003. 
7.) When the KJV Departs from the “Majority Text,” Jack Moorman, rev. ed.  
Collingswood, NJ: Dean Burgon Society, 2010. 
8.) The King James Version Defended, Edward F. Hills, 4th ed.  Des Moines, IA: 
Christian Research Press, 1997. 
9.) Theological Heresies of Westcott and Hort, Donald A. Waite.  Collingswood, NJ:  
Bible For Today, 1979. 
10.) Selected chapters from The Identity of the New Testament Text IV, Wilbur N. 
Pickering, elec. acc. http://walkinhiscommandments.com 
 

1.) A Declaration of My Own Position on the  
Inspiration and Preservation of Holy Scripture 

 

 
 In light of modern controversies over the matters of the inspiration and 
preservation of Scripture, and to prevent misunderstanding of my own position on these 
questions, I have thought it appropriate to write a confession of my faith on these 
essential Biblical truths. 
 I confess that God, through a supernatural operation of His Spirit, used holy men 
to miraculously produce the autographs of the 66 canonical books of the Bible, 
controlling them in such a manner that the very words, and all of the words, that they 
recorded were the very words of God Himself (2 Peter 1:16-21).  This miraculous 
production of the autographs of the Bible was absolutely unique.  It never has been, and 
never will be, replicated by any individual or group of individuals whatever who copy, 
collate, compile, or translate Biblical manuscripts.  Consequently, all views that affirm 
that any copyist, compiler, or translator of the Bible was controlled in the same 
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miraculous manner as the original writers of Scripture must be rejected.  I therefore reject 
the views of Peter Ruckman, Gail Riplinger, and all others who affirm that the King 
James Version contains advanced revelation or is superior to the original language texts 
of the Bible.1 

I confess that the verbally, plenarily inspired Scriptures are the product of this 
miraculous process (2 Timothy 3:16).  While entirely rejecting the idea that inspiration or 
enscripturation as a process ever has been or ever will be replicated, I confess that 
accurate copies of the Greek, Hebrew, and Aramaic autographa are God’s Word, having 
in them the breath of God (Matthew 4:4) in the same manner that the original 
manuscripts were the Word of God, inasmuch as the words of such copies are identical to 
the words of the autographs.  Furthermore, any copy, to the extent that it has the same 
words and sentences as the autographs, is to that extent the inspired Word of God.  I 
further confess, in accordance with classical Baptist and orthodox Protestant Bibliology,2 
                                                
1  See the articles “What About Ruckman?” and “The Problem with New Age Bible Versions by Gail 
Riplinger” by David Cloud, accessible, like the other resources mentioned in this confession, at 
http://faithsaves.net/Bibliology. 
2  The affirmation of absolute verbal and plenary inspiration for the original language text, and a 
secondary, derivative inspiration for accurate translations, is the classic position confessed by Baptists and 
Protestants in the Reformation and post-Reformation era, in continuity with earlier periods of church 
history.  For Baptist sources, see the reference in endnote #3.  Richard Muller explains the historic 
Protestant position: 

[Alongside] the insistence of the Reformed that the very words of the original are inspired, the theological 
force of their argument falls in the substance or res rather than on the individual words: translations can be 
authoritative quoad res because the authority is not so much in the words as in the entirety of the teaching as 
distributed throughout the canon. . . . [T]he issue of “things” (res) and “words” (verba) . . . is crucial to the 
Protestant doctrine of Scripture and is, as many of the other elements of the Protestant doctrine, an element 
taken over from the medieval tradition and rooted in Augustine’s hermeneutics. . . . [T]he words of the text 
are signs pointing to the doctrinal “things.” This distinction between signa and res significata, the sign and 
the thing signified, carries over into the language typical of scholastic Protestantism, of the words of the text 
and the substance of the text, of the authority of translations not strictly quoad verba but quoad res, according 
to the substance or meaning indicated by the original. . . . [O]nly the [original language] sources are inspired 
(theopneustoi) both according to their substance (quoad res) and according to their words (quoad verba)[.] 
This must be the case, since holy men of God spake as they were moved by the Holy Spirit, 2 Pet. 1:21, who 
dictated to them not only the substance (res) but also the very words (verba). For the same reason, the 
Hebrew and the Greek are the norms and rules by which the various versions are examined and evaluated. . . . 
[There is] a distinction between authenticity and authorship quoad verba, which belongs only to the Hebrew 
and Greek originals, and authenticity and authority quoad res, which inheres in valid translations. . . . Thus 
translations can be used, but with the reservation that only the Hebrew Old Testament and Greek New 
Testament are the authentic norms of doctrine and the rule by which doctrinal controversy is to be decided[.] 
Versions that are congruent with the sources are indeed authentic according to substance (quoad res); for the 
Word of God [may be] translated into other languages: the Word of God is not to be limited, since whether it 
is thought or spoken or written, it remains the Word of God. Nonetheless they are not authentic according to 
the idiom or word, inasmuch as the words have been explained in French or Dutch. In relation to all 
translations, therefore, the Hebrew and Greek texts stand as antiquissimus, originalis, and archetypos. Thus, 
translations are the Word of God insofar as they permit the Word of God to address the reader or hearer: for 
Scripture is most certainly the Word of God in the things it teaches and to the extent that in and by means of 
it power of God touches the conscience. Even so, in translations as well as in the original the testimony of the 
Holy Spirit demonstrates the graciousness of God toward us. All translations have divine authority insofar as 
they correctly render the original: the tongue and dialect is but an accident, and as it were an argument of 
divine truth, which remains one and the same in all idioms. (pgs. 269, 326-327, 403, 416, 427-428,  Post-
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that, in the same sense that Scripture, when translated, is still Scripture, and thus is still 
holy, living, powerful, sharper than any twoedged sword, and able to save (Romans 1:2; 
Hebrews 4:12; James 1:21), it also still has both the quality of having the breath of God 
in it and the resultant quality of being profitable (2 Timothy 3:16, pasa graphe 
Theopneustos kai ophelimos).3 
 Concerning the preservation of Scripture,4 I confess: 
1.) God revealed the Scriptures so men could know His will both in the Old and New 
Testaments and in the future (Deuteronomy 31:9-13, 24-29; 1 John 1:1-4, 2:1-17; 2 
Timothy 3:14-17; 2 Peter 1:12-15).  The Bible is clear that no Scripture was intended for 
only the original recipient (Romans 15:4, 16:25-26; 1 Corinthians 10:11).  God intended 
for His Word to be recognized and received by the churches as a whole (Colossians 4:16; 
Revelation 1:3-4).  The inspired text of Scripture is to be guarded (1 Timothy 6:20-21) as 
a “form (pattern) of sound words” for the church (2 Timothy 1:13-14) and used to 
instruct all future churches (2 Timothy 2:2). 
2.) The Bible promises that God will preserve every one of His words forever down to 
the very jot and tittle,5 the smallest letter (Psalm 12:6-7, 33:11, 119:152, 160; Isaiah 30:8, 
40:8; 1 Peter 1:23-25; Matthew 5:18, 24:35). 
3.) The Bible assures us that God’s words are perfect and pure (Psalm 12:6-7; Proverbs 
30:5-6). 
4.) The Bible promises that God would make His words generally available to every 
generation of believers (Deuteronomy 29:29; 30:11-14; Isaiah 34:16, 59:21; Matthew 
4:4; 5:18-19; 2 Peter 3:2; Jude 17). 

                                                                                                                                            
Reformation Reformed Dogmatics: The Rise and Development of Reformed Orthodoxy; volume 2, Holy 
Scripture:  The cognitive foundation of theology (2nd ed.), Richard Muller. Grand Rapids, MI: Baker 
Academic, 2003;  quotations and original sources not reproduced) 

3  See “Are Accurate Copies and Translations of Scripture Inspired? A Study of 2 Timothy 3:16,” at 
http://faithsaves.net/Bibliology. 
4  A book length exposition of the Biblical doctrine of preservation is Thou Shalt Keep Them:  A 
Biblical Theology of the Perfect Preservation of Scripture, ed. Kent Brandenburg, El Sobrante, CA:  Pillar 
and Ground Publishing, 2003.  The book is a fine presentation of the doctrine by a separatist Baptist.  It can 
be purchased at http://faithsaves.net/Bibliology.  The website also contains an exposition of a number of 
passages related to the preservation of Scripture.  Compare the list of presuppositions on the preservation of 
Scripture found on pgs. 73-74, “Preservation of the Bible:  Providential or Miraculous?  A Response to Jon 
Rehurek of the Master’s Seminary,” Paul Ferguson.  The Burning Bush 15:2 (July 2009) 67-100. 
5  See “The Debate over the Inspiration of the Hebrew Vowel Points” and “Evidences for the 
Inspiration of the Hebrew Vowel Points,” by Thomas Ross, and “The Antiquity of the Hebrew Language, 
Letters, Vowels, and Accents” by John Gill at http://faithsaves.net/Bibliology for the implications of this 
confession to the question of the inspiration and authority of the Hebrew vowel points. 
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5.) The Bible promises there will be certainty as to the words of God (Deuteronomy 4:2; 
12:32; Revelation 22:18-19; 2 Peter 1:19; Luke 1:4; Proverbs 1:23, 22:20-21; Daniel 
12:9-10; 1 John 2:20). 
6.) The Bible promises that God would lead His saints into all truth, and that the Word, 
all of His words, are truth (John 16:13, 17:8, 17).  Believers are not to set themselves 
above the Word but receive it (John 17:8; with the faith of a little child, rejecting secular 
and worldly “wisdom” (Matthew 11:25-26; 1 Corinthians 3:18-20). 
7.) God states that the Bible will be settled to the extent that someone could not add or 
take away from His words and effectually corrupt them (Revelation 22:18-19; 
Deuteronomy 12:32). 
8.) The Bible shows that the true churches of Christ would receive and guard these words 
(Matthew 28:19-20; John 17:8; Acts 8:14, 11:1, 17:11; 1 Thessalonians 2:13; 1 
Corinthians 15:3; 1 Timothy 3:15). 
9.) The Bible presents as a pattern that that believers would receive these words from 
other believers (Deuteronomy 17:18; 29:29; 1 Kings 2:3; Proverbs 25:1; Acts 7:38; 
Hebrews 7:11; 1 Thessalonians 1:6; Philippians 4:9; Colossians 4:16). 
10.) The Bible shows that God’s promises may appear to contradict science and reason.  
In Genesis 2 we see that a newly created world may look ancient.  However, the 
Scriptures remind us that “it is better to trust in the LORD than to put confidence in man” 
(Psalm 118:8).  We believe in order that we may understand. 
11.) Christ taught the preservation of His very words, since they will be the standard in 
the future judgment (John 12:48) and men will be accountable to obey all of them.  He 
also warned of the vanity of ignoring His actual words (Matthew 7:26).  Christ 
emphatically declared, “the scripture cannot be broken” (John 10:35).  In Matthew 22:29 
Jesus rebuked men, saying, “Ye do err, not knowing the scriptures.”  If the Scriptures 
were only accessible in long-lost original autographs then why would the Lord chide 
people for being ignorant of words that were not available?  Believers are commanded to 
contend for the faith (Jude 3) and this faith is based upon the words of God (Romans 
10:17). 
12.)  In summary, “The just shall live by faith” (Romans 1:17; Habakkuk 2:4) and “we 
walk by faith, not by sight” (2 Corinthians 5:7).  Scripture, and faith in the promises of 
God, must be the “glasses” through which we evaluate historical data about the 
preservation of the Bible.  Scripture teaches the verbal, plenary preservation of the 
verbally, plenarily inspired autographa (Psalm 12:6-7; Matthew 5:18; Matthew 24:35);   
that the preserved words would be perpetually available to God’s people (Isaiah 59:21);  
and that  Israel was the guardian of Scripture in the Mosaic dispensation (Romans 3:1-2), 
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and the church the guardian in the dispensation of grace (1 Timothy 3:15).  The Holy 
Spirit would lead the saints to accept the words the Father gave to the Son to give to His 
people (John 16:13; 17:8).  Believers can know with certainty where the canonical words 
of God are, because they are to live by every one of them (Matthew 4:4; Revelation 
22:18-19) and are going to be judged by them at the last day (John 12:48). 
 I further confess that, receiving with the faith of a little child (Matthew 18:3; Luke 
18:16-17) God’s own testimony to His own perfectly inspired, preserved, and self-
authenticating Word, only the Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Received Texts of Scripture, 
those original language texts from which the Authorized Version of the Bible was 
translated, fit the Biblical model of preservation.  I confess that the modern critical Greek 
text of Scripture, represented in the Nestle-Aland and United Bible Society editions, being 
a modern creation that was not in use by the people of God for well over a thousand 
years, differing in c. 7% of its text from the Received Bible, and denying the possibility 
of certainty about the text of Scripture,6 can by no means be reconciled with God’s 
                                                
6  Westcott and Hort, whose critical Greek New Testament is fundamental to the modern critical 
text, were very clear that, on their principles, certainty about the Words of Scripture was impossible: 

Are there as a matter of fact places in which we are constrained by overwhelming evidence to recognise the 
existence of textual error in all extant documents? To this question we have no hesitation in replying in the 
affirmative. . . . But there is no adequate justification for assuming that primitive corruption must be confined 
to passages where it was obvious enough to catch the eye of ancient scribes, and would naturally thus lead to 
variation. Especially where the grammar runs with deceptive smoothness, and a wrong construction yields a 
sense plausible enough to cause no misgivings to an ordinary reader, there is nothing surprising if the kind of 
scrutiny required for deliberate criticism detects impossible readings accepted without suspicion by all 
transcribers. . . . There may be and probably are other places containing corruption which we have failed to 
discover[.] (B. F. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort, Introduction to the New Testament in the Original Greek [New 
York: Harper and Brothers, 1882], 279-281) 

Likewise, the modern textual critics, defenders, and authors of the Nestle-Aland critical text are clear that 
certainty about the New Testament text is impossible on their presuppositions.  Their text suggests many 
emendations where, supposedly, every single Greek manuscript is corrupt.  Thus, for example, the Nestle-
Aland 26th edition contained “c. 130 . . . conjectures in the apparatus” (pg. 568, New Testament Textual 
Criticism:  The Application of Thoroughgoing Principles:  Essays on Manuscripts and Textual Variation, J. 
K. Elliott.  Leiden, Netherlands: Brill, 2010).  The Nestle-Aland 27th edition “listed over 100 . . . explicit 
conjectural emendations” (http://danielbwallace.com/2014/04/18/review-of-trobischs-users-guide-to-the-
nestle-aland-28), and the text contains conjectural emendation in Acts 16:12 (prw¿thß meri÷doß).  The 
Nestle-Aland 28th edition contains a conjectural emendation in 2 Peter 3:10 (oujc euJreqh/setai).  Aland 
wrote: 

The text of the early period of the second/third century was frequently characterized by erratic traits . . . such 
as the free expansions still permitted by the standards of the second century when the New Testament text 
was not yet regarded as ‘canonical,’ much less as sacred in the same sense as Jewish scribes regarded the 
Hebrew text of the Old Testament. . . . Until the beginning of the fourth century the text of the New 
Testament developed freely . . . scribes . . . felt themselves free to make corrections in the text, improving it 
by their own standards of correctness, whether grammatically, stylistically, or more substantively.  This was 
all the more true of the early period, when the text had not yet attained canonical status, especially in the 
earliest period when Christians considerd themselves filled with the Spirit. . . . Well into the second century 
Christians still regarded themselves as possessing inspiration equal to that of the New Testament writings 
which they read in their worship services. . . . Until the third/fourth century, then, there were many different 
forms of the New Testament text . . . not until the fourth century . . . did the formation of text types begin. . . . 
[There are] instances  [where] . . . the New Testament tradition presents an insoluble tie between two or more 
alternative readings. . . . If a critic prefers to identify a different reading as the original, there is no problem.  
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(Kurt & Barbara Aland, trans. Erroll F. Rhodes, The Text of the New Testament:  An Introduction to the 
Critical Editions and the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism [Grand Rapids, MI:  Eerdmans, 
1989], 51, 55, 64, 69, 295, 321) 

Similarly, Nestle-Aland Greek New Testament editor Bruce Metzger was clear that, on his presuppositions, 
certainty about the text of the New Testament is impossible.  He admits that the Textus Receptus was 
regarded for centuries as a certain and preserved text identical with the autographs, and rejection of the 
Textus Receptus, a rejection of certainty, and a rejection of providential preservation underlies the entire 
textual-critical endeavor and the modern critical text.  Modern textual criticism proceeds upon a rejection 
of the Textus Receptus and the presupposition that Scripture was corrupted for a long period of time and 
then partially restored by modern critics, although certainty is impossible and will never again be restored:  

Having secured . . . preeminence, what came to be called the Textus Receptus of the New Testament resisted 
for 400 years all scholarly effort to displace it. . . . [The] “Textus Receptus,” or commonly received, standard 
text . . . makes the boast that “[the reader has/ the text now received by all, in which we give nothing changed 
or corrupted.” . . . [This] form of Greek text . . . succeeded in establishing itself as “the only true text” of the 
New Testament and was slavishly reprinted in hundreds of subsequent editions.  It lies at the basis of the 
King James Version and of all the principal Protestant translations in the languages of Europe prior to 1881. 
So [allegedly] superstitious has been the reverence accorded the Textus Receptus that in some cases attempts 
to criticize or emend it have been regarded as akin to sacrilege. . . . For almost two centuries . . . almost all of 
the editors of the New Testament during this period were content to reprint the time-honored . . . Textus 
Receptus. . . . In the early days of . . . determining textual groupings . . . the manuscript was collated against 
the Textus Receptus[.] . . . This procedure made sense to scholars, who understood the Textus Receptus as 
the original text of the New Testament, for then variations from it would be “agreements in error.” . . . The 
first recongized scholar to breatk totally with the Textus Receptus was the celebrated classical and Germanic 
philologist of Berlin Karl Lachmann[.] . . . In editing the New Testament, Lachmann’s aim was not to 
reproduce the original text, which he believed to be an impossible task. . . . In their edition of the Greek New 
Testament, Westcott and Hort marked . . . about 60 passages that they (or one of them) suspected involve a 
‘primitive error,’ that is, an error older than the extant witnesses, for the removal of which one is confied to 
conjectural emendation. . . . [Burgon dissented from Westcott and Hort and defended the Traditional Text 
because] he could not imagine that, if the words of Scripture had been dictated by the inspiration of the Holy 
Spirit, God would not have providentially preserved them . . . it was inconceivable to Burgon tha the Textus 
Receptus, which had been used by the Church for centuries, could be in need of the drastic revision that 
Westcott and Hort had administered to it. . . . Textual criticism is not . . . an exact science at all. . . . It is 
possible that after the original was placed in circulation it soon became lost or was destroyed, so all surviving 
copies may conceivably have derived from some single, error-prone copy made in the early stages of the 
book’s circulation. . . . How did Mark end his Gospel?  Unfortunately, we do not know . . . [among the] 
endings [that] are current among the manuscripts . . . probably none of them represents what Mark originally 
intended. . . None of these . . . endings commends itself as original. . . . [T]he possibility of non-Pauline 
interpolations that occurred before any of the surviving manuscripts had been produced . . . show why it is 
difficult—some would say impossible—to talk about the orignal text of the Pauline epistles. . . . [O]ne [or 
more] passage[s] . . . d[o] not appear to have been part of the original letter(s) at all but to have been 
interpolated into [Paul’s] letter[s] at a later time by a later hand[.] . . . It would seem to be an impossible task 
to establish those texts since they now only exist in their edited form, with parts omitted and/or edited . . . 
many scholars have come to think that all of our surviving manuscripts derive ultimately not from the 
“originals” that Paul produced but from a [later] collection of Paul’s writings[.] . . . If that is the case, it 
would be difficult to get behind the texts presented in that collection to the original texts.” . . . [Not the 
soverignty of God, but] very often chance has entered into the survival or loss of manuscript evidence that 
existed in previous centuries. . . . [Concerning various passages of Scripture,] the textual critic musc simply 
acknowledge an inability to decide[.] . . . [The] critic must sometimes be content with choosing the least 
unsatisfactory reading or even admitting that there is no clear basis for choice at all. . . . Occasionally, none 
of the variant readings will commend itself as original. . . . In textual criticism . . . one must seek . . . to 
become aware of what . . . cannot be known. . . . [W]e simply do not know what the original author wrote. 
(Bruce M. Metzger & Bart D. Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament:  Its Transmission, Corruption, and 
Restoration, 4th ed.  [Oxford:  Oxford University Press, 2005], 129, 149, 152-153, 170, 181, 229, 232, 273-
275, 315-316, 322-323, 340, 343-344) 

Texual-critical views of the Old Testament likewise utterly reject certainty and providential preservation: 
[A] critically reconstructed “original text” (or a textual form approaching the original text) . . . do[es] not 
exist for the complete Hebrew Bible[.] . . . Interest in the orignal shape of the biblical text is a relatively new 
development in the history of research.  Before that interest developed, the biblical text was considered to 
have once existed in exactly or approximately the same form as that known from the medieval manusripts 
and the printed editions of M [the Masoretic text]. . . . In spite of the apportance attached to this issue, the 
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promises about the preservation of His Word.  I likewise confess that the printed Hodges-
Farstad and Robinson-Pierpont texts, while far superior to the critical Greek text and far 
closer to the perfectly preserved Textus Receptus, do not fit the Scriptural pattern for the 
preservation of Scripture when they differ from the Received Text, for true churches have 
not been led by the Spirit of God to receive their texts as perfect, the idea that the pure 
Word of God was not available for century after century but only came into existence in 
print in 1992, and that God’s people have not had the pure Word in their vernacular 
languages, as no major translations in any language whatever have been made from the 
Hodges-Farstad and Robinson-Pierpont texts, is impossible.  Furthermore, I confess that 
the Hodges-Farstad and Robinson-Pierpont texts are most improperly designated the 
“Majority Text,” for neither of them is a collation of the 5,000+ Greek manuscripts 

                                                                                                                                            
question of the original text of the biblical books cannot be decided unequivocally[.] . . . Because of the many 
problems inherent with it, the supposition of an original text has often been rejeced by scholars. . . . 
[E]verything that is said about the pristine state of the biblical text must necessarily remain hypothetical. . . . 
Most of the biblical books were not written by one person nor at one particular time, but rather contain 
compositional layers written during many generations[.] . . . [T]he original text of the Bible . . . if such texts 
ever existed. . . was far from identical with . . . M [the Masoretic text]. . . .  The presumed existence of 
alternative readings has given impetus to the view that there never existed any single original text. . . . During 
the textual transmission many complicated changes occurred, rendering the reconstruction of the original 
form of that text almost impossible. . . . [E]ven the more modest aim . . . [to] reconstruct the various texts that 
were current in the fourth to third centuries BCE . . . is impossible . . . [and this] would not have provided a 
replacement for the reconstructed original text. . . . A textual theory which could explain the development of 
the biblical text in its entirety does not exist[.] . . . The period of relative textual unity reflected in the 
assumed pristine text(s) of the biblical books was brief at best, but in actual fact it probably never existed[.] . . 
. [T]he random preservation of evidence . . . by chance . . . determines . . the textual nature of the books[.] . . . 
The biblical text developed and changed much throughout many generations of copying and transmission[.] . 
. . It is not clear whether it is possible to reconstruct the original orthography of the biblical books[.] . . . 
[T]extual criticism . . . [of] the Hebrew Bible . . . [does not] ai[m] . . . at the compositions written by the 
biblical authors[.] . . . [Many scholars affirm] the books of the Hebrew Bible never existed in one original 
written form, but only in several parallel oral formulations. . . .  [O]ften it is impossible to make a decision 
with regard to the originality of readings. . . . The comparative evaluation of variants . . . is necessarily 
subjective. . . . [T]he original reading . . . [is] not necessarily the best[.] . . . In such cases in which scholars 
believe that no reading has been preserved . . . emendations may be suggested[.] . . . These emendations need 
not be evaluate since they are based on imagination rather than evidence. . . . [T]extual rules . . . as we have 
seen propunded are of little if any use.  No one is guided by them in practice.  Nor can they secure an 
accurate judgment in all cases. . . . [I]t is difficult to present examples which can unequivocally prove the 
correctness of any given rule. . . . [Th]ere is no unanimous view on . . . any . . . reading[.] . . . [O]ften no 
decision is possible . . . one will often suggest solutions which differ completely from the one[s] suggested on 
the previous day. . . . In modern times, scholars are often reluctant to admit the subjective nature of textual 
evaluation[.] . . . [For many variant readings] it is questionable whether textual evaluation has any application 
to them at all. . . . This lack of clarity could cause scholars always to refrain from expressing an opinion on 
the originality of readings in general. . . . Scholars also realize that sometimes [not even] . . . conjectural . . . 
emendation is acceptable, at which point they are likely to be content with merely stating that the text is 
corrupt. . . . Many readings have been lost, among which were necessarily readings that were contained in the 
first copies. . . . [T]he evidence that has been preserved is arbitrary from a textual point of view. . . . 
[‘C]ritical edition’ is the most inappropriate of all names for the thing to which custom applies it, an edition 
in which the editor is allowed to fling his opinions in the reader’s face without being called to account and 
asked for his reasons. (Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 2nd rev. ed.  [Minneapolis, MN:  
Fortress Press, 2001], 18, 164-180, 187, 189, 196, 199, 223, 288-289, 291, 293-297, 303-304, 310, 348, 350, 
353, 371) 

The teaching of Scripture on its own perfect inspiration, preservation, and availablity is utterly inconsistent 
with the ungodly presuppositions and product of the Biblical critical texts. 
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currently in existence, but they are rather collations of only a few hundred manuscripts, 
and there are hundreds of verses where they do not follow the reading of the majority of 
manuscripts.7  Rather, the Textus Receptus that underlies the Authorized Version of the 
Bible, that holy Word that was in use by Baptist churches and believers in other 
denominations8 both in the time from the invention of the printing press until the present 

                                                
7  For example, in Ephesians 5:21 the Textus Receptus follows about 70% of MSS with the reading 
e˙n fo/bwˆ Qeouv, while both the CT/UBS and both editions of the printed “Majority” text, Hodges/Farstad 
and Robinson/Pierpont, contain e˙n fo/bwˆ Cristouv, following c. 30% of Greek MSS; in Romans 13:9 the 
Textus Receptus, with 67% of Greek manuscripts, reads ouj yeudomarturh/seiß, while the 
Hodges/Farstad and Robinson/Pierpont “Majority” texts follow 33% of manuscripts in omitting the words 
and removing the ninth commandment from between the eighth and the tenth;  in Romans 6:1, the Textus 
Receptus reads e˙pimenouvmen with the majority of Greek manuscripts while the Robinson and Hodges 
“Majority” texts follow 19% of manuscripts to read e˙pime÷nomen. Sometimes the Hodges/Farstad and 
Robinson/Pierpont texts contradict each other;  for example, in Romans 12:2, the  Textus Receptus, as well 
as the Hodges/Farstad text, supported by 65% of Greek manuscripts, contain the imperatives 
suschmati÷zesqe and metamorfouvsqe, while the Robinson/Pierpont “majority” text follows 35% of 
Greek manuscripts to print the infinitives suschmati÷zesqai and metamorfouvsqai. 

In the book of Revelation, Pickering notes that very early on, probably within the second century, 
three main independent lines of transmission developed, and then a variety of variations within those 
streams.  Thus there are some 150 variant sets where no reading receives even 50% attestation, and another 
250 sets where the strongest numerical attestation falls below 60%.  In these 400 places to speak of a 
“majority” text is not convincing (cf. http://walkinhiscommandments.com).  However, the Textus Receptus 
tends to follow the largest of these three divisions in Revelation, but that grouping does not always 
represent the actual majority of MSS. Hoskier declared, concerning the TR text of Revelation:  “I may state 
that if Erasmus had striven to found a text on the largest number of existing MSS [manuscripts] in the 
world of one type, he could not have succeeded better” (cited on pg. 16, J. A. Moorman, When the KJV 
Departs from the “Majority” Text, 2nd ed. Collingswood, NJ:  Bible For Today, 1988). 

Of course, there are certainly instances where, because of the evidence of ancient versions or a 
variety of other reasons, in the providence of God the Textus Receptus follows a smaller number of Greek 
manuscripts than the majority (e. g., 1 John 5:7).  Indeed, there are instances where the Textus Receptus, the 
Hodges-Farstad, Robinson-Pierpont, and modern critical texts all follow a reading that has less than 50% 
support (e. g. 2 Timothy 3:7, where all printed texts, whether TR, CT, or H/F & R/P, read Mwu¨sei √ with c. 
30% of Greek MSS, while Mwu¨sh has c. 60% of Greek MSS, but has never been put in print in any 
edition). 
8  Historians recognize that the Received Text was identified with the autographs by both Baptists 
and even the general body of Protestantism.  The Textus Receptus “was . . . the Bible of the Middle Ages 
and much more, since it was independent of interpretation by Popes, councils, canon lawyers or university 
doctors.  In one sense both Zwingli and the radicals [such as the Baptists] were uncritical about the Bible in 
that they made no attempt to go behind the received Hebrew and Greek texts to original manuscripts, and 
were not concerned that alternative readings were possible — quite the contrary, there was but one text . . . 
Zwingli and the Anabaptists . . . both accepted the received text, and both agreed that tradition, the 
hierarchy and any human authorities, however ancient or eminent, must give way to the Word. . . . [the 
Baptists defended what this unbelieving historian calls] narrow and uncompromising bibliolatry” (Pg. 172-
173, Zwingli, G. R. Potter.  London: Cambridge University Press, 1976).  Kurt Aland, editor of the critical 
Nestle-Aland Greek New Testament, stated: 

It is undisputed that Luther used the Greek Textus Receptus for his translation of the German New Testament 
in 1522 and all its later editions (although the term itself was not yet in use at the time). . . . [So did] all the 
translators of the New Testament in the 16th century (e.g., the Zürich version). All the translations of the 17th 
century, including the King James version of 1611, the “Authorized Version,” were also based on this text. 
Thus the New Testament of the church in the period of the Reformation was based on the Textus Receptus.  
It is equally undisputed that in the 16th or 17th century (and for that matter well into the 18th century) anyone 
with a Greek New Testament would have had a copy of the Textus Receptus. . . . Finally it is undisputed that 
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day, and also the type of text in use by the line of true churches and believers, who were 
first denominated Christians, and then Baptists or Anabaptists, in the ancient and 
medieval periods, is the true Majority Text, and the only text that the Spirit has led Bible-
believing churches who accept the testimony of Scripture to its own preservation to 
receive as canonical and perfectly preserved.9  I therefore confess with true churches, 
countless martyrs, and the humble and faithful people of God, that the Textus Receptus, 
loved, copied, printed, translated, read, memorized, meditated upon, and preached for 
century after century, is indeed God’s very living and holy Word, delivered miraculously 
from heaven, providentially10 and perfectly preserved, and with holy joy and wonder 
received by me in faith as His own living oracles in my hands. 

I likewise confess that I reject all textual criticism that denies or ignores God’s 
own promises about His providential work in preserving His Word, and that approaches 
the holy Scriptures in an atheistic and naturalistic way as if God’s Word were to be 
evaluated as if it were any common, uninspired and unpreserved book, instead joyfully 
receiving, with love, holy reverence, awe, and fear (Psalm 119:97; 119:120; Isaiah 66:2), 
that very Received Text that has been in use by true churches and the people of God from 

                                                                                                                                            
from the 16th to the 18th century orthodoxy’s doctrine of verbal inspiration assumed this Textus Receptus . . . 
[which] was regarded as “the text of the church” . . . from the 4th . . . century. (“The Text Of The Church?” 
Kurt Aland. Trinity Journal, 8:2 (Fall 1987), 131, 143) 

It is therefore not surprising that throughout Baptist and Protestant Christiandom in the Reformation and 
Post-Reformation era the “Textus Receptus . . . was regarded as preserving even to the last detail the 
inspired and infallible word of God himself” (pg. 11, The Text of the New Testament, Kurt & Barbara 
Aland, trans. Erroll Rhodes. Grand Rapids, MI:  Eerdmans, 1989). 
9  See “The Canonicity of the Received Bible Established From Baptist Confessions” at 
http://faithsaves.net/Bibliology. 
10  I confess that the preservation of Scripture is providential rather than miraculous.  No miracle of 
the sort performed by Christ and the Apostles took place when scribes were copying Scripture, or when 
Scripture was being translated, or when any edition of the Textus Receptus was being compiled and printed.  
Therefore, the Scrivener edition of the Textus Receptus, the edition that exactly underlies the English 
Authorized Version, was not the product of a miracle or the product of an act comparable to that through 
which the Scriptures were given to holy men of God in the autographs (2 Peter 1:16-21).  Nonetheless, the 
providence of God was involved in all stages of the transmission of the Bible, and there is nothing 
imperfect about God’s providence.  Since all of history takes place in accordance with the decree of Him 
who worketh all things after the counsel of His own will (Ephesians 1:11), and God can bring about in 
perfect detail the sort of astonishing acts of providence that are recorded in the book of Esther without a 
specifically miraculous action, and the providential preservation of the Bible did not cease with the 
invention of the printing press, and there are no verses of Scripture that affirm that God is unable or 
unwilling to lead His people to certainty about the text of the Bible through having His pure words printed, 
and, while Christians before the age of printing could know with certainty what the words of the canon 
were but a perfect, mass-produced edition was not possible without miracle before the age of the printing 
press in the centuries after the autographs and their earliest apographs passed away, I therefore confess with 
the vast numbers of Baptist churches who receive the testimony of the Spirit to the words He dictated and 
preserved, and who believe the promises of Scripture concerning its own preservation, that the canonical 
words of God have been through Divine providence perfectly preserved in the common printed Received 
Text, the Scrivener edition underlying the Authorized Version. 
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the time that God gave the autographs until this day.  I confess with such true churches 
and saints that the Scriptures I can with reverent delight hold in my hands, “being 
immediately inspired by God, and by his singular care and Providence kept pure in all 
Ages, are therefore authentical,” and likewise join such churches to confess that, while 
there is plentiful external evidence for the inspiration and preservation of Scripture, 
nonetheless our “full persuasion, and assurance of the infallible truth, and divine 
authority thereof, is from the inward work of the Holy Spirit, bearing witness by and with 
the Word in our hearts.”11 

In relation to the English translation of the Authorized Version, I confess that I 
receive it with veneration, believing that the God who providentially works in all of 
history would certainly providentially work in relation to the translation of His Word that 
would be in use by Baptist churches for over 400 years in the language that God ordained 
would become the first truly world-wide language since the tower of Babel.  I confess 
that I do not believe that modern Baptist churches should use any other English 
translation than the Authorized Version, nor do I see any necessity for revising the KJV 
at any time during my lifetime.12  However, I also confess that the promises of 
preservation are specifically made for Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek words, not English 
words (Matthew 5:18), and that there are no specific promises that state that Scripture 
would be translated without error.  Since no verses of the Bible promise a perfect English 
translation, I respect the views of brethren who, while receiving the promises of God 
concerning the preservation of His perfect Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek words, believe 
that there are places where the English of the King James Version would be better 
rendered otherwise.13 Furthermore, I recognize that there can be more than one accurate 
way to translate a verse from the original language into the vernacular.14  Nevertheless, 
because the people of God who do not know the original languages should have (a 
justified) confidence that when they hold the King James Bible in their hands, they have 
God’s very Word in their own language, and because I respect the high confidence that 

                                                
11  2nd London Baptist Confession of Faith, 1689. 
12  In the unlikely event that the Lord were not to return for some hundreds of years into the future, 
and the English language changed in such a manner that the early modern or Elizabethan English of the 
Authorized Version were to have the comprehensibility of the Old English of Beowulf, it would certainly be 
right to update Biblical language.  However, I believe that the Holy Spirit would lead Biblical Baptist 
churches to have general agreement that such a revision of the English Bible is needed.  Without such clear 
Divine leadership, any revision would be inferior to the Authorized Version (as such versions as the NKJV 
most certainly are), and detrimental to the cause of Christ. 
13  E. g., someone who affirmed that baptize would be better rendered as immerse. 
14  E. g., rendering peripateo as “walks” instead of “walketh” in a text such as 1 Peter 5:8 would not 
make such a translation inaccurate or erroneous. 
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the Head of the church has led His congregations to place in the English of the 
Authorized Version, and because I have found in my own language study that, time and 
again, there are excellent reasons for the translation choices in the Authorized Version, 
and because I am not aware of any single place where I can, with a certain confidence 
and definitiveness, affirm that the English of the King James Version cannot possibly be 
justified as a translation but is indubitably in error,15 I refrain from criticizing the English 
of the King James Bible, and when it is appropriate in preaching and teaching to mention 
a different way the text can be translated, I choose to say, “this word (or verse, etc.) could 
also be translated as” rather than “this word (or verse, etc.) would be better translated as.”  
This is the faith that I confess in relation to the translation of the Bible into my mother 
tongue. 

All of the above is the faith in the inspiration and preservation of Scripture I 
believe and confess with my whole mind and heart.  Unless convinced otherwise by the 
Scriptures, I will continue to believe and confess this faith, by the enabling grace of God, 
until Christ’s return or my death. 

 
http://kentbrandenburg.blogspot.com/2010/05/gender-discord-and-psalm-126-

7.html 
WHAT IS TRUTH 

OPINION BASED UPON THE BIBLE 
Tuesday, May 18, 2010 

Gender Discord and Psalm 12:6-7 

                                                
15 That is, for example, baptize rather than immerse more clearly communicates the character of the 
baptismal ceremony as a religious ordinance, immerse does not specifically indicate that the person who 
receives baptism is not only to be plunged under the water but also to arise out of it, and the verb to 
immerse was not commonly used in the English language in 1611 (and thus appears nowhere at all in the 
KJV; cf. the Oxford English Dictionary).  Furthermore, the argument sometimes advanced that men like 
King James were seeking to cover up the fact that baptism was properly performed by dipping is highly 
questionable in light of the fact that King James, Queen Elizabeth, and other English monarchs actually 
were dipped as infants, not sprinkled or poured upon, following the dominant Anglican liturgical practice 
of their day. 
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Thou Shalt Keep Them (TSKT)---that's 
what the authors named our book on the perfect preservation of scripture. And those 
words come from Psalm 12:7. Psalm 12:6-7 alone do not buttress the biblical doctrine of 
preservation; however, we believe that they teach it. We believe that these verses nicely 
complement the many other places that teach the perfect preservation of scripture as 
Christians through history have believed. Here's the psalm: 

1 Help, LORD; for the godly man ceaseth; 
 

 for the faithful fail from among the children of men. 
 

2 They speak vanity every one with his neighbor: 
 

 with flattering lips and with a double heart do they speak. 
 

3 The LORD shall cut off all flattering lips, 
 

 and the tongue that speaketh proud things: 
 

4 who have said, With our tongue will we prevail; 
 

 our lips are our own: who is lord over us? 
 

5 For the oppression of the poor, for the sighing of the needy, 
 

 
now will I arise, saith the LORD; 
I will set him in safety from him that puffeth at him. 
 

6 The words of the LORD are pure words: 
 

 as silver tried in a furnace of earth, purified seven times. 
 

7 Thou shalt keep them, O LORD, 
 

 thou shalt preserve them from this generation for ever. 
 

8 The wicked walk on every side, 
 

 when the vilest men are exalted. 
 

 
What Do People Say 
 
Others have contended that the "them" of v. 7 ("preserve them") refers to the poor and 
needy of v. 5. Among other men, I believe "them" refers to "words" in v. 6. It makes 
sense that "them" is "words" based upon proximity. "Words" is closer to "them" than the 
"poor" and "needy" are. 
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So why do the others say that "them" refers to "poor" and "needy" even though those 
words are further away from "them"? The first reason, they say, is context. Both sides say 
the context supports their position, so let's take that one off the table. Let's keep it to the 
grammatical point, that is, the gender of "them." The "poor and needy" side says "them" 
must refer to the "poor and needy" because of the agreement in gender. They have said 
that it settles the case. Done. Finished. No more debate needed. Why? The Hebrew word 
translated "words" is feminine in gender and the pronoun "them" is masculine. "Them," 
therefore, cannot refer to "words." On the other hand, "poor" and "needy" are masculine, 
so they would say this is obvious. 
 
Doug Kutilek 
 
This is what Doug Kutilek, big time critical text advocate, has said: 
When we turn to the Hebrew text of Psalm 12, the ambiguity of the English disappears. 
Hebrew, like many non-English languages, has a feature that English lacks -- that of 
grammatical gender. In English, object words are classified according to natural gender: 
men, boys, and the male offspring of animals are classified as masculine and masculine 
pronouns he, him, etc., are used of them; women, girls, and the female offspring of 
animals, plus sometimes countries, boats, and until recently, hurricanes, are considered 
feminine, and feminine pronouns she, her, etc., are used of them. Just about everything 
else from forks, knives, and spoons to roofing nails and sheet rock is classified as neuter. 
 
In English, we have only natural gender; many, if not most, other languages have, in 
addition to natural gender, grammatical gender. Some languages have two grammatical 
genders -- masculine and feminine (e.g., the Semitic languages); others add a third -- 
neuter (this is the situation in Greek, Latin, German, and others). Things naturally 
masculine and things naturally feminine are so treated, but very many things are 
grammatically treated as masculine, feminine, or neuter without any connection to natural 
gender at all. For example, the German word for spoon is masculine; for fork, feminine; 
and for knife, neuter. 
 
In languages that have grammatical gender, it is usual and customary for pronouns to 
agree with their antecedents in gender and number. Hebrew here is like the rest. And also 
like the rest, there are occasional exceptions to the principle of agreement in the Hebrew 
Bible (see Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar, 135), but the Book of Psalms is exceptionally 
regular on the matter of gender agreement. 
 
In the Hebrew of Psalm 12, the pronouns translated them in verse 7 are both masculine -- 
the first them being plural in number, the second being singular (him, literally), 
particularizing every individual in the group (with slightly different vowel points in 
Hebrew, the second pronoun could be understood as the first person plural common, viz., 
us). So, the antecedent noun can be expected to be masculine in gender and plural in 
number. 
 
The word rendered words twice in verse 6 is a feminine plural noun in both cases; the 
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words poor and needy in verse 5 are both masculine and plural in Hebrew. While the 
English translation is ambiguous and allows two different antecedents, the Hebrew is 
clear and plain -- the antecedent of them is the poor and needy ones of verse 5, not the 
words of verse 6. Gender agreement of pronoun and antecedent demonstrates this. 
 
Kutilek talks like he is totally sure that gender discord between "words" and "them" 
really does settle the question. 
 
Adam at OTSB 
 
Then we have Adam at his Old Testament Studies Blog write: 
Now, Psalm 12 is a complicated text, and to quote it glibly like this shows how sloppy 
Brandenburg is being in his exegesis to try to prove his point. There are real questions 
about whether the “them” in the phrase “you shall keep them, O Lord” refers to the 
words. In the first place, the genders don’t match up. The “words” of verse 6 are feminine 
[hr'm.ai], while the suffix “them” on “keep” in verse 6 is masculine [~rEm.v.Ti]. 
Adam assumes that we should conclude that "them" does not refer to "words" because the 
"genders don't match up"---no other explanation offered to his readers---this issue is 
settled because of the gender discord. Case closed. 

 
 

And What About Gender? 
 
 
Alright, so what about the gender discord? Seems to make sense. But no. Biblical writers 
tend to employ masculine pronouns for their antecedent feminine usage of the noun 
"words" and its synonyms. Throughout the Old Testament there are examples of feminine 
"words" (or its synonyms) with masculine pronouns. This is something unmentioned by 
either Kutilek or Adam. If they did not know, then they were ignorant and needed to 
know. If they did know, then they misrepresented the whole issue to their readers in 
disingenuous fashion. 
 
We see this kind of usage in Psalm 119:111, 129, 152, and 167. In every one of those 
verses, we have a masculine pronoun referring to a feminine noun that is a synonym of 
God's Words. The masculine pronoun serves a purpose of communicating stability and 
strength to the nature of its antecedent, extending these qualities of the Patriarchal God. It 
is purposeful gender discord. This does really put a smack-down on Kutilek's "the Book 
of Psalms is exceptionally regular on the matter of gender agreement." Exceptionally 
regular....hmmmm. Perhaps we could just look at one of the Psalms that refers to God's 
Words a lot of times to see if this is the case. Oh wow, not exceptionally regular. 
 
Now I brought up this very point to Adam in his comment section. And, of course, he 
thanked me for that information, hopeful to rightly represent God's Word, right? Wrong. 
He said my point was "totally irrelevant." Is that how you would read such an answer to 
the point in his post? That it was "totally irrelevant"? I hope not. Of course, it is relevant. 
This is sheer pride on the part of this young man, intellectual and spiritual pride. I've 
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written Doug Kutilek about this same point. Did he change his article? No. He just 
ignored it. I've found this typical of Doug Kutilek. In addition to his "totally irrelevant" 
comment, Adam wrote this in his comment section: 
 
Of course, let us take a look at the pattern of all of these: 
 
Psalm 119:111 
A. I have inherited Your testimonies [Fem.] forever, 
B. For they [Masc.] are the joy of my heart. 
 
Psalm 119:129 
A. Your testimonies [Fem.] are wonderful; 
B. Therefore my soul observes them [Masc.]. 
 
Psalm 119:152 
A. Of old I have known from Your testimonies [Fem.] 
B. That You have founded them [Masc.] forever. 
 
Psalm 119:167 
A. My soul keeps Your testimonies [Fem.], 
B. And I love them [Masc] exceedingly. 
 
Now, the problem is that the syntax of these passages is not parallel to the syntax of 
Psalm 12. Notice how, in all of these texts, you have colon A with one gender, and colon 
B with another gender, all in one strophe. This is an example of what is called “gender 
parallelism,” where masculine and feminine are put in parallel with each other in two 
adjacent colons. Now, compare these with what you have in Psalm 12: 
 
Psalm 12:5-7 
5A. “Because of the devastation of the afflicted [Masc], because of the groaning of the 
needy [Masc], 
5B. Now I will arise,” says the LORD; 
5C. “I will set him [Masc] in the safety for which he longs.” 
6A. The words [Fem.] of the LORD are pure words [Fem.]; 
6B. As silver tried in a furnace 
6C. on the earth, refined seven times. 
7A. You, O LORD, will keep them [Masc.]; 
7b. You will preserve him [Masc] from this generation forever. 
 
That is not exactly parallel to the texts to which you pointed in Psalm 119. Structurally 
we have two colons between the “words” and the masculine suffixes [6B and 6C], and we 
have consistent uses of two feminine or two masculine nouns in the colons that are 
adjacent. We also have masculine plural nouns in 5A and a masculine singular noun in 
5C, which is exactly parallel to what we have in 7A [masculine plural] and 7B 
[Masculine singular]. 
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Also, I never used the gender disharmony as the “basis” for anything. I do realize that 
there is such a thing as gender disharmony in Hebrew. However, none of the passages to 
which you pointed are syntactically relevant, as all the passages you have cited are 
examples of a common usage of gender disharmony [gender parallelism], which is totally 
irrelevant to Psalm 12. Part of my my argument is that the gender disharmony in Psalm 
12 makes “words” as the antecedent to the masculine suffixes far less likely. 
 
Aha, oh yes, ahem, we've got to look at the, um, pattern of the few examples I gave 
Adam to chew on. Adam is saying that, oh yes, of course, gender discord, yes, that 
happens, yes, he knew that, of course. But that's not what he said. All he said was that the 
genders didn't match up. He said nothing about a particular pattern in which the genders 
may be discordant. Nothing. If he knew that in the first place, and then said that gender 
discord was making a certain grammatical point, then he was misleading his audience. 
No admission of that, however. If he knew it, then he was misleading his readers. If he 
didn't know it, then he should admit it. The latter seems like a better choice. 
 
But he comes back in his comment to say that the syntax is not parallel and he cites 
"gender parallelism," so according to him this case in Psalm 12:6-7, the point of gender 
disharmony rule is not occurring. The implication is that gender disharmony between the 
pronoun and its antecedent "words" only works with the syntax found in my Psalm 119 
examples, but not with Psalm 12. So if that's true, then every example should be the same 
syntax as we see in the Psalm 119 examples, his so-called "gender parallelism." But it 
isn't. 
 
Joshua 1:7 doesn't have the same syntax as the Psalm 119 examples. 
 
Only be thou strong and very courageous, that thou mayest observe to do according to all 
the law [feminine], which Moses my servant commanded thee: turn not from it 
[masculine] to the right hand or to the left, that thou mayest prosper whithersoever thou 
goest. 
 
Psalm 78:5 doesn't have the same syntax as the Psalm 119 examples. 
For he established a testimony [feminine] in Jacob, and appointed a law in Israel, which 
he commanded our fathers, that they should make them [masculine] known to their 
children. 
 
Leviticus 26:3 doesn't have the same syntax as the Psalm 119 examples. 
If ye walk in my statutes [feminine], and keep my commandments [feminine], and do 
them [masculine]. 
 
1 Kings 6:12 doesn't have the same syntax as the Psalm 119 examples. 
Concerning this house which thou art in building, if thou wilt walk in my statutes 
[feminine], and execute my judgments [feminine], and keep all my commandments 
[feminine] to walk in them [masculine]. 
 
There are more examples than these, but these above blow Adam's whole syntactical 
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parallel argument to bits. His "gender parallelism" point is nothing more than gobbly-
gook. 
 
You should notice that Adam and Doug disagree on the second masculine pronoun in v. 
7. Doug says it should be understood as a plural, "particularizing every member within a 
group." That's obviously how the KJV translators took it, when they translated it "them." 
It's what I believe too, except referring to "words" in the previous verse. Kutilek also says 
"the antecedent noun can be expected to be masculine in gender and plural in number." 
And that's because he has been either clueless or rebellious about the existence of this 
gender discord rule. On the other hand, Adam attempts to refer that second pronoun in v. 
7 back to the supplied "him" of v. 5. He makes a pronoun refer back to an understood 
pronoun, and uses his colon argument in order to accomplish that. But if we really do 
have some pattern there, like he says, then where is the 7c? According to him, there is a 
5abc and 6abc in order to make it work, but there is only a 7ab---no c. He is seeing things 
that aren't there. 

 
So What's Happening in Psalm 12 with Gender Discord 

 
 
It would be better to see the structure of the psalm as asymmetric, like this. 
A. Psalm 12:1 
B. Psalm 12:2-4 
C. Psalm 12:5 
B. Psalm 12:6-7 
A. Psalm 12:8 
 
Psalm 12:2-4 speak of the words of the ungodly and Psalm 12:6-7 speak of the Words of 
God. Both Psalm 12:1 and 12:8 recognize the need of divine help. Psalm 12:5 is the 
promise of God. And here's a big tip on this asymmetric structure. V. 1 and v. 8 end with 
the same exact word in the Hebrew text, the Hebrew word for "man," adam. 
 
Kutilek and Adam make the psalm about the poor and needy. The poem is marked by an 
incredibly strong emphasis on speech—three uses each of "speak" and "lips," four 
of "say," and two of "tongue." There is also one “groans.” The poet is focused on words. 
Vv. 2-3 and vv. 6-7 parallel in the structure. The most obvious contrast is between the 
words of the evildoers and the words of God with the implication that the veracity of 
words is primarily dependent on the speaker. 
 
Adam later comes back to use structure to make a point of gender harmony. He's reading 
into the text. He should just go ahead and look at the nouns that are closest in proximity. 
"Words" fits with "them." If you hear hoofbeats, don't think zebras, think horses. Don't 
try to force the text into what you want it to say. 
 
Psalm 12 is a perfect example of gender discord in play. The contrast between man's 
vacillating, untrustworthy words with the pure, preserved Words of God takes advantage 
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of the masculine pronouns to make that point. The One Who speaks those Words 
overpowers and outlives the ones who speak the others. 

 
 

Conclusion 
 
 
Psalm 12 is talking about words. The gender discord, used purposefully, indicates the 
trustworthiness, stability, permanence, and strength of God's Words versus those of evil 
men. There is a bit of irony here as it relates to the trust in one representation of Psalm 12 
over another. You'll have to judge what and/or who to trust. 
 
************* 
 
Order Thou Shalt Keep Them below. 

  
Posted by Kent Brandenburg at 6:06 PM   
33 comments: 

 
Joshua said... 
Pastor, 
 
I just wanted to say that I learned something in the comments section on Adam's blog. 
I've read many debates online now, and reading your posts showed me the reason most of 
them should never have started. 
 
What I learned was the importance of establishing whether concessions can be made 
when valid criticisms are laid. I've jumped in and wasted hours trying to reason with 
someone who cannot concede the smallest point. Sometimes I think I've been that guy 
who doesn't want to let anything slip. This has shown me how that can be avoided.  
 
The second was the importance of determining if the debate will be framed in God-
ordained grounds of imploring the elder/pastor and seeking to learn or a young man 
rebuking/mocking/nitpicking someone above. That was also something that gave me 
cause for consideration in my tone and attitude when responding to other folks older than 
me online. No amount of confidence in the correctness of my ideas will excuse 
disrespect. 
 
I know that wasn't your intention when you wrote that, but it has been a blessing so thank 
you. 
 
As long as this doesn't detract from your family and ministry, I'd like to encourage you to 
please keep going with this blog. I've learned much, and it has shored up my faith in 
God's word, the local church and the very nature of truth itself. 
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God bless, 
 
Joshua 

5:16 AM  
 

Anonymous said... 
Kent, 
 
Although I will still confess that I know the KJB to be true by faith, I am amazed and 
very thankful for the education in details that witness to my faith that you provide in 
many excellent articles. I am finding that same kind of information in Lanblion's writings 
as well, and I would not have known of him if it were not for your site. 
 
Please keep doing this kind of work. It is so edifying. 
 
As for the modernists, after reading more about the textual conclusions these men have 
incorporated in 1 Timothy 3:16 for support of leaving out "God" and in John 10, I no 
longer have any doubts that they are doing these things intentionally. I can understand 
that some Christians may be inclined to agree with their false processes, but after being 
confronted by articles such as yours, they appear to have no leading by the Holy Ghost 
when they remain unconvinced. Certainly this is my opinion, but I suspect we will all 
agree with it in the end. What drives these men? Pride. 
 
Joe V. . . . 

7:00 AM  
 

Thomas Ross said... 
Kutilek makes real whoppers--see my article "Kutilek's Incredible Errors" at 
http://sites.google.com/site/thross7. He says that Pastor Brandenburg wrote the book 
"God’s Word in Our Hands: The Bible 
Preserved For Us," although it is an anti-KJV book Pastor Brandenburg had absolutely 
nothing to do with, and he didn't change his statements after I contacted him about it. 

3:26 PM  
--- 

5:43 PM  
 

Thomas Ross said... 
Note that in the Psalm 78:5 example, “law” [torah] is feminine also. This was neither 
stated nor denied, but someone who didn’t know Hebrew might think the force of your 
argument was weakened if he didn't know this. 
 
By the way, Pastor Brandenburg, this article is excellent. I intend to link to it on my 



 21 

website. 
 
 
What Lamblion says is too often not credible. Apart from the fact that he doesn't have the 
correct page number from Wallace, what Wallace says on that page is fine. His whole 
point on that page is that constructio ad sensum actually takes place sometimes and is 
fine Greek grammar. Previous comments where Greek is not even transliterated correctly, 
refusal to deal with evidence (such as, in the most recent comment sections, refusing to 
say what pneuma derives from if it is not pneo; ignoring where pneuma is clearly used for 
"breath," affirming that one must master the Masorah before being able to properly 
understand the Hebrew OT and thus denying, almost surely without intent to do so, sola 
scriptura, affirming no Hebrew MSS read with the KJV in Psalm 22:16, etc.) are 
problematic. Critical text people should be critiqued because of their actual problems, not 
because of non-extant ones. 
 
I am probably going to get lambasted by Lamblion for saying the above, but I have no 
desire to argue with him over it. Readers should just be careful to check whatever he says 
if one wants to go with it. . . .  

12:29 PM  
 

Thomas Ross said... 
My article on my website on Psalm 22:16 deals with what Lamblion said about MSS. If 
he wishes to conclude that I, and just about everyone else, has no knowledge of Greek or 
Hebrew, I am not going to argue with him. He is very wrong in affirming the necessity of 
the Masorah for understanding the Hebrew OT, though--his is the Catholic opinion on 
this, opposing the truth of sola Scriptura. 
 
On something far more related to the post, here is Gesenius on gender discord: 
 
Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar, sec. 135o: 
 
[§ 135o] Rem. 1. Through a weakening in the distinction of gender, which is noticeable 
elsewhere (cf. § 110 k, 144 a, 145 p, t, u) and which probably passed from the colloquial 
language8 into that of literature, masculine suffixes (especially in the plural) are not 
infrequently used to refer to feminine substantives; thus a noun-suffix in the singular, Ex 
11:6, 25:19, Ju 11:34; 9 in the plural, Gn 31:9, 32:16, 41:23, Ex 1:21, 2:17, Nu 27:7 (but 
the feminine suffix twice immediately after, and so the Samaritan also in verse 7); 36:6 
(Samaritan }∞b≈ˆîhen, but also b§{e®ne®hem); Ju 19:24, 21:22, 1 S 6:7, 10b 
(b§ne®hem); 9:20, Is 3:16, Ez 23:45 ff. (alternating with hen); Am 4:1f. (but afterwards a 
feminine suffix); Jb 1:14, 39:3 (hΩeb≈le®hem in parallelism with yald≈e®hen); 42:15, 
Ct 4:2, 6:6, Ru 1:8 ff. (along with feminine suffixes); Dn 1:5, 8:9. Verbal suffixes in the 
singular, Ex 22:25; in the plural, Ju 16:3, Pr 6:21, Jb 1:15. But Gn 26:15, 18, 33:13, Ex 
2:17, 1 S 6:10a are to be explained according to § 60 h. On heœmma® as feminine, see § 
32 n. On the use of the masculine in general as the prior gender, see § 122 g. 

10:21 PM  



 22 

Kent Brandenburg said... 
Lamblion, 
 
Thomas Ross reads the Hebrew and Greek for his devotions. He knows Hebrew and 
Greek. I can vouch for him. I can't actually vouch for you. I'm happy about your defense 
of the traditional text of Scripture. Your arguments will stand on their own, not on your 
insults toward other people's abilities. I would actually pit Thomas' knowledge of Hebrew 
and Greek against anybody. I'm that confident in them. And I'm sure he would give credit 

to the grace of God. . . .   
 

Thomas Ross said... 
Arguments of the sort that are found here: 
 
http://www.upper-register.com/papers/monogenes.html 
 
explain why monogenes means only-begotten. 
 
Scripture alone is given by inspiration of God--the Masoretic notes are valuable, but they 
were made by Christ-rejecting, unconverted, blinded Jews. They are not necessary for 
understanding the Word of God. Furthermore, as I demonstrated in my article on Psalm 
22, there is MSS evidence for "pierced" in Psalm 22:16/17. If Lamblion had read my 
previous comments on his assertions that there was no MSS support for this reading, he 
would have known this already. Lamblion is wrong because: 
 
1.) Jesus promised that all jots and tittles, Hebrew letters, would be preserved, Mt 5:18, 
so there is MSS evidence for "pierced." If the true reading were only in the Masoretic 
notes, the Lord Jesus' statement would have failed--impossible. 
 
2.) Scripture alone is authority, 2 Tim 3:16-17, not Scripture + notes by unregenerate 
Jews who were as blinded to the truth as modern liberal scholars are. 

4:37 PM  
 

Thomas Ross said... 
Here's a note I wrote a while back in my Trinitarian studies on monogenes. The Greek 
will be garbled, no doubt, unfortunately. 
 
“Traditionally, the doctrine of the eternal generation of the Son was supported by an 
appeal to the five Johannine texts in which Christ is identified as monogenes (Jn 1:14, 18; 
3:16, 18; I Jn 4:9). As early as Jerome’s Vulgate, this word was understood in the sense 
of ‘only begotten’ (unigenitus), and the tradition was continued by the Authorized 
Version. However . . . [many today] reject this understanding and believe, instead, that 
the idea behind the word is more along the lines of ‘only’ (RSV) or ‘one and only’ (NIV). 
One of the main arguments is that the -genes suffix is related to the verb ginomai rather 
than gennao, thus acquiring the meaning ‘category’ or ‘genus.’ 
Unfortunately, this argument requires a selective reading of the evidence. It ignores the 
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wealth of lexemes that have the -genes suffix. After searching Thesaurus Linguae 
Graecae . . . a comprehensive collection of all extant Greek literature up to the 6th 
century AD, [it is estimated] that there are approximately 120 such words in the Greek 
vocabulary. Of these, 30% are not listed in Liddell and Scott, but the lexicon’s glosses of 
55% contain such words as ‘born’ and ‘produced.’ For example, neogenes is glossed as 
"newly produced," and theogenes, "born of God." A mere 11% involve meanings related 
to ‘kind’ (e.g., homogenes means ‘of the same genus’), while the remainder of usages 
have miscellaneous meanings. The sheer preponderance of the evidence would indicate 
that monogenes in the Johannine literature could very well mean ‘only begotten.’” (Lee 
Irons, “The Eternal Generation of the Son,”). 
Furthermore, “even if genes comes from genos, the family relationship concept may be 
maintained. . . . meanings for genos [include] . . . ancestral stock, descendant . . . a 
relatively small group with common ancestry, family, relatives . . . a relatively large 
people group, nation, people . . . This family relationship concept can be seen, for 
example, in Revelation 22:16 where our Lord describes Himself as the “offspring of 
David.” The word translated “offspring” is genos” (“The translation ‘only-begotten’ 
referring to the Son of God,” in “What I Would Like To See in A Bible Version for Study 
Purposes,” Myron J. Houghton, Faith Pulpit, Ankeny, IA: Faith Theological Seminary, 
July/August 2006)—and could not one derive genna¿w itself from an earlier root from 
which also came ge÷noß? Those who contend that monogenh/ß simply means “unique” 
should consider the fact that century after century of Greek patristic writers, who thought, 
spoke, and wrote in Greek from their youth, unanimously affirmed, based on 
monogenh/ß, that the Son is “only-begotten” and eternally generated. How many of the 
modern opponents to eternal generation fluently speak—not to mention think—in Greek? 
Is their Greek really so much better than that of the delegates to the Council of Nicea and 
the other ancient Councils, so that they can correct the unanimous ancient affirmation of 
Trinitarian orthodoxy that the Son is eternally begotten? “[I]t must surprise the student to 
learn that Athanasius and a hundred Greek bishops, whose mother tongue was Greek, 
knew less Greek than we do, and in particular did not know that monogenes is derived 
from ginomai rather than from gennao. Even so, the two verbs are themselves derived 
from an earlier common stem. At any rate, the genes in monogenes derives immediately 
from genos. This word as a matter of fact suggests begetting and generation, as much as 
if it had been derived from gennao. Genos means first of all race, stock, kin. Genei uios 
means a natural as opposed to an adopted son. Genos also means direct as opposed to 
collateral descent” (pg. 120, The Trinity, Gordon Clark. 2nd ed. Jefferson, MR: Trinity 
Foundation, 1990). 

4:40 PM  
. . . 
 
Thomas Ross said... 
My article gives plenty of evidence that Hebrew MSS have the reading "pierced" in 
Psalm 22:16. I find it very unusual that I can give all that evidence and yet "not produce a 
single Hebrew manuscript." What am I supposed to do--go to a museum, steal one with 
the KJV reading, and send it to LambLion? Is there a grand conspiracy among lexica, 
commentators, textual apparata, etc. to say that Hebrew MSS have the KJV reading when 
they really don't? 
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Furthermore, I will happily believe Matthew 5:18 over anything else--if the Lord Jesus 
says jots and titles have been preserved, there is evidence for the true reading of Matthew 
5:18 in Hebrew. In fact, Matthew 5:18 is the ultimate evidence, more certain than 10,000 
MSS that are right before my eyes. LambLion may call believing Matthew 5:18 a "very 
cultic mindset," but I will not have to appear before LambLion on the day of judgment. I 
would far rather appear before the Son of God believing Matthew 5:18 than come before 
Him having rejected sola Scriptura by asserting that uninspired Masoretic notes are 
necessary to understand the 2/3+ of the Word of God that was inspired in Hebrew. 
 
I'm very probably done dealing with LambLion here; he said he was done, so that's good-
-even if he changes his mind and decides to throw a few more "very cultic mindset" " at 
me, I'm still almost surely done. 
 
As a postscriptum--LambLion affirms that I cannot speak or pronounce Greek or 
Hebrew, but in his comment that began: "This will be my last post here" he made at least 
eight grammatical errors in English. There is some definite irony in this. 

10:47 AM  
. . . 
Thomas Ross said... 
When I first took 2nd year Greek years ago, my edition of Wallace had the same page 
numbers as my electronic Accordance Bible software edition, which had the quotation 
above on the same page as my students had it in their new editions of Wallace. These 
sources all agree with my page number, not with the page LambLion says he is quoting 
from. This makes me wonder about the reference by Lamblion about his page number 
being correct, but if he affirms it is, there is no point talking about it any further, and if he 
wants to conclude that “[h]ad [I] known that there was more than just one edition and that 
the book exists in both printed and electronic format, [I] wouldn't have ignorantly 
asserted that the page number was incorrect,” he can do so, I suppose. I happily concede 
him the page number, and will let the reader judge if I am also ignorant that “the book 
exists in both printed and electronic format,” because of it. If my being “roundly refuted 
[on the page number of his edition of Wallace!] . . . is . . . proof of the vacuousness of 
[my] arguments” on everything else, I will let readers decide. 
By the way, the English word “inspire” is derived from “in” and spirare, which means 
“breathe,” just like the word pneuma includes “breath” in its semantic domain (Gen 6:17, 
1 Kings 17:17, Job 4:9, LXX, etc.; note the overwhelming other evidence listed in the 
standard lexica, none of which has been addressed by LambLion) in relation to 
Theopneustos. 
 
The reader of this series of comments should see if Lamblion has actually proven his 
positions, clearly explained what pneuma is derived from instead of pneo, carefully 
exegeted Matthew 5:18 and showed that Christ said that the Hebrew Words of the Bible 
might disappear from all Hebrew MSS, shown the conspiracy of lexica, commentators, 
etc. to fabricate MSS evidence for the KJV reading in Psalm 22:16; proven sola scriptura 
to be in error, etc., as well as proving that I “have a knack like the Pharisees of old,” am 
“very cultic,” etc.  
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I wonder if LambLion’s assertion that I “have not made a single correct statement in this 
exchange with regard to the meaning of Greek words” includes where we agree on the 
derivation of monogenes. Note also that when I stated “the Masoretic notes are valuable” 
LambLion was able to prove that I “disdain the Masora . . . just another example of you 
burying your head in the sand when the evidence doesn't appeal to you.” 
Another remarkable statement by LambLion is: “If you had even an inkling of 
understanding, you would know that the Hebrew text we possess and which the KJV is 
based on is composed FROM the vowel pointings and the data in the Masora.” Since the 
vowel points are not in the Masoretic notes, but in the text itself around the consonants, 
and the Masoretic notes themselves don’t have vowel points, it would appear that 
everyone who can even look at a Hebrew Bible and see the obvious does not have “even 
an inkling of understanding.” All historians also are in error (like all lexicographers), and 
without “even an inkling of understanding,” for they affirm that the Hebrew Words came 
first, and the Masora magna, etc. afterwards, but LambLion affirms that the Hebrew text 
is “composed from . . . the Masora.” Remember that this statement is true of me, as I do 
not have “even an inkling of understanding,” not of LambLion: “[O]n what authority 
does Ross hold to [his views?] . . . I will answer -- his authority is himself.” 
Hopefully the comments above will help readers see if my original assertion that 
LambLion’s material is too often unreliable is correct or incorrect. 
May the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of God, and the communion of the 
Holy Ghost, be with you all. 

10:34 PM  
 

Thomas Ross said... 
Anyone who wishes can check out: 
 
The Debate over the Inspiration of the Hebrew Vowel Points 
 
Evidences for the Inspiration of the Hebrew Vowel Points 
 
at http://sites.google.com/site/thross7 
 
on the vowel points--or read John Owen on them, for that matter. 

7:11 PM  
 

Thomas Ross said... 
By the way, an exhibit on Dead Sea Scrolls are currently at our local museum in 
Milwaukee, with (some of) the scrolls present. It was a blessing to see them and read 
from them. 

7:13 PM  
 

Claymore said... 
To be honest, I am greatly confused about this debate. It seems to be little more than a 
trading of personal attacks. Lamblion's statement that the Masora is required for studying 
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Hebrew is, however, nil. That is almost like saying that one cannot study Greek without 
knowing Diesman's work on the subject. Of course, my time in Hebrew was mostly spent 
learning how to translate and doing word-studies. My grand-teacher (that is, the man who 
taught those who taught me) was fluent in Hebrew and Greek (having read through the 
Scriptures in those languages at least once in a year and one time preaching in the Koine 
to a Greek church), but I don't know if he was as familiar with the Masora. To me, it 
seems such a statement places the writings of men before the Word of God. When we 
study the Bible, how much light It sheds on the commentaries. 
 
BTW: regarding the Dead Sea Scrolls, anything of the commentary should be disregarded 
as it was written by modernists. 

3:31 AM  
 

Thomas Ross said... 
Dear Claymore, 
 
I agree that most of the material above was not especially useful. It was certainly my 
desire to speak in a manner that befits the gospel of Christ--I simply felt that some of the 
clearly inaccurate assertions of LambLion needed to be responded to. My goal, whether 
or not I was entirely successful, was to avoid excesses and bizarre insults and deal with 
facts. 

7:44 PM  
 

Thomas Ross said... 
Here is something I read a few days ago from what is probably the standard Hebrew 
syntax book used in the USA that speaks exactly to the gender situation in Psalm 12:6-7. 
I have removed the Hebrew because it would become garbled. 
 
“16.4 Suffixed Personal Pronouns . . . The masculine pronoun is often used for a 
feminine antecedent . . .  
 
1. . . . “with ornaments jingling on their (masc. for [the feminine antecedent “daughters”]) 
ankles Isa 3:16 
 
2. . . . “And as for all the wells (fem.)…the Philistines stopped them (masc.) up and filled 
them (masc.) with earth. Gen 26:15 
 
(pg. 302, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, Bruce K. Waltke and M. 
O’Connor.) 
 
Perhaps those arguing against the antecedent “words” in Psalm 12:6-7 should study 
Hebrew somewhat more carefully. 

10:27 PM  
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KJB1611 said... 
The papers on the Hebrew vowels are now more easily accessible at: 
 
http://faithsaves.net/Bibliology/ 
 
than on the site mentioned above. 

3:35 AM  
http://kentbrandenburg.blogspot.com/2014/11/psalm-1267-and-gender-discordance-
anti.html 

WHAT IS TRUTH 
OPINION BASED UPON THE BIBLE 

Friday, November 07, 2014 
Psalm 12:6–7 and Gender Discordance: the anti-KJV and anti-preservation 

argument debunked (again) 
Psalm 12:6–7 states: 
 
The words of the LORD are pure words: as silver tried in a furnace of earth, purified 
seven times. Thou shalt keep them, O LORD, thou shalt preserve them from this 
generation for ever. 
 
Opponents of the perfect preservation of Scripture often claim that Psalm 12:6–7 cannot 
refer to the preservation of the words of God because the two pronouns "them" in verse 
seven are masculine in Hebrew, while in verse six "words" is feminine. Therefore, 
opponents of preservation argue that verse seven is not about the preservation of words, 
but refers to the persons mentioned in verse five. 
 
However, such an argument does not take into account the facts of Hebrew grammar and 
syntax. In the words of the standard reference work A Grammar of Biblical Hebrew, 
Jouon & Muraoka, page 516: 
 
 

The suffixed pronoun quite often takes the masculine instead of the feminine, 
especially in the 2nd pers. plural and (mainly) in the 3rd pers. plural. . . . 
 
Examples include nominal suffixes (with noun and preposition): Gn 31.9 MRkyIbSa but 
vss. 5, 6 NRkyIbSa; Ru 1.9a MRkDl, but 9b NRhDl; 1.8 MRkD;mIo; Ex 2.17 MÎnOax, but 16 NRhyIbSa; even in 
a single verse (Nu 27.7), Nhl Nhyba .. Mhyba .. Mhl; likewise when talking about 
animals Gn 32.16 MRhy´n◊;b; 1Sm 6.7 MRhyElSo; or about things Gn 41.23 MRhyérSjAa. Examples 
of the sg.: Ex 11.6 htyhn al …whOmD;k rCa hDlOd◊g hDqDo◊x .. a great cry .. the like of which has 
never been; Jdg 11.34 …wZ…nR;mIm wøl Nya .. h∂dyIj◊y ayh she was an only child .. he had none 
except for her. 
 
Verbal suffixes: the suffix of the 2nd pers. fem. pl. is wanting in all the verbal 
forms; and the suffix of the 3rd pers. fem. pl. is wanting in most (cf. Paradigm 3): 
Jdg 16.3 MEoD;sˆ¥yÅw (referring to the doors twøtDl√;d); Pr 6.21 Mér◊vDq; 1Sm 6.10 M…wr◊sAaÅ¥yÅw. 
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Note that the Hebrew reference grammar indicates that the third person feminine plural 
suffix is not even found in most verbal forms – yet this is the form that opponents of 
preservation allege must be present if Psalm 12:7 is to refer to the preservation of the 
words of verse six. 
 
The statements of the grammar are confirmed by the evidence. In fact, a comprehensive 
search of the Old Testament reveals that the type of verb found in Psalm 12:7 for “keep” 
and “preserve”—a qal imperfect second masculine singular—never, I repeat, never even 
once has a third person feminine plural suffix in the entire Old Testament. By way of 
contrast, qal imperfect second masculine singular verbs have third person masculine 
plural suffixes in numerous passages, such as, in the Psalter, Psa 2:9; 12:8; 21:10, 13; 
31:21; 45:17; 59:12; 83:16; 144:6. For that matter, there are only 19 examples in the 
entire Old Testament of third person feminine plural suffixes on verbs of any kind (Gen 
30:38; Ex 2:17; 2 Sam 20:3; 2 Kings 19:26; Is 34:16; 37:27; 48:7; Jer 8:7; Ezek 1:9, 12, 
17; 42:12; Hab 2:17; Zech 11:5; Job 39:2; Ruth 1:19), while there are 1,403 masculine 
plural suffixes. Note that not even a single solitary third person feminine plural suffix is 
found in the entire book of Psalms. 
 
It is very clear that the argument that Psalm 12:7 cannot refer to the words of God 
because of gender discordance, as argued by many opponents of perfect preservation, is 
an exceedingly poor argument which should be abandoned once and for all. Those who 
reproduce it evidence either a lack of solid understanding of the Hebrew language or a 
lack of careful study. 
 
Note the article here for more on Psalm 12:6-7 and preservation. 
 
 
TDR 
Posted by Kent Brandenburg at 12:30 AM   
4 comments: 

 
KJB1611 said... 
I will be interested to see if those who deny perfect preservation will admit the facts in 
this article and stop employing the gender discordance argument or if they will ignore the 
facts and continue to employ the arguments to support their preconceived position. 

12:17 PM  
 

Don Johnson said... 
You know, it is kind of inflammatory to call those who disagree with your interpretation 
as "opponents of preservation" and "those who deny perfect preservation". 
 
That is simply not the case at all. Folks who hold a variety of positions on preservation 
disagree with the interpretation that Ps 12.6-7 refers to preservation of the Scriptures. 
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One wonders why you resort to inflammatory rhetoric in making your case. 
 
Maranatha! 
Don Johnson 
Jer 33.3 

9:59 PM  
Kent Brandenburg said... 
Don, 
 
This is Thomas's article above, but could you send me to a biblical theology of 
preservation or a systematic theology that teaches preservation, written by eclectic text 
supporters? 
 
Can you also point me to where those who buttress their position on Psalm 12:6-7 upon 
Hebrew gender accord have recanted of this faulty argument?  
 
Lastly, do you believe that 1 Samuel 13:1 has a manuscript with the authentic or original 
text, that is, is every word of 1 Samuel 13:1 preserved for us today? 
 
I see the logic here as (1) This is the one view of preservation taught by scripture and 
history, (2) We believe it, (3) There can't be two correct or right positions, and (4) The 
other position does oppose the scriptural and historic position. You can't accept both. No 
doubt, people oppose our position. I'm fine with saying opponents of our position. Do 
you think calling it not "sane" is inflammatory? That's the language of Mike Harding. 

8:31 AM  
 

KJB1611 said... 
Dear Don, 
 
Thanks for the comment. I don't want to be unnecessarily inflammatory. I don't see my 
comment as that way, but it can't hurt to think about it. It is opponents of verbal, plenary 
preservation whom I have seen using the gender discord argument, and I don't believe 
that describing them as "opponents of preservation" is more inaccurate than calling those 
who believe in some non-biblical theory of inspiration are "opponents of inspiration." 
 
If someone argues, with at least what appear to be decent exegetical reasons, that Psalm 
12:7 is not a promise of the preservation of the words of God based on context, etc., 
while I would disagree with his position because I think the context, as well as the fact 
that "words" is the nearest antecedent, show that Psalm 12:7 is a promise of verbal 
preservation, perhaps such a position could at least be respected. I don't think that the 
gender discord argument is worthy of respect, however. It is simply an exegetical fallacy 
that ignores the fact that the entire Psalter doesn't have a single 3rd plural feminine suffix. 
 
Thanks for the comment. 
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4:55 AM  
https://jackhammer.wordpress.com/2010/05/17/isaiah-5921-and-the-perfect-preservation-
of-scripture/ 

Isaiah 59:21 and the Perfect Preservation of Scripture 
May 17, 2010Kent BrandenburgLeave a commentGo to comments 
The book I edited and in which I wrote, Thou Shalt Keep Them, provided exegesis of key 
preservation passages in the Bible in their context.  There were several passages that we 
did not deal with that will be part of a second volume when it comes out.  One of these is 
Isaiah 59:21.  Recently, I merely mentioned Isaiah 59:21 as a part of the introduction to a 
post at my blog on the LXX issue.  A young man named Adam, attending Trinity 
Evangelical Divinity School, decided to attack this particular article.  He dealt with it as 
though this really was the major work that I had done as an examination of passages 
which teach the perfect preservation of Scripture.  I only quoted Isaiah 59:21, no more.  I 
provided no commentary, but this is what he wrote concerning that: 
Now, one has to really shake their head at the gross misuse of scripture here. Take, for 
example, the quotation from Isaiah 59. The context is Israel’s transgression before the 
Lord [vrs.12-13], and the resultant mistreatment of them by their enemies [vrs.14-17]. 
However, the text says that God will repay them for their deeds, and will bring them a 
redeemer, so that all will fear the Lord [vrs.18-20]. It is in that context that you find the 
statement about the covenant being with them in verse 21. Hence, the words here are the 
*promises* of God to his people, not individual words of the text itself. It is parallel to 
the usage of Numbers 30:3: 
Numbers 30:2 “If a man makes a vow to the LORD, or takes an oath to bind himself with 
a binding obligation, he shall not violate his word; he shall do according to all that 
proceeds out of his mouth. 
Now, are we really to suggest that his vow was just one word? No, of course not. Yet, 
this is the very same context of covenants and promises of vengance etc. that we find 
Isaiah 59:21! All I can say is that this is a gross misuse of Isaiah 59:21. 
He says that I grossly misuse scripture by relying on Isaiah 59:21 as a verse on the 
preservation of scripture.  I’ve preached through the whole book of Isaiah, verse by verse 
and word by word through the Hebrew text.  It took me about three or four years. 
He talks about the context of Isaiah 59:21, but he really does not go back far enough to 
understand what Isaiah 59 is about.  He needs to see the entire chapter if he wants to 
properly understand the context.   A proper reading of Isaiah 59 will show that v. 21 
really does teach the perfect preservation of Scripture to every generation of believer. 
Context of Isaiah 59:21 
Isaiah 59 allows us to see the world like God sees it, and in this chapter he depicts 
salvation for Israel and for all mankind.  For our own well-being, we must give heed to 
this portrayal by God of His salvation.  Chapter 59 begins like chapter 58 with a concern 
expressed as to why God is not answering prayers and why Israelites do not seem to 
sense His presence.  They were not experiencing God’ s promises for one reason:  their 
sin.  Sin was the barrier between them and God, and this is the theme of Isaiah 59:1-
8.  As the people recognize the cause for their difficulties, they respond to God first by 
crying out to Him (vv. 9-11) and then confessing (vv. 12-15). 
Isaiah 59:15-21 ends not only this chapter but an entire section that began in 56:1.  God is 
pictured as a Mighty Warrior that defeats Israel’s enemies.  But who are her 
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enemies?  The enemy isn’t the Canaanites, but her inability to live the life of God.  God 
wants righteousness and He will come to deliver them from sin, and in so doing, Israel 
can become what God intended her to be.  God will come to defeat sin in spiritual 
warfare.  Ephesians 6:13-17 hearkens back to this text in Isaiah.  God’s victory over sin 
has worldwide implications—from the east to the west God will be glorified.  His 
ultimate purpose for attacking sin was so that He might be a Redeemer (59:20). 
The Teaching of Isaiah 59:21 
In the final verse of Isaiah 59, v. 21, God pronounces a covenant with those He redeems, 
those whom He saves from sin.  And here it is: 
As for me, this is my covenant with them, saith the LORD; My spirit that is upon thee, 
and my words which I have put in thy mouth, shall not depart out of thy mouth, nor out 
of the mouth of thy seed, nor out of the mouth of thy seed’s seed, saith the LORD, from 
henceforth and for ever. 
The “them” are the ones that God’s hand is not to short that He cannot save (cf. 
59:1).  He guarantees those who turn from their transgressions several things. 
First, God’s Spirit will not depart from them. 
Second, God’s Words, which He has put in their mouth, will not depart out of their 
mouth.  God makes a promise that these whom He has redeemed will always have His 
Words accessible to them.  God will always provide for them what they need to know 
Him, believe in Him, and live for Him.  Adam offers the typical, faithless treatment of 
“words.”  He says, “These are not the individual words.”  Instead, they are merely the 
“promises.”  Where does he get that?  Ironically, not in the words of Isaiah 59:21.  He 
reads “promises” into the verse, that isn’t there, and it seems so that he might keep alive 
the uncertainty of the text that will permit his continued textual criticism. 
Third, God’s Words will not depart from the mouth of those believers’ seed and their 
seed’s seed from that point unto forever.  We’re still living under this promise to 
believers. 
God promises perfect preservation and availability of His Words to every generation of 
believer. 
Regarding Isaiah 59:21, consider others who write about this verse.  John Owen called 
Isaiah 59:21 “the great charter of the church’s preservation of truth.” Edward Young in 
his classic commentary on Isaiah writes (p. 442): “The gift of the Spirit (cf. John 16:13), 
who will instruct the Church in all truth and in the comforting, saving words that God has 
given her, will abide with her seed forever. The Lord is declaring that His eternal truth, 
revealed to man in words, is the peculiar possession of His people.”  John Owen and 
Edward Young both see this verse the same way that I do.  Adam would have to chide 
them as well for their “gross misuse” of scripture—pretty cheeky for someone in his 
M.A. program in divinity school. 
Conclusion 
I am amazed at the extent to which men will pursue a goal of attacking the doctrine of the 
perfect preservation of Scripture.   Why not accept the plain reading of the text?  God’s 
Word sustains authority and God offers His people certainty.  We should cherish these 
wonderful gifts of God’s grace.  Every generation of God’s redeemed really do have 
every one of His Words by which to live. 

1.  
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Buddy Woolbright 
May 17, 2010 at 2:33 pm 
Reply 
Adam not only needs to study scripture more diligently but also needs to study English 
grammar. His first sentence has “one” shaking “their” head. Sounds more like the writing 
of a 7th grader that a seminary grad student. bw 2 Timoteo 1:9 

  
Joe 
May 19, 2010 at 11:29 am 
Reply 
Kent, 
The attitude of Adam and many of those that support the modernistic movement away 
from the TR / KJB is summed up very nicely if you observe the degeneration of articles 
currently over at the kjvodebate site (Bob, JasonS, etc.). 
A whole article, complete with Duffer comments, concerns what an overly zealous and 
lacking knowledge KJB supporter commented linking Jack the Ripper with punishment 
for Westcott and Hort. The very idea that they make his comment the major subject of a 
whole article proves that instead of attempting to determine truth, their real motivation 
for their website is to attempt to embarrass those that cling to the TR / KJB Bible. 
I think Adam, here, also falls into this category. I really do not think he is interested in 
learning anything that disagrees with his perspective. I also think they all just like to 
argue for argument’s sake. 
But this is just my two cents worth. 

2.  

Kent Brandenburg 
May 19, 2010 at 12:40 pm 
Reply 
Bingo, Joe. You are hitting this one bullseye. You are right on. 
  
Lamblion 
May 20, 2010 at 5:29 pm 
Reply 
The fact that anyone would argue against preservation in the first place tells you all you 
need to know, not only about their mindset, but more importantly about their spiritual 
state. Further, the argument that God merely preserved his message but not the words is 
so feeble-minded an argument, made by a sloppy and incompetent thinker, that it requires 
no response. 
  
Lamblion 
May 20, 2010 at 5:38 pm 
Reply 
By the way, using Adam’s logic (or illogic), the Apostle Matthew grossly misused 
Scripture when he assigned Hosea 11:1 to Jesus Christ in Matthew 2:15. 



 33 

If you look at the context, which is to say, the verse immediately preceeding Hosea 11:1, 
and the verse immediately following, they are both dealing with the sin and wickedness 
of Israel, which could NEVER be applied to the Lord Jesus. 
The fact that Matthew still assigned the middle verse – “Out of Egypt have I called my 
Son” to Jesus is a demonstration of the Holy Spirit interpreting his own words, just as he 
has done through genuinely born again Christians down through the centuries. A myriad 
of examples could be offered, from Bunyan to Baxter to Whitefield, ad infinitum. 
 

3.  

PS Ferguson 
May 21, 2010 at 4:51 am 
Reply 
Interesting story in a commentary by James Montgomery Boice on Joshua: 
One of the giants of biblical scholarship a generation ago was a man by the name of 
Robert Dick Wilson. He taught at Princeton Seminary in the days when they believed the 
Bible there. One of Wilson’s students was a young man by the name of Donald Grey 
Barnhouse who, several years after graduating, was invited back to preach in seminary 
chapel. When Barnhouse arrived, he noticed that Wilson had taken a place near the front 
to hear him. When the service was over, his old Hebrew professor came up to Barnhouse 
and said, “I am glad I came to hear you today, and I am especially glad that you are a big-
godder. When my boys come back, I always come to see if they are biggodders or little 
godders, and then I know what their ministry will be like.” 
Barnhouse asked him to explain what he meant. He said, “Well, some men have a little 
god, and they are always in trouble with him. He can’t do any miracles. He can’t take 
care of the inspiration of the Scriptures and their preservation and transmission to us. 
They have a little god, and I call them little-godders. Then there are those who have a 
great God. He speaks, and it is done. He commands, and it stands fast. He knows how to 
show himself strong on behalf of those who fear Him. You have a great God, and He will 
bless your ministry.” 
Seems they all believe in perfect preservation intuitively and slips out at unguarded 
moments! 

  
Lamblion 
May 21, 2010 at 8:37 am 
Reply 
That’s a great anecdote on R. D. Wilson, P S Ferguson, and one I had not heard before. 
I have written a brief paper on Wilson and the plenary, verbal inspiration of Scripture, 
which can be found here — 
http://lamblion.net/Articles/ScottJones/veracity_of_the_old_testament.htm 

4.  

PS Ferguson 
May 21, 2010 at 10:01 am 
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Reply 
Scottish Free Church Professor, George Smeaton (1814-1889) was said to have “the best 
constituted theological intellect in Christendom.” He was a master of the original 
languages. Sinclair Ferguson writes: “Smeaton was an outstanding scholar with a brilliant 
mind and a deep love for Christ.” John Keddie says, “Not only had he the ordinary 
acquirements of a teacher of exegesis, exact scholarship and acquaintance with modern 
criticism, but he had a quite exceptional theological learning” (according to Marcus 
Dods, strangely enough); “I do not know if any man is left among us who is so much at 
home as he was in the patristic and mediaeval writers.” 
Keddie writes: 
“There is very little to indicate what interest George Smeaton took in matters of textual 
criticism. But he lived in the era of the Revised Version translation and the theories of B. 
F. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort which every bit as much as the higher critical theories 
constituted a sharp departure from the previously held consensus in the Reformed 
churches in these areas. It is perhaps of interest that Smeaton, such a recognized Greek 
scholar, took no part in the committee brought together to produce a Revised 
Version…Though only suggestive of his attitude, it is perhaps significant that in a 
comment on Luke 1:35 in his work on the Holy Spirit, he challenges the Revised Version 
translation. In the same work, with a reference to Luke 2:40, Smeaton follows the textus 
receptus reading behind the Authorized Version translation: ‘And the child grew, and 
waxed strong in spirit, filled with wisdom.’ In a footnote (in both editions of his work) he 
says: ‘This reading has a predominance of authority in its favour’.…….Smeaton in one 
place also quoted with approval Dean John William Burgon’s support of the genuineness 
of the phrase “the Son of man which is in heaven” from John 3:13. Smeaton notably does 
not use the Revised Version in the 1889 edition of his work on the Holy Spirit. It appears 
he took a conservative line on matters of textual criticism, as he most certainly did on the 
question of the higher criticism and the inspiration and authority of the Scriptures.” 
Cited in John Keddie, George Smeaton (Darlington: Evangelical Press, 2007) 135-136. 
So much for the anti-intellectual charge against the TR defenders by the anti-TR cabal of 
modern fundamentalism. Interesting that Keddie states that the Critical Text position was 
“a sharp departure from the previously held consensus in the Reformed churches in these 
areas.” Seems it is not the TR people that have a problem finding their position in 
history! 
 
https://jackhammer.wordpress.com/2010/05/20/revelation-2218-19-and-the-perfect-
preservation-of-scripture/ 
 

Revelation 22:18-19 and the Perfect Preservation of Scripture 
May 20, 2010Kent Brandenburg Leave a comment Go to comments 
God promised a wonderful blessing to those who would read or hear the last book of the 
Bible, the Revelation of Jesus Christ (Revelation 1:3): 
Blessed is he that readeth, and they that hear the words of this prophecy, and keep those 
things which are written therein: for the time is at hand. 
This verse has several interesting features.  It is the first of seven blessings in 
Revelation.  No accident there—Revelation completes God’s special revelation to 
mankind.  The blessing is for people engaged in three activities.  They are three present 
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participles, continuous action—“readeth,” “hear,” and “keep.”  Those describe what you 
would do in a church service—Scripture is read, then preached, and finally 
practiced.  What is read, heard, and then practiced?  “Words . . . which are written 
therein.”  Those who try to turn “words” into concepts, ideas, teachings, or just oral 
speaking will have a hard time doing that here.  There is an assumption here right away 
that we will have the words necessary for reading and hearing, the ones “which are 
written therein.”  You don’t read oral teachings—you read only written words that are in 
either a scroll or book. 
We vault forward to the last chapter of Revelation.  The Greek term translated “words” in 
Revelation 1:3 is logos.  In Revelation 22 that term is used repeatedly and it is either 
translated “sayings” or “words.”  You find it in vv. 6-7: 
And he said unto me, These sayings [logos] are faithful and true: and the Lord God of the 
holy prophets sent his angel to shew unto his servants the things which must shortly be 
done.  Behold, I come quickly: blessed is he that keepeth the sayings [logos] of the 
prophecy of this book. 
You find it in vv. 9-10: 
Then saith he unto me, See thou do it not: for I am thy fellowservant, and of thy brethren 
the prophets, and of them which keep the sayings [logos]  of this book: worship 
God.  And he saith unto me, Seal not the sayings [logos] of the prophecy of this book: for 
the time is at hand. 
You find it in vv. 18-19: 
For I testify unto every man that heareth the words [logos] of the prophecy of this book, 
If any man shall add unto these things, God shall add unto him the plagues that are 
written in this book:  And if any man shall take away from the words [logos] of the book 
of this prophecy, God shall take away his part out of the book of life, and out of the holy 
city, and from the things which are written in this book. 
So the “words” of 1:3 are the “sayings” of 22:6-7 and 22:9-10 and the “words” of 22:18-
19.  They are words in a book, written Words.  So here we shouldn’t be getting the 
common anti-preservation-of-scripture criticism of “these words could be talking about 
all the words that God ever spoke that aren’t even recorded in scripture—do we even 
know what those words are?”  These have to be the very words that were written down in 
the original manuscripts.  And “that are written” in 22:18 translates a perfect participle, 
so we see the words to be written at a point in the past with the results ongoing.  That 
alone speaks of the preservation of the words. 
The Warning 
In Revelation 22:18-19 God through the Apostle John gives us a warning.  The first part 
of the warning is in v. 18 and it is about adding words, that is, including extra written 
words in the book.  If someone, upon those words being written in the original 
manuscripts, shall add to those words, God shall add unto him the plagues written in this 
book.  The words are written in the book.  And there is a play on words here 
obviously.  If someone were to add words to the book, he would have added to him the 
plagues in the book, that is, this person must be an unbeliever.  You will notice in the 
book of Revelation that the plagues come upon unbelievers. 
The second part of the warning is in v. 19 and it is about taking away words of the 
book.  If someone were to take away words from the book—another play on words—God 
would take away his part out of the book of life and out of the holy city.  It doesn’t say 
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that God would take someone’s already recorded name out of a book, but his 
part.  Someone can’t have his name removed from the actual book anymore than he can 
have his person removed out of the holy city.   His “part” is what he would have had in 
the book of life if he had not been a person who would tamper with scripture.  Anyone 
who is saved wouldn’t show the Bible this kind of disrespect.  Parallel with the adding, 
this part of the warning about taking away judges the person to be an unbeliever. 
These warnings are commands against any alteration of the words of this book.  Not one 
word should be changed.  “Add” and “take away” speak of additions and deletions.  What 
is written in Revelation would have been and continues to be very unpopular.  Some of 
the audience of those letters to the churches would receive it with anger.   So  a strong 
warning is given.  Doctrine can rise and fall on one word, even one letter.  God doesn’t 
want any changes to the words written in the book. 
An ironic point for v. 19 is that there are differences in the very verse itself between the 
critical text (CT) and the textus receptus (TR)  “Shall take away” is present tense 
(aphaire) in the TR and aorist tense (aphele) in the CT.  The former denotes continuous 
action and the latter speaks of point action.  The former indicates a habitual or 
characteristic activity and the latter a one time act.  The TR warns against a lifestyle of 
taking away from the words of the book and the CT warns against taking away from the 
words of the book even one time.  The meaning of the verse changes with this change in 
the tense of the verb. 
Is the warning against altering the words of only the book of Revelation or of any 
Scripture period?  This is the only such warning in the New Testament.  No other New 
Testament book ends with this warning.  It ends Revelation in major part because 
Revelation is the last book of the Bible.  No words should be added or taken away from 
scripture.  The canon of Scripture closes with Revelation.  This is the last of God’s 
special revelation. 
Instruction about Preservation 
The teaching of Revelation 22:18-19 doesn’t seem to be that difficult.  What those two 
verses say looks to be very straightforward.   They start to get muddled when someone 
doesn’t like what they say or if what they say clashes with a doctrine that a person 
already holds.  Revelation 22:18-19 teaches that every Word of God is important to 
Him.  He does not want one Word added or taken away from the Words written in the 
Bible.  It is very serious if someone adds or takes away even one Word from the 
Book.  The Words matter, not just the message. 
These two verses say nothing about taking away from the teaching of the book.  They 
talk about adding or taking away from the Words.  This isn’t a warning about trying to 
change the doctrine of the book.  That would be bad, to twist what the book 
means.  However, it very clearly forbids the adding or taking away from the Words.  To 
not get that, you have to read something into the verse that isn’t there.  If you do change 
the Words, you are changing the teaching, but altering of the Words is what 22:18-19 talk 
about. 
Revelation 22:18-19 assumes a settled text.  You can’t take away or add to a body of 
words that is unsure.   If you aren’t sure what a book is to begin with, you can’t know if 
you made any changes that did surely add or take away from the Words.  You can’t 
disobey a prohibition against adding or taking away words when those words are 
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uncertain to begin with.  So the warning itself here in 22:18-19 establishes a settled text 
of Scripture. 
I have found that people, who don’t know what God’s Words are, have to come up with 
some different meaning to Revelation 22:18-19 other than adding and taking away 
Words.  They know what that meaning does to the uncertainty of the text found in 
eclecticism.  So they make “words” to mean “teaching” in the face of a plain reading of 
the two verses.   If that doesn’t work, then they say that it’s only adding or taking away 
from the book of Revelation, not the whole Bible.  But even that latter position still 
leaves them with all their textual variants in Revelation itself, including in v. 19.  There 
really isn’t a way to understand Revelation 22:18-19 without the perfect preservation of 
Scripture. 

1.  
Lamblion 

May 20, 2010 at 5:50 pm 
Reply 
Revelation is no more Scripture than is Genesis or Matthew. What’s good for the goose is 
good for the gander. 
In other words if you can’t add or take away from Revelation because it is pure Scripture, 
then the same measuring stick automatically applies to all the books of our Protestant 
Bible. And 2 Timothy 3:16 only confirms the statement in Revelation — 
“ALL SCRIPTURE is inspired by God…” 

2.  

Thomas D Ross 
May 21, 2010 at 12:40 am 
Reply 
Amen–well put, Pastor Brandenburg! 
Even those who change “words” to “teaching” in this passage still don’t claim to have 
certainty about the teaching of every passage of the book–teachings in the book of 
Revelation change with the additions and subtractions between the preserved Textus 
Receptus and variations from it (such as changing the number of the beast from 666 to 
616–cf. the margin of the NRSV, NASV, etc.). 
Furthermore, Revelation 22:18-19 is a problem for the so-called “Majority Text” position 
of Robinson, Hodges, and others. There are many places in Revelation where there is no 
reading that has 50% or more support in Greek MSS–the textual tradition of the book is 
split in three major groups. The TR typically follows the largest of the three groups, but 
sometimes the other two groups agree against it, and then the “Majority Text” disagrees 
with the TR. One can only have certainty about the text of Revelation–and certainty is 
required by Revelation 22:18-19–if he rejects the critical Greek text and the so-called 
“Majority Text” and receives the perfectly preserved words of the Textus Receptus that 
underlies the Authorized Version. (This is apart from the fact that it is inconceivable, in 
light of Biblical preservation promises, that the true Word would not be extant in print 
until 1881 (critical text) or, worse, until the 1990s, as with the so-called “Majority Text.”) 
True Baptist churches have never agreed upon any set of Words other than those in the 
TR underneath the KJV as perfect–and if those Words are not the perfectly preserved 
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Words, everyone who ever reads, preaches, or translates the book of Revelation–not to 
mention the rest of the Bible–cannot avoid the curse of 22:18-19, and the blessing of 
Revelation 1:3 cannot be attained. 
By the way, the anti-eternal security argument made based on Revelation 22:18-19 is 
(well) answered here by Pastor Brandenburg, and the question of the book of life and 
eternal security, including a detailed analysis of Revelation 22:18-19, is examined in my 
work “The Book of Life and Eternal Security” in the Soteriology section of my website 
(http://sites.google.com/site/thross7). 
Note also that patristic writers made statements echoing Revelation 22:18-19 about their 
own uninspired writings, indicating, a fortiori, a concern for accurate copying of the text 
of Scripture, and also providing indirect ancient support for the (obvious) view that 
Revelation 22:18-19 means exactly what it says, and condemns adding or taking away 
any actual words from its text. For example, Rufinus, in his prologue to his translation of 
Origin, states: 
And, verily, in the presence of God the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, I 
adjure and beseech every one, who may either transcribe or read these books, by his 
belief in the kingdom to come, by the mystery of the resurrection from the dead, and by 
that everlasting fire prepared for the devil and his angels, that, as he would not possess 
for an eternal inheritance that place where there is weeping and gnashing of teeth, and 
where their fire is not quenched and their 
worm dieth not, he add nothing to Scripture, and take nothing away from it, and make no 
insertion or alteration, but that he compare his transcript with the copies from which he 
made it, and make the emendations and distinctions according to the letter, and not have 
his manuscript incorrect or indistinct, lest the difficulty of ascertaining the sense, from 
the indistinctness of the copy, should cause greater difficulties to the readers. (see “The 
Longevity of the New Testament Autographs,”http://sites.google.com/site/thross7, for 
sources and more information). 
I am so thankful that when I read my Textus Receptus, and read my King James Bible, 
accurately translated from it, I can get the blessing of Revelation 1:3, rather than the 
curse of 22:18-19. Hallelujah! 

  
Anvil 
May 21, 2010 at 9:04 am 
Reply 
Wow, Thomas. That last comment sounds an awful lot like “God, I thank thee, that I am 
not as other men are, extortioners, unjust, adulterers, or even as this publican.” 

  
Jeff Voegtlin 
May 21, 2010 at 9:31 am 
Reply 
It seems to me that men would at least agree that the book of Revelation, if inspired, must 
be perfectly, providentially preserved because of these verses. Then, it follows that any 
other books that are inspired would get the same providential “treatment.” 
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In my opinion, those that have “difficulty” with the perfect, providential preservation of 
Revelation reveal a non-objective philosophical bias against this position. They’re not as 
concerned about what the Scriptures say as they want us to think. 

  
Kent Brandenburg 
May 21, 2010 at 10:07 am 
Reply 
Good comments. Interesting points Thomas. Anvil, I didn’t hear what you heard in 
Thomas’ comment. What was it that hit you that way. I would want to warn him against 
sounding like a Pharisee, but I didn’t hear it all. Jeff, I agree. And I hear what you’re 
saying, really hear it, as in, as it relates to someone who right now is supposedly doing an 
investigative series on that at SI. 

  
Jeff Voegtlin 
May 21, 2010 at 10:23 am 
Reply 
I don’t follow SI anymore, but you must be talking about the series you’ve been 
interacting with on your own blog. 

  
Anvil 
May 21, 2010 at 11:59 am 
Reply 
I guess I wasn’t very clear. I was referring to just the last paragraph, not Thomas’ entire 
comment. 
Obviously, on this issue my position is more like Don Johnson’s, but I don’t mind 
reading and considering strong comments from your side. That last little bit sounded a 

little self-serving to me, though.  
Art Dunham 
May 21, 2010 at 3:31 pm 
Reply 
Brother Kent, 
Amen & Amen! 
Brother Thomas, 
Also amen! 
Brother Anvil, 
I saw nothing arrogant or self-righteous about what Thomas said. It is not arrogant to be 
thankful for knowing the truth. The problem with those on the “other side” of this 
argument is they really don’t know. 

  
Donald Heinz 
May 21, 2010 at 10:25 pm 
Reply 
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Lamblion, 
I assume by Protestant Bible you mean Bibles translated in the Reformation, because 
Protestants generally use the modern perversions today. 

  
Thomas D Ross 
May 21, 2010 at 11:16 pm 
Reply 
Dear Anvil, 
My rejoicing that God has graciously kept His promises to preserve His Words, and my 
rejoicing that I can receive the blessing of Revelation 1:3 instead of the curse of 22:18-19 
because of the faithfulness of my all-powerful, ever-faithful Triune God, is not at all like 
the pride of the unregenerate, self-righteous, self-dependent, unbelieving Pharisee of 
Luke 18. In fact, failing to rejoice that the Lord has kept His promises about preservation 
is sin—rejoicing that He did so is not. 
I cannot see inside of anyone’s heart, of course, so I am not going to presume to assign 
you, personally, a motive in your comment. I will say, however, in general, that those 
who reject the perfectly preserved Word and defend a position of uncertainty are going to 
have a lot of trouble rejoicing over Revelation 1:3 and 22:18-19. Rather, I have noticed 
that they regularly try to explain the verses away. Acting in this manner will not do them 
any good, though, when they stand before the holy Author of those verses, the Lord Jesus 
Christ, and give an account for their actions. They will then have even less cause for 
rejoicing over Revelation 1:3; 22:18-19 than they have now—so they should repent, and 
receive, in the manner of John 17:8, what God has perfectly preserved. 
So I say, again, Hallelujah!—for as God works in me to will and do of His good pleasure 
(Philip 2:13)—since all goodness in the believer comes from God and His grace, not 
from his own self (1 Cor 15:10)—I can receive with the faith of a little child (cf. Matthew 
18:3), rejoice in, love with all my heart, tremble in awe before, meditate, memorize, 
obey, preach, and teach the holy Words of the book of Revelation and the rest of 
Scripture, knowing my God has faithfully kept His promises and preserved them for me 
through His church in the Textus Receptus. How much better it is to rejoice so than to 
idolatrously stand in judgment over the Words of God and employ unbelieving principles 
to decide which of them to keep and which to throw out! 

  
Donald Heinz 
May 22, 2010 at 10:23 am 
Reply 
Thomas, 
I’m sure you know this, but it is always easier to attack the messenger’s motives than to 
honestly evaluate the point. It’s a cheap way to win an argument, but sometimes with the 
wrong people effective. I don’t think there are too many of those who read this blog 

regularly.  
Joe 
May 22, 2010 at 10:25 am 
Reply 
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Mr. Ross, 
Amen! Amen! Amen! Now you’ve got me rejoicing! 
Joe V. 

  
Anvil 
May 22, 2010 at 5:54 pm 
Reply 
Mr. Heinz, 
I’ve been reading this blog since close to the day it was opened, and I have been 
evaluating and considering this issue for longer than that. I came to the conclusion that I 
wasn’t “perfect preservation in the TR” just as honestly as you came to the opposite point 
of view. I’ve been reading both Pastor Brandenburg’s and Thomas’ posts, articles, etc., 
for a long time. I have Pastor Brandenburg’s book which I have thoroughly read, as well 
as number of others. At some point, I think both sides just have to understand we aren’t 
going to convince the other, so long arguments are mostly a waste of time in that case. 
The positions are well staked-out. I still read the other side, though, just to be sure I’m 
not missing anything important. Thomas’ last paragraph just struck me wrong. 
Thomas, 
I probably shouldn’t have posted that comment. I understand the point about rejoicing in 
the Lord, as we are commanded to do so. I still think there is a difference between 
rejoicing and telling others we are rejoicing that “we are not getting the curse.” I believe 
it’s quite reasonable for someone to be thankful that God has watched over them so that 
they are not murderers, adulterers, or unbelievers. It does look prideful when that is stated 
to others the way the Pharisee did (and of course Jesus knows the heart, we don’t). I can 
accept that you weren’t prideful about that comment if you say so, but it still sounded 
wrong to me. However, since I’m apparently the only one that feels that way, I’ll let it 
drop now. 

  
Donald Heinz 
May 22, 2010 at 7:54 pm 
Reply 
Anvil, 
I have my own blog in Spanish on this same topic and just today tied off the last 
comments with a guy who wants to make the issue personal and not stick to the subject 
matter. It’s not helpful. Taking Thomas to task by speculating over his motives for a 
paragraph that doesn’t deal with the issue of the blog is a diversion.  If you didn’t mean it 
like that, I’m glad. 
 

http://kentbrandenburg.blogspot.com/2010/07/more-on-it-is-written.html 
 

WHAT IS TRUTH 
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Tuesday, July 27, 2010 
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When you read "it is written" in the New Testament, what tense of verb does that 
sound like to you? Does it sound past? No. Does it sound present? Yes. But is it present? 
No. It's actually a perfect tense verb. It's also passive. If it were translated how a Greek 
student is taught in first year Greek class, it would be "it has been written." Why? Well, 
the action of the perfect tense is past, and actually completed in the past. The perfect 
tense speaks of completed action. So why does the action sound like it isn't completed in 
the translation "it is written"? It sounds like the translator is attempting to make the action 
sound present and continuous, not past and finished. Well, there is one more aspect to the 
perfect tense, that is, the action is complete, yes, but the results of that action continue 
into the present from the perspective of the speaker and, therefore, his original audience. 
Those hearing the speaker use the perfect tense would know that the results had 
continued from that past action up until their day. So why do the translators translate "it is 
written" with a sense of the present? They wanted the readers to understand that the 
results of what had been written were still around in the present. Those letters and words 
weren't written in the present, but they sound like it by the way the verb is translated. All 
that is still around, however, are the results of the writing, that is, the letters and the 
words. The writing isn't continuing. The results of the writing are. 
 
James Hope Moulton in his 1906 grammar wrote that the perfect tense is "the most 
important, exegetically, of all the Greek Tenses." Since it is used far less frequently than 
the other verb tenses---the present, the aorist, the imperfect, or the future---the writer 
makes a deliberate choice when choosing it. He has a particular point in using the perfect, 
selecting its unique purpose to communicate a specific meaning. At least one Greek 
grammarian explains that the perfect tense is used to "describe an act that has abiding 
results." But he isn't alone, others have shared this same thought 
(here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, and more). Others use the terminology 
"ongoing results" (here, here, here, here, here, and more). Others have used the 
terminology "permanent state" (here, here, here, and more) or "permanent result" 
(here, here, here, and more). Donald J. Mastronarde in his Introduction to Attic 
Greek (1993) (p. 280) writes: "The perfect stem of a Greek verb conveys the aspect of 
completed action with a continuing or permanent result." Peter Bullions in his The 
Principles of Greek Grammar (1866) writes: "Hence the perfect is generally used to 
denote a lasting or permanent state or an action finished in itself, and therefore often 
occurs in Greek, where, in English, we use the present." In Syntax of New Testament 
Greek (University Press of America, 1988), James A. Brooks and Carlton L. Winbery 
write (pp. 104-5): "The perfect tense expresses perfective action. Perfective action 
involves a present state which has resulted from a past action. The present state is a 
continuing state; the past action is a completed action." Eugene Van Ness Goetchius 
in The Language of the New Testament writes (p. 293): "The Greek perfect differs from 
the Greek aorist in that it emphasizes the continuing result of the action which was 
completed in past time." Spiros Zodiates in his Reference Bible says that the perfect tense 
“looks at an action as having been completed in the past but as having existing results.” 
 
Concerning "it is written" having ongoing or permanent results, others have made this 
same point. Alfred Plummer in his commentary on John writes this (p. 210): 
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Hath spoken, i. e. that Moses received a revelation which still remains. This is a frequent 
meaning of the perfect tense— to express the permanent result of a past action. Thus the 
frequent formulagegraptai is strictly 'it has been written,'or 'it stands written:' i.e. it once 
was written, and the writing still remains. 
 
Kenneth Wuest, longtime Greek professor at Moody, writes in his Word Studies from the 
Greek New Testament, Volume Two (p. 12): 
It is written, gegraptai; the perfect tense, speaking of an act completed in past time 
having present results, is used here to emphasize the fact that the Old Testament records 
were not only carefully preserved and handed down from generation to generation to the 
first century, but that they are a permanent record of what God said. 
 
Later on p. 120, Wuest writes: 
In Matthew 4:4, our Lord answers Satan, "It is written." The perfect tense is used. He 
quoted from Deuteronomy. The words had been written by Moses 1500 years before, but 
are still on record. . . . A good translation reads, "It stands written." It is the eternal word 
of God. 
 
Many others agree with this point on gegraptai (hereand very strongly here). All of these 
following men see "it stands written" as a good translation: Broadus, Weymouth 
NT, Henry Morris, John A. Witmer in The Bible Knowledge Commentary, 
and MacArthur (see 1 Cor 1:19) among others. 
 
An indication of the importance of the perfect tense can be seen in Romans 4 in two 
different uses of the Greek verb grapho. First in v. 17: 
(As it is written, I have made thee a father of many nations,) before him whom he 
believed, even God, who quickeneth the dead, and calleth those things which be not as 
though they were. 
 
Verse 17 refers to Scripture, Genesis 17:5. In that verse, the perfect passive, gegraptai is 
used. Then look at v. 23. 
 
Now it was not written for his sake alone, that it was imputed to him. 
 
Here we read "it was not written," and since that is not referring to Scripture, we have the 
aorist passive of grapho used. D. B. Ford in the American Commentary on the New 
Testament writes concerning verse 23: 
We have here one of those instances of the niceties of Greek syntax, which cannot easily 
be fully exhibited in a translation. The formula "as it is written" occurs very often in the 
New Testament, in introducing passages from the Old. In such cases the verb is in 
the perfect tense, while here it is in what is called the aorist. The perfect always has a 
reference to the present time, describing the action as past indeed, but also as abiding in 
its permanent consequences; while the aorist simply describes the action as finished in 
some past time. The difference may be sufficiently represented in English by the 
expressions: "It stands written," and "it was written." Hence the propriety of the use of 
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the perfectin the ordinary cases of quotation from the Old Testament, where the Scripture 
quoted is conceived of as a permanent record. 
 
Recently I quoted Daniel Wallace from his note on Romans 3:10 in the section on the 
perfect tense in his Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics. Wallace is clear to say that the 
perfect tense has results that continue to the present from the point of view of the author. 
Even if we hold ourselves to that position, we can agree with Wallace on this 
grammatical point that he writes: 
This common introductory formula to OT quotations seems to be used to emphasize that 
the written word still exists. 
 
So why that use of the perfect? According to Wallace "to emphasize that the written word 
still exists." Then he begins making exegetical or theological points about authority, but 
he starts that section by saying, "Although just beyond the reach of grammar." He's more 
sure about the point of the perfect being about the continued existence of what was 
written more than he is the other. What Wallace writes about the perfect passive 
ofgegraptai reminds me of what I read in J. A. Alexander's commentary on Matthew: 
 
It is written, more exactly, has been written, the perfect tense suggesting the additional 
idea of its having been not only uttered long ago, but ever since on record and awaiting 
its fulfilment. 
 
So does "it is written" indicate something about the preservation of what God inspired, 
what was originally written? The perfect tense is more rare than the other tenses, and, 
therefore, more important, because when it is used, it is making some point that 
differentiates its usage from the other tenses. I believe that in addition to the other 
arguments on preservation, it should be paid attention to. Others think the same. Not until 
recently has anyone said that gegraptai doesn't make this point of preservation, and those 
simply to undermine the idea of the perfect preservation of the text. The arguments read 
like people who are desperate to keep alive the prospects of an imperfect Bible. They 
can't even have gegraptai mean what men have already said it means, because it would 
hurt the cause of the eclectic or critical text. Here are some of the comments that were 
written to me about this gegraptai argument: 
It reads too much into Jesus’ choice of tense. I sincerely doubt any of Jesus’ hearers 
thought that His use of the perfect meant that the quotation would continue to exist in its 
quoted form ad infinitum. In fact, I sincerely doubt that Christ’s hearers thought about his 
use of the perfect at all. 
 
You could call that the "historic mind reading" argument. He just knows that Jesus 
hearers wouldn't have thought anything about a choice of tense. And he's sincere. He 
needs not produce anything but sincerity and you've got to just believe that. 
 
Here was someone elses argument in its entirety: 
This is an excellent example of the type of grammatical error that Carson points out in his 
Exegetial Fallacies book (which I am currently reading for class right now). 
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Uh-huh. The strong and very scary "Don Carson argument." He doesn't produce a parallel 
for the so-called "exegetical fallacy," but he invokes the name of Don Carson. That's all 
he needed to do. Same guy who made the first comment, came back with this: 
How can you argue for a position with a known bogus argument and expect it to convince 
people? At best that’s dishonest. 
 
There haven't been people, again, until just recently that didn't see preservation 
in gegraptai. No one argued against that. Did they see more than preservation? Have they 
seen authority, for instance? Sure. Did they understand "it is written" to be a 
"introduction formula"? Yes. But it is written in the Greek in the perfect tense. It's 
certainly not a "known bogus argument." The argument against it is what appears to be 
bogus to me. I'm not ready to call people liars, like the other side so easily is wont to do, 
however. I think labeling it dishonest shows the desperation on the other side. 
 
If the results of the perfect extend only to the present, there is still a strong argument for 
preservation here. The New Testament authors were guaranteeing that the results of the 
original writing of their referred texts were still in existence 400 to 3000 years after their 
completion. The writers accepted Scriptural preservation from the past to the present time 
of the writing. It is reasonable to assume that if preservation was active from the past into 
the present that there was also ample reason to suppose that it would continue into the 
future. 
 
This perfect passive argument is not a centerpiece of a defense of perfect preservation. 
One person characterized it that way in a recent discussion. I think that he knows that 
perfect passive of grapho does not buttress the perfect preservation position. However, it 
supplements it. It's worth mentioning and bringing to attention. It is another argument. In 
many ways, it is an argument that would not itself be very strong if it weren't for 
statements already made about perfect preservation in Scripture. However, the 67 New 
Testament usages ofgegraptai testify to God' s perfect preservation of His Words. 
 
Posted by Kent Brandenburg at 10:38 AM   
 
8 comments: 
Jeff Voegtlin said... 
Seems fairly simple to follow to me. Thanks for writing this. 

5:19 PM  
 

Don Johnson said... 
Hey, Kent. I'm getting to you, eh? 
 
I don't think it was me that said the perfect tense argument was a centerpiece of your 
argument, did I? If so, I didn't mean to say so. I see it as a secondary argument, but a 
weak one. 
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If the perfect means what you say it means (and I think you are misreading what your 
sources are saying), then we would still have the originals. 
 
The action being described, 'it is written', was the writing of the originals, correct? Not 
the copying, the writing. 
 
So if it means that the action described has a permanent result, then the originals would at 
least have been still around in Jesus' day. And if the verb promises what you want it to 
promise (i.e., perfect preservation), then we would still have the originals today. 
 
Maranatha! 
Don Johnson 
Jer 33.3 

11:31 PM  
 

Gary Webb said... 
Brother Brandenburg, 
I looked up all the links to the different commentaries. They all said the same thing, 
which is the same argument that brother Sutton made in the book, & is the same thing 
that I was taught in my Greek classes. Aaron is the ONLY person I have ever read in any 
place who has made the argument that he made against the indication of the perfect tense. 
I hope that Aaron will read your post, become "sharper", admit his error as an honest 
Christian, & post a link with his article so that other Christians might see the error of his 
argument. He might not change his position on the text, but at least he would demonstrate 
his willingness to learn & his honesty in dealing with facts. What do you think? 

4:51 AM  
Kent Brandenburg said... 
Jeff, Thanks. In a lot of ways, I think I'm just reporting here, not coming up with anything 
new. 
 
Don, 
 
It's tough for me in a comment section to say what I want to say, and your article also 
interested me in looking further into what others had said. Unless someone reads both our 
blogs, they wouldn't know I was responding to something there. Andy's last comment 
was the "centerpiece" comment. I could tell it wasn't appropriate to comment to him 
there, and I felt like he was still being allowed to get away with that. 
 
The product of the writing were the letters and words, the original letters and words. I 
believe those were still existent in Jesus' day, not likely the physical originals, but copies 
that preserved what was written. What was written was still written. No one has made 
your "must be the original parchment" point that I know of. I've never read it. 
 
I'd be glad to see some book that makes the point that there is no preservation point in 
gegraptai, that hasn't been written recently in response to something perfect 
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preservationists have written. 
 
Here is the greatest merit of the argument---it harmonizes with the statements about 
preservation. 
 
Gary, 
 
I agree. When I read brand new arguments, like Aaron's, I'm open to believing them, but 
brand new ones should have some kind of convincing biblical data to overturn old ones, 
the only ones people have already been making. His reads like a reach. They read like 
someone who has a point already. Their acceptance seems to me to be related more to 
their political correctness than their strength. 
 
I think when people made their original points about gegraptai, they weren't thinking 
about issues and what was the politically correct side to come down upon, so they just 
wrote them. 

10:11 AM  
d4v34x said... 
On the other hand, in order for anyone to be able to say, barring omniscience, "it is 
written" about anything, a copy of the writing must be extant. I don't think that 
necessitates the copy is perfect. Especially when Brother Sutton concedes that the 
language spoken to Satan in Matt. 4 may not have been strictly the original Hebrew. 

11:36 AM  
 

Gary Webb said... 
Don, 
Do you believe that the original writings of Moses were still around in Jesus' day? That is 
a new one to me. 

11:55 AM  
 

Don Johnson said... 
Hi Gary, 
 
No, I don't believe the originals were around in the first century. But it seems to me that 
for Kent's argument regarding gegraptai to be correct, they would have to be. 
 
Maranatha! 
Don Johnson 
Jer 33.3 

6:33 PM  
 

Thomas Ross said... 
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Saying that the words God gave to Moses, etc. as a one time action continued to exist 
based on the perfect tense does not by any means mean that the original copies must be 
around. Such a conclusion is by no means a valid inference from Pastor Brandenburg's "it 
is written" argument. 

7:29 PM  
Post a Comment 

 
Thoughts On the Word Theopneustos, “given by inspiration of God” in 2 Timothy 

3:16, and the Question of the Inspiration of the Authorized Version 
 
 Scripture teaches that the words of Scripture are inspired by God, and thus the 
entirety of the canonical Scriptures are inspired, 2 Timothy 3:16. God did not inspire 
people like Moses, Jeremiah, or Matthew; rather, the words that He gave to mankind 
through them are inspired.  Since “inspired” means “God breathed,” and Matthew 4:4 
states, “Man shall not live by bread alone, but by every word that proceedeth out of the 
mouth of God,” believers are to live by inspired words. Since the present tense verb 
“proceedeth” in Matthew 4:4 represents continuing action, as is also found in other very 
closely related uses of the verb,16 the breath of God, that is, inspiration, remains in the 
words of the copies of the autographs, and men are to live by every word of those 
inspired copies. The fact is that neither 2 Timothy 3:16 nor Matthew 4:4 actually refer to 
inspiration as a process, rather than a product.17  Standard Greek lexica provide ample 
                                                
16  See Matthew 15:11, 18; cf. Luke 4:22; Revelation 1:16; 19:15.  Note the unquestionable 
continuing action in Revelation 22:1.  A denial of continuing action in John 15:26 would overthrow the 
classical doctrine of the interpersonal relations in the Trinity by denying the Spirit’s eternal procession 
from the Father (and the Son).  Note that while ekporeuomai is not very common in the aorist or perfect 
tenses, it is found in these forms outside the NT (2 Samuel 19:8 (LXX), aorist, clearly a one time action; 
Numbers 31:28, 36; Deuteronomy 11:10 (LXX), perfect tense, retaining the fundamental idea of the Greek 
perfect), although not within the NT itself. 
17  “The Greek word of this passage—Theopneustos . . . says of Scripture . . . that it is breathed out by 
God, ‘God-breathed,’ the product of the creative breath of God.  In a word, what is declared by this 
fundamental passage is simply that the Scriptures are a Divine product, without any indication of how God 
has operated in producing them. . . . Paul declares, then, that ‘every scripture,’ or ‘all scripture’ is the 
product of the Divine breath, ‘is God-breathed,’ [and so] he asserts with as much energy as he could 
employ that Scripture is the product of a specifically Divine operation” (pg. 60, Revelation and Inspiration, 
Benjamin B. Warfield.  Elec. acc. Rio, WI: AGES Digital Software, 2006; orig. pub. New York: Oxford 
University, 1927). 
 Nevertheless, the Greek-English Lexicon to the New Testament, J. Parkhurst (2nd ed. 1794; elec. 
acc. http://books.google.com) defines qeo/pneustoß as:  “from qeo/ß, God, and pepneusai, 3rd pers. sing. 
perf. pass. of pnew, fut. pneusw, to breathe.  Breathed or inspired by God, divinely inspired, given by 
divine inspiration . . . 2 Tim 3:16.”  The perfect tense root underlying qeo/pneustoß would make the idea 
of a completed action in which the Scriptures were dictated, with the result that the breath of God remains 
upon the words, possible, and thus gives some justification for employing the word inspired for the process 
of giving the Biblical autographs.  However, the actual use of Theopneustos in 2 Timothy 3:16, and 
frequently in Koiné Greek, for a product, indicates that considering actual original language copies of 
Scripture as both inspired and profitable is the correct exegesis of the verse.  The predicate adjective 
wÓfe÷limoß, profitable, in 2 Timothy 3:16, does not specify a process, but a product—so does the predicate 
adjective qeo/pneustoß.  Of course, if Scripture has the quality of being qeo/pneustoß, when it came into 
being, it must have been supernaturally spoken by God, so there is nothing wrong with speaking of 
inspiration as the process of the giving of the autographs.  To deny, however, the fact that 2 Timothy 3:16 



 49 

evidence for the use of Theopneustos, God-breathed, as a quality of actual written copies 
of the Scriptures.18 2 Peter 1:16-21 does not employ the word “God-breathed” nor any 
phraseology like “proceedeth out of the mouth of God” like Matthew 4:4 does.  2 
Timothy 3:16 teaches that a quality or attribute of Scripture, whether of autographs or 
apographs, is that it has the breath of God in it.19 
 

One can use the word inspiration to refer to the process whereby God dictated His 
Words to the prophets as described in 2 Peter 1:16-21. However, the meaning of 2 
Timothy 3:16 is that the breath of God/inspiration remains in every Word perfectly 
preserved in Hebrew and Greek, just as it does in the original manuscripts. Thus, the 
perfectly preserved words in the Greek and Hebrew Received Texts underneath the 
Authorized Version represent a text just as inspired as the original copies dictated to 
Moses, Paul, or Luke, as the words in the Received Text are identical to those in the 
autographs. 

 
Recognizing inspiration as equal to the continuing action of “proceeding out of 

the mouth of God” that pertains to the product of what was originally dictated by the 
Holy Ghost to men moved by Him (2 Peter 1:16-21) helps to solve of the debate over the 

                                                                                                                                            
ascribes the breath of God as a quality to apographs of Scripture and shut up Theopneustos to only the 
giving of the autographs is to neglect the exegesis of 2 Timothy 3:16, and the idea expressed in that text by 
the Holy Ghost through the apostle Paul, because of a secondary, although certainly legitimate, sense of the 
word. 
18  G. W. Lampe’s Patristic Greek Lexicon (New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2007, 20th ed.) 
reads:  “qeo/pneustoß . . . divinely inspired . . . of Scripture (cf. 2 Tim. 3:16) . . . qeo/pneustoß . . . as a 
frequent epithet of grafai/ or of grafh/ or applied either to contents of scriptures or to the actual 
volumes.”  Lampe provides vast amounts of evidence for the use of qeo/pneustoß as a quality of copies of 
Scripture in patristic literature, including passages where the actual copies in hand that were being read 
among the Christians are called inspired (qeo/pneustwn aÓnagnsma¿twn) and it is obvious that no 
reference to the one-time process of giving the autographs is in view.  When the classical Greek-English 
Lexicon of H. G. Liddell & R. Scott (9th ed., New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 1996) provides 
examples of the adjective qeo/pneustoß used for dreams (o¡neiroi) and artwork or craftsmanship 
(dhmiou/rghma), clearly employing qeo/pneustoß as a quality of the substantive modified, not making 
reference to God breathing out a piece of artwork in a one-time process.  The Greek-English Lexicon of the 
New Testament and other Early Christian Literature, 3rd. ed. (BDAG), William F. Danker (ed.),  (Chicago, 
IL:  University of Chicago Press, 2000), mentions, among many other examples, the “God-breathed 
ointments” (muri÷smasi qeopneu/stoiß) of the Testament of Abraham 20:11.  Similarly, Warfield 
documents the very common use of qeo/pneustoß as a quality of apographs through patristic quotations 
such as: “truly holy are those letters . . . and the writings or volumes that consist of these holy letters or 
syllables, the same apostle consequently calls ‘inspired by God, seeing that they are profitable for 
doctrine,’”; “sing . . . the inspired Scriptures”; “All bread is nutritious[.] . . . All Scripture is God-inspired 
(pa ◊sa grafh\ qeo/pneustoß) and profitable”; (Revelation and Inspiration, chapter 7, “God-inspired 
Scripture”). 
19  Note that the –toß ending on qeo/pneustoß supports the view that the sense is passive 
(“Scripture is God-breathed”) rather than active.  A. T. Robertson wrote: “The verbal in – toß goes back to 
the original Indo-Germanic time and had a sort cf perfect passive idea,” while cautioning that “we must not 
overdo this point. . . . Strictly this pro-ethnic –tos has no voice or tense and it never came to have intimate 
verbal connections in the Greek as it did in Latin and English” (A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in 
the Light of Historical Research, 4th ed.  Nashville, TN: Broadman Press, 1934, pg. 1095, cf. 157–58).  
Warfield discusses the question in Revelation and Inspiration chapter 7, “God-breathed Scripture.” 



 50 

propriety of the use of the word inspired for accurate translations such as the King James 
Version. 

 
1.) Accurate copies of the Greek and Hebrew words are inspired, since inspiration, in 2 
Timothy 3:16, refers to a product.  Paul instructs Timothy that the product of the written 
Scripture itself is both “inspired/God-breathed” and “profitable.”  Neither “God-
breathed” nor “profitable,” in 2 Timothy 3:16, refer to the process of the giving of the 
autographs.  Both adjectives describe the noun “Scripture” and attribute a quality to it.20 
 
2.) Anything that we can properly call “God’s Word” is inspired, because, by definition, 
if God breathes out some words, He has inspired those words. “All Scripture is inspired,” 
2 Timothy 3:16.  The verse equates what is “Scripture” with what is “inspired.”  The two 
categories are identical—if something is “Scripture,” then it is “inspired.”21  Had the 
verse referred to the process of revealing Scripture it would have stated, “All Scripture 
was given by inspiration of God.” Since 2 Timothy 3:16 refers to the product of that 
process, inspired words, it states, “All Scripture is given by inspiration of God.”  The 
breath of God is an inherent quality of all that is Scripture, all that is the Word of God. 
 
3.) Scripture shows us that accurately translated words are still Scripture. 1 Timothy 5:18, 
for example, refers to both the untranslated gospel of Luke (10:7) and the translated book 
of Deuteronomy (25:4) as “Scripture.”  Indeed, 1 Timothy 5:18 is the only other 
reference to Scripture (graphe) in Paul’s epistles to Timothy, so it is natural for one to 
consider 2 Timothy 3:16 in light of this previous reference.  The same Paul who tells 
Timothy that everything that is Scripture is inspired calls both the untranslated and 
accurately translated Word of God Scripture. 
 
4.) Therefore, accurate translations are Scripture. 
 
                                                
20  Compare the connection between the adjectives qeo/pneustoß and wÓfe÷limoß made by Clement 
of Alexandria, ta«ß grafa«ß o˚ ΔApo/stoloß qeopneu/stouß kalei √, w˙feli/mouß ou¡saß.  Similarly, 
Origen, pavsa grafh\ qeo/pneustoß ou™sa w˙vfelimo/ß e˙sti. (citations from pg. 208, The Revision 
Revised, John Burgon. Elec. acc. Fundamental Baptist CD-ROM Library. London, Ontario: Bethel Baptist 
Church, 2009.).  Many other patristic texts evidence the use of qeo/pneustoß as a quality of Scripture.  For 
example, Eusebius refers to the Hebrew copies employed by the LXX translators as “inspired 
(qeo/pneustoß) Scriptures” (Church History V:8:10), employing Theopneustos as a quality of the written 
Word that remained upon apographs, rather than making a reference to the one-time process of the giving 
of the autographs—the copies actually in the hands of the translators, Eusebius affirmed, were 
qeo/pneustoß. 
21  Thus, the equative relation pasa graphe Theopneustos establishes that all that is graphe is also 
Theopneustos.  The reader who does not know Greek should note that the KJV is, although italicized, is 
clearly the correct verbal form in the Greek equative clause.  The word was simply cannot be properly 
supplied.  The related adjective-noun-adjective equative verb constructions in the pastoral epistles support 
this affirmation.  Note that a present tense form of to be must in each case be supplied:  1 Timothy 1:15, 
This is a faithful saying, and worthy of all acceptation, pisto\ß oJ lo/goß kai« pa¿shß aÓpodochvß a‡xioß; 1 
Timothy 2:5 For there is one God, and one mediator between God and men, ei–ß ga»r Qeo/ß, ei–ß kai« 
mesi÷thß Qeouv kai« aÓnqrw¿pwn; 1Timothy 4:4 For every creature of God is good, and nothing to be 
refused, o¢ti pa ◊n kti÷sma Qeouv kalo/n, kai« oujde«n aÓpo/blhton; 1 Timothy 4:9 This is a faithful saying 
and worthy of all acceptation, pisto\ß oJ lo/goß kai« pa¿shß aÓpodochvß a‡xioß; Titus 1:12 The Cretians 
are alway liars, evil beasts, slow bellies, Krhvteß aÓei« yeuvstai, kaka» qhri÷a, gaste÷reß aÓrgai÷. 
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5.) Since accurate translations are Scripture, they are inspired, since all Scripture is 
inspired.  All Scripture has the breath of God upon it. 
 
Therefore, since the Authorized Version is an accurate translation of the perfectly 
preserved Hebrew and Greek Words dictated by the Holy Ghost, it is Scripture, and it is 
inspired. 
 

To avoid this conclusion one would need to say that the King James Bible is the 
uninspired Word of God, and it cannot produce faith (Romans 10:17), it is not quick, 
powerful, sharp, and so on, and believers are not to live by it (Matthew 4:4).22 

                                                
22  Compare the following instances of graphe [Scripture] + modifying adjective in the NT: 
Romans 1:2 (Which he had promised afore by his prophets in the holy scriptures,); (o§ proephggei÷lato 
dia» tw ◊n profhtw ◊n aujtouv e˙n grafai √ß aJgi÷aiß);   

Both accurate copies and accurate translations can be called “holy scriptures,” or else believers 
had better scratch out “holy” from the phrase “Holy Bible” in the copies they carry with them. 
Rom. 16:26 But now is made manifest, and by the scriptures of the prophets, according to the 
commandment of the everlasting God, made known to all nations for the obedience of faith: 
(fanerwqe÷ntoß de« nuvn, dia» te grafw ◊n profhtikw ◊n, katΔ e˙pitagh\n touv ai˙wni÷ou Qeouv, ei˙ß 
uJpakoh\n pi÷stewß ei˙ß pa¿nta ta» e¶qnh gnwrisqe÷ntoß)   

Notice that the “Scriptures of the prophets/prophetic Scriptures” are used to give the gospel to all 
nations—so, since all nations certainly do not have the original copies, nor do they know Hebrew and 
Greek, accurately translated Scripture is still “prophetic Scripture.” 
2 Peter 3:16 As also in all his epistles, speaking in them of these things; in which are some things hard to be 
understood, which they that are unlearned and unstable wrest, as they do also the other scriptures, unto their 
own destruction. (wJß kai« e˙n pa¿saiß tai √ß e˙pistolai √ß, lalw ◊n e˙n aujtai √ß peri« tou/twn: e˙n oi–ß 
e¶sti dusno/hta¿ tina, a± oi˚ aÓmaqei √ß kai« aÓsth/riktoi streblouvsin, wJß kai« ta»ß loipa»ß grafa¿ß, 
pro\ß th\n i˙di÷an aujtw ◊n aÓpw¿leian.) 

False teachers do not have the original manuscripts, but they twist both copies and the translated 
Word to their own destruction. 

Consider the related language in Hebrews 4:12: 
For the word of God is quick, and powerful, and sharper than any twoedged sword, piercing even to the 
dividing asunder of soul and spirit, and of the joints and marrow, and is a discerner of the thoughts and 
intents of the heart. (zw ◊n ga»r oJ lo/goß touv Qeouv, kai« e˙nergh/ß, kai« tomw¿teroß uJpe«r pa ◊san 
ma¿cairan di÷stomon, kai« diiœknou/menoß a‡cri merismouv yuchvß te kai« pneu/matoß, aJrmw ◊n te kai« 
muelw ◊n, kai« kritiko\ß e˙nqumh/sewn kai« e˙nnoiw ◊n kardi÷aß.) 
 Both accurate copies and accurately translated Bible is “the Word of God.” Here, then, accurate 
copies and translations of Scripture have the adjectives “living,” “powerful,” “sharper,” “piercing” 
(adjectival participle), and “discerner” applied to them.   

In another related text, James 1:21 speaks of the “engrafted word, which is able to save your 
souls” (to\n e¶mfuton lo/gon, to\n duna¿menon sw ◊sai ta»ß yuca»ß uJmw ◊n), where “engrafted” is an 
adjective and “which is able to save” is an adjectival participle.  Certainly people can be saved from 
hearing accurate copies and accurate translations of the original manuscripts, or nobody who is alive today 
would be truly regenerate—nor would Timothy himself have been saved (2 Timothy 3:15).  (While it is 
cannot be proven without any doubt, it is very likely that Timothy’s mother and grandmother taught him 
the Scriptures in what was almost surely his first language, Greek, so the “scriptures” he knew from his 
infancy were not even original language copies, but the Word translated;  cf. 2 Timothy 1:5;  Acts 16:1-3; 2 
Timothy 3:15.) 

Consider, then, 2 Timothy 3:16: 
All scripture is . . . profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness: 
(pa ◊sa grafh\ . . . wÓfe÷limoß pro\ß didaskali÷an, pro\ß e¶legcon, pro\ß e˙pano/rqwsin, pro\ß 
paidei÷an th\n e˙n dikaiosu/nhØ) 
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Furthermore, Timothy was commanded in 2 Timothy 4:2 to preach the inspired 

Scripture of 2 Timothy 3:16.23  Since the originals were not available to him, but the 
copies or translations he was to preach—and certainly he would have preached the Old 
Testament in Greek translation to the church at Ephesus—were still God-breathed, 
inspiration must refer to the product revealed by God, the canonical words of Scripture, 
and thus accurate copies and translations of the autographs are inspired. 

 
Two qualifications to the above must be made, however.  
 

1.) Only Greek and Hebrew words are directly inspired. Translated words are derivatively 
inspired.24  The directly inspired Greek and Hebrew cannot be changed, jot or tittle. 
Translated words can be changed and still have the breath of God. Dropping the “eth” 
from KJV verbs would not make the translation lose the breath of God. One could, in like 
manner, say that the KJV is derivatively preserved, sharp, quick, powerful, faith-
producing, and so on.  This fact does not by any means make English, rather than the 
directly, verbally, plenarily inspired and perfectly preserved Greek and Hebrew (and 
Aramaic) words the Christian’s authority.  The original language text is verbally, 
plenarily inspired, while a translation that is entirely accurate has plenary inspiration, but 
not the verbal inspiration of the original language,25 and is entirely dependent for its 
                                                                                                                                            
 Certainly the description here pertains to accurate copies and translations of the Word.  Both are 
unquestionably profitable for doctrine, reproof, correction, and instruction.  If copied and translated 
Scripture are not “profitable,” believers today are in real trouble! 

So, copied and translated Scripture has the adjectives “holy,” “prophetic,” “able to save,” “living,” 
“powerful,” “profitable,” etc. properly applied to it. 
 Consider then 2 Timothy 3:16a: 
All scripture is given by inspiration of God (pa ◊sa grafh\ qeo/pneustoß) 
 Accurate copies and translations properly have the adjective Theopnesustos, “God-breathed,” 
applied to them as well as all the other adjectives listed—including the adjective “profitable” later on in 2 
Timothy 3:16. 
23  Note the anaphoric article in ton logon in 4:2, referring back to the graphe of 3:16. 
24  While it is true that the specific phrase derivatively inspired is not found anywhere in the Bible, it 
is equally true that the word translation is absent.  The implications of this paragraph, and the doctrine of 
derivitive inspiration, are simply the good and necessary consequences of the fact that accurately translated 
Scripture is still Scripture, and one can accurately translate Scripture in more than one way.  Inspiration is 
derived in translated Scripture because the words in the receptor language derive all their authority from the 
original language texts that are correctly translated.  The fact that translated words can be modified and still 
have the breath of God is the necessary consequence of the fact that “he doeth” and “he does” are both 
correct translations of the appropriate Greek or Hebrew phrases.  Thus, one has no right to object to the use 
of the word derivitive in connection with inspiration, based on the absence of the word in the Bible, in 
connection with translations, unless he likewise objects to and abstains from the use of the word translation 
itself, never refers to Scripture as verbally or plenarily inspired, abstains from speaking of monotheism, or 
the Trinity, and so on.  The use of the term derivative inspiration is simply a way of expressing the 
necessary distinction between the perfect and absolutely unchangable original language texts given by God 
once for all in the autographs (2 Peter 1:16-21; Jude 3) and accurately translated copies.  Not the word 
Theopneustos alone, but all the terms that pertain to the original language texts of the Bible only pertain in 
a derived way to copies.  Since translated Scripture is only in a derived sense Scripture, the Word of God, 
quick/living, powerful, profitable, and so on, it is, in like manner, inspired in a derived sense. 
25  Nonetheless, in a derivative way, texts like “the words that I speak unto you, they are spirit, and 
they are life” (John 6:63) are applicable to the words of accurate translations, although translated words are 
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authority upon the original language text.  The substance of the meaning conveyed by 
God in Greek and Hebrew words is transferred into the language of a translation, but God 
did not dictate English, French, Spanish, or Latin words to the penmen of the Bible;  He 
revealed Himself in Scripture in Greek, Hebrew, and Aramaic words.26 
 
2.) When translations other than the KJV are accurate, in those parts they are also 
(derivatively) inspired. The NASV, for example, possesses the breath of God in the parts 
where it is not mistranslated nor is translated from a corrupt Greek or Hebrew text.  This 
fact explains why believers who use English translations other than the KJV can be built 

                                                                                                                                            
unlike the unchangeable, ultimately authoritative Greek words Christ originally spoke which were recorded 
by the Apostle John through the dictation of the Holy Spirit. 
26  The affirmation of absolute verbal and plenary inspiration for the original language text, but of a 
secondary derivative inspiration for accurate translations, is the classic position assumed by Baptists and 
Protestants in the Reformation and post-Reformation era.  Richard Muller explains the historic Protestant 
position: 

[Alongside] the insistence of the Reformed that the very words of the original are inspired, the 
theological force of their argument falls in the substance or res rather than on the individual 
words: translations can be authoritative quoad res because the authority is not so much in the 
words as in the entirety of the teaching as distributed throughout the canon. . . . [T]he issue of 
“things” (res) and “words” (verba) . . . is crucial to the Protestant doctrine of Scripture and is, as 
many of the other elements of the Protestant doctrine, an element taken over from the medieval 
tradition and rooted in Augustine’s hermeneutics. . . . [T]he words of the text are signs pointing to 
the doctrinal “things.” This distinction between signa and res significata, the sign and the thing 
signified, carries over into the language typical of scholastic Protestantism, of the words of the text 
and the substance of the text, of the authority of translations not strictly quoad verba but quoad 
res, according to the substance or meaning indicated by the original. . . . [O]nly the [original 
language] sources are inspired (theopneustoi) both according to their substance (quoad res) and 
according to their words (quoad verba)[.] This must be the case, since holy men of God spake as 
they were moved by the Holy Spirit, 2 Pet. 1:21, who dictated to them not only the substance (res) 
but also the very words (verba). For the same reason, the Hebrew and the Greek are the norms and 
rules by which the various versions are examined and evaluated. . . . [There is] a distinction 
between authenticity and authorship quoad verba, which belongs only to the Hebrew and Greek 
originals, and authenticity and authority quoad res, which inheres in valid translations. . . . Thus 
translations can be used, but with the reservation that only the Hebrew Old Testament and Greek 
New Testament are the authentic norms of doctrine and the rule by which doctrinal controversy is 
to be decided[.] Versions that are congruent with the sources are indeed authentic according to 
substance (quoad res); for the Word of God [may be] translated into other languages: the Word of 
God is not to be limited, since whether it is thought or spoken or written, it remains the Word of 
God. Nonetheless they are not authentic according to the idiom or word, inasmuch as the words 
have been explained in French or Dutch. In relation to all translations, therefore, the Hebrew and 
Greek texts stand as antiquissimus, originalis, and archetypos. Thus, translations are the Word of 
God insofar as they permit the Word of God to address the reader or hearer: for Scripture is most 
certainly the Word of God in the things it teaches and to the extent that in and by means of it 
power of God touches the conscience. Even so, in translations as well as in the original the 
testimony of the Holy Spirit demonstrates the graciousness of God toward us. All translations have 
divine authority insofar as they correctly render the original: the tongue and dialect is but an 
accident, and as it were an argument of divine truth, which remains one and the same in all idioms. 
(pgs. 269, 326-327, 403, 416, 427-428,  Post-Reformation Reformed Dogmatics: The Rise and 
Development of Reformed Orthodoxy; volume 2, Holy Scripture:  The cognitive foundation of 
theology (2nd ed.), Richard Muller. Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2003;  quotations and 
original sources not reproduced) 
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up spiritually, and why unbelievers can be converted through the instrumentality of 
modern Bible versions. 
 

This use of Theopneustos for product, rather than process, is the clear use of the 
Greek word in related Christian/Koiné Greek texts. For instance:27 
 
Papias 10:1  Regarding, however, the divine inspiration [Theopneustos] of the book [i.e., 
the Revelation of John] we think it superfluous to speak at length, since the blessed 
Gregory (I mean the Theologian) and Cyril, and men of an older generation as well, 
namely Papias, Irenaeus, Methodius, and Hippolytus, bear witness to its genuineness.28 
[Papias, who lived around the turn of the first century, reproduced by Andrew of 
Caesarea (563-637), Preface to the Apocalypse] 
 
Here the book itself, the Greek words, the product, is referred to as inspired.  Process is 
not in view, but product. 
 
Sibylline Oracles 5:406-407 But God, the great Father of all within whom is the breath of 
God [Theopneustos], they were accustomed to reverence with holy sacrifices and 
hecatombs.29 
 
Here the unknown writer of the Sibylline Oracles refers to the breath God puts within 
people as Theopneustos.  It is simply “breath from God.” 
 

Consistency thus requires that believers either refrain from calling translated 
Scripture “the Word of God” or allow the use of the word Theopneustos for anything that 
has the breath of God in it, including translated Scripture.  An examination of the use of 
Theopneustos in its Koiné background leads to this conclusion. 

 
The affirmation that translations possess the breath of God in a derived sense is by 

no means an affirmation of Ruckmanism.  Peter Ruckman’s doctrine is that the English 

                                                
27  Compare also the uses (which are loose but relevent for comparison) of Theopneustos as product 
in the Sibylline Oracles 5:308, “God-breathed streams” (na¿masin toi √ß qeopneu/stoiß) Pseudo-
Phocylides 129, “God-breathed wisdom” (qeopneu/stou sofi÷hß) and Testament of Abraham (Recension 
A) 20:11, “God-breathed ointments and perfumes” (muri÷smasi qeopneu/stoiß kai« aÓrw¿masin).  In 
each of these instances a divine quality is ascribed to the noun modified by Theopneustos.  The God-
breathed ointments and perfumes” of the Testament of Abraham is parallel to the “God-woven linen cloth” 
(sindo/ni qeou¨fantwˆ◊) mentioned immediately previously.  (Of course, a simply linguistic point is being 
made here, namely, that Theopneustos is a designation for a product—by no means must the verbal, plenary 
giving of each word of the Scriptures by God be reduced to the level of allegedly divine quality unknown 
Koiné writers ascribe to perfume or ointment.)  Note the detailed and careful discussion of these texts (and 
others, such as Nonnus’ “theopneustic sandal,” a Bostran inscription speaking of an arjciereu\ß 
qeopneu/stoß, etc.) by Warfield in Revelation and Inspiration chapter 7. 
28  Peri« me÷ntoi touv qeopneu/stou thvß bi÷blou [thvß ΔApokalu/yewß ΔIwa¿nnou] peritto\n 
mhku/nein to\n lo/gon hJgou/meqa, tw ◊n makari÷wn Grhgori÷ou fhmi« touv qeolo/gou kai« Kuri÷llou, 
prose÷ti de« kai« tw ◊n aÓrcaiote÷rwn Papi÷ou, Ei˙rhnai÷ou, Meqodi÷ou kai« ÔIppolu/tou tau/thØ 
prosmarturou/ntwn to\ aÓxio/piston. 
29  aÓlla» me÷gan genethvra qeo\n pa¿ntwn qeopneu/stwn e˙n qusi÷aiß aJgi÷aiß e˙ge÷rairon kai« 
e˚kato/mbaiß. 
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of the King James Version is superior to the Greek and Hebrew words God promised to 
preserve (Matthew 5:18), and thus involves a denial of the perfect preservation of the 
words God gave in the once-and-for-all completed process of giving the Scripture (Psalm 
12:6-7).  Ruckman affirms that a move of God like that mentioned in 2 Peter 1:16-21 
took place in 1611, a repudiation of the completion of the canon and a rejection of the 
warning of Revelation 22:18-19.  Scripture, on the other hand, denies that 2 Peter 1:16-21 
pertains to any other than the original writers of the Scripture when they penned the 
autographs, but maintains that the original copies do not lose the breath of God when they 
are copied or (in a derived sense) when they are accurately translated.  Indeed, 
recognizing the Scriptural fact that the breath of God remains upon copies and (in a 
derived sense) accurate translations destroys the foundational appeal of the Ruckmanite 
error.  Ruckmanism claims that only if one affirms that another supernatural act of giving 
the Scripture such as is described in 2 Peter 1:16-21 took place in 1611 with the 
Authorized Version can one have a Bible in his hands today that is living, powerful, 
sharper than any two edged sword, and truly the Word of God.  The fact that the breath of 
God remains in accurate copies and accurate translations allows the believer to affirm 
that he does indeed have the very Word of God in his hand when he holds a King James 
Bible, without adopting the heresy of a re-opening of the canon in 1611 or denying the 
promises of Scripture that every Hebrew and Greek word God gave in the autographs is 
still available and is still the ultimate authority for the Christian (Matthew 4:4; 5:18; 
Isaiah 59:21). 
 

Some have alleged that the grammar of 2 Timothy 3:16 requires a restriction of 
the Theopneustos of 2 Timothy 3:16 to the original manuscripts because of an alleged 
distinction in 2 Timothy 3:15-16 between the words grammata and graphe.  One word 
supposedly speaks of the autographs, and the other word of copies. It is difficult to 
determine how exactly this argument is supposed to work, but, in any case, it is invalid, 
since both words are used for copies.   

 
For example, grammata is used of copies: 

 
John 5:47 But if ye believe not his writings [grammata], how shall ye believe my words? 
 
They Jews of the first century only had copies of Moses’ writings, obviously. 
 

The word is also used of copies, and with semantic overlap with graphe, in early 
extra-Biblical patristic works: 
 
Irenaeus, Against Heresies I:20:1 Besides the above [misrepresentations], they adduce an 
unspeakable number of apocryphal and spurious writings, which they themselves have 
forged, to bewilder the minds of foolish men, and of such as are ignorant of the Scriptures 
[grammata] of truth. 
 
Justin, Dialog with Trypho 29: For these words have neither been prepared by me, nor 
embellished by the are of man; but David sung them, Isaiah preached them, Zechariah 
proclaimed them, and Moses wrote them Are you acquainted with them, Trypho? They 
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are contained in your Scriptures [grammata], or rather not yours, but ours. For we believe 
them; but you, though you read them, do not catch the spirit that is in them. 
 
Justin, Dialogue with Trypho 70: Moreover, these Scriptures are equally explicit in 
saying, that those who are reputed to know the writings of the Scriptures [here both 
words together, ta grammata twn graphon], and who hear the prophecies, have no 
understanding. 
 
Theophilus of Antioch, to Autolycus 3:29 These periods, then, and all the above-
mentioned facts, being viewed collectively, one can see the antiquity of the prophetical 
writings [grammata] and the divinity of our doctrine, that the doctrine is not recent, nor 
our tenets mythical and false, as some think; but very ancient and true. 
 
Graphe is also used of copies of Scripture: 
 
Matthew 21:42 Jesus saith unto them, Did ye never read in the scriptures [graphe], The 
stone which the builders rejected, the same is become the head of the corner: this is the 
Lord’s doing, and it is marvellous in our eyes? 
 
The book that the Lord Jesus’ audience would hold in its hands and read was a graphe.  
 
John 5:39 Search the scriptures [graphe]; for in them ye think ye have eternal life: and 
they are they which testify of me. 
 
Early patristic writings also use graphe for copies.  One easy example is: 
 
1 Clement 53:1 For you know, and know well, the sacred scriptures [graphe], dear 
friends, and you have searched into the oracles of God. We write these things, therefore, 
merely as a reminder. 
 
Here the copies that Clement’s audience, the Church at Corinth, was examining were the 
sacred/holy scriptures.  The Greek of 1 Clement 53:1 is tas hieras graphas, almost 
identical to 2 Tim 3:15’s ta hiera grammata.  If there is some sort of technical distinction 
between the words so that only either graphe or grammata refers only to the autographs, 
the distinction was lost already in what is likely the earliest extant Christian document 
after the composition of the New Testament, 1 Clement, which was written by the man 
who appears to have been the Baptist pastor of the church at Rome around the turn of the 
1st century.30  As noted above, grammata/graphe are also found together as early as 
Justin Martyr’s Dialog with Trypho 70, c. A. D. 120 or before.  Moreover, these early 
texts use both grammata and graphe for copies of the Scriptures, rather than restricting 
the words to the autographs. 

 

                                                
30   See the article “Images of the Church in 1 Clement” at http://faithsaves.net; Clement teaches 
justification by faith alone, church independence and autonomy, and in every way looks like a good 
Baptist. 
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Thus, it is difficult to know which word, gramma or graphe, is the one that is 
supposedly the technical word for the autographs, and why one must believe the one or 
the other word constitutes such a technical reference in 2 Timothy 3:15-16.  The plain 
teaching of 2 Timothy 3:16 is that accurate copies of the Bible have the breath of God 
upon them in the same way that the original manuscripts did. 
 
 On a concluding note, when this author made a cursory examination of Baptist 
confessions and similar material, there appeared to be no hesitation in employing the 
word inspiration for copies or for accurate translations.  For example: 
 
“And no decrees of popes or councils, or writings of any person whatsoever, are of equal 
authority with the sacred scriptures. And by the holy scriptures we understand, the 
canonical books of the Old and New Testament, as they are now translated into our 
English mother tongue [the KJV, as is evident from both the time of the confession and 
the references and allusions to verses in the document], of which there hath never been 
any doubt of their verity and authority in the protestant churches of Christ to this day. . . . 
all which are given by the inspiration of God, to be the rule of faith and life. (Article 37, 
An Orthodox Creed, 1678, quoted in Underhill, Confessions of Faith and Other Public 
Documents). 
 
The Charleston Association of Baptist Churches in their 1802 circular #9, “On the Duty 
of Churches to their Ministers” (cited in Furman, A History of the Charleston Association 
of Baptist Churches) wrote, “We conclude in the language of inspiration—“Live in love 
and peace; and the God of love and peace shall be with you.”  Note that the “language of 
inspiration” is the KJV. 
 
 There did not appear to be any confession that either denied that the breath of God 
was in copies or accurate translations, or that made some sort of distinction between 
gramma and graphe in 2 Timothy 3:15-16. 
 
 Scripture teaches that inspiration is a quality that pertains to all that is 
appropriately called Scripture.  Since original language copies are properly considered 
Scripture, they are properly termed inspired.  Since, in a derived sense, the Bible, when 
accurately translated, is still properly termed Scripture, the Word accurately translated is, 
in a derived sense, properly termed inspired.  Therefore, it is proper to call the King 
James Version inspired, because it is an accurate translation of the Greek and Hebrew 
autographs dictated once and for all by the Holy Ghost. 
 
 This author31 welcomes any comments or questions about this analysis.  He can 
be contacted via his website, http://faithsaves.net. 

 
A Table with a Summary of Doctrinal Corruptions in Modern Bible Versions 

                                                
31  Thomas D. Ross, B. A. (University of California, Berkeley), M. A. (Fairhaven Baptist College), 
M. Div. (Great Plains Baptist Divinity School), Th. M. (Anchor Baptist Seminary), Ph. D. (cand., Great 
Plains Baptist Divinity School) 
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King James Bible New International 

Version 
Doctrine attacked Comment 

And without 
controversy great is the 
mystery of godliness: 
God was manifest in the 
flesh, justified in the 
Spirit, seen of angels, 
preached unto the 
Gentiles, believed on in 
the world, received up 
into glory. (1 Timothy 
3:16) 

Beyond all question, the 
mystery of godliness is 
great: He appeared in a 
body, was vindicated by 
the Spirit, was seen by 
angels, was preached 
among the nations, was 
believed on in the world, 
was taken up in glory. (1 
Timothy 3:16) 

Deity of Christ Nearly 100% of Greek 
manuscripts (MSS) in 
existence read God.  A 
handful have been 
corrupted to read who or 
which instead. Both of 
these readings have 
grammatical problems. 
Not one Greek MSS 
says he.  The NIV has a 
very deceptive footnote 
on the word he which 
states, “Some 
manuscripts [read] 
God.”  One would think 
that most MSS say he, 
while “some,” that is, a 
few, read God, but 
actually the 
overwhelming majority 
read God and not even 
one says he! Textual 
footnotes in modern 
“Bible” versions should 
not be trusted.  The 
NIV’s alteration 
removes the testimony 
of this verse to Christ’s 
Deity. 

And every spirit that 
confesseth not that 
Jesus Christ is come in 
the flesh is not of God: 
and this is that spirit of 
antichrist, whereof ye 
have heard that it should 
come; and even now 
already is it in the 
world. (1 John 4:3) 

and every spirit that 
confesseth not Jesus 
[“Christ is come in the 
flesh” removed] is not of 
God: and this is the spirit 
of the antichrist, whereof 
ye have heard that it 
cometh; and now it is in 
the world already. (1 
John 4:3) 

Humanity of Christ The overwhelming 
majority of MSS read 
with the KJV again. The 
NIV allows for a false 
“Jesus” (2 Corinthians 
11:4; Matthew 24:24) in 
this verse, one who is 
not fully God and fully 
Man in one Person. 

But I say unto you, That 
whosoever is angry with 
his brother without a 
cause shall be in danger 
of the judgment: 
(Matthew 5:22) 

But I tell you that 
anyone who is angry 
[“without a cause” 
removed] with his 
brother will be subject to 
judgment. (Matthew 
5:22) 

Sinlessness of Christ Once again, thousands 
of Greek MSS have 
“without a cause.”  Five 
do not.  In Mark 3:5, 
Christ was angry 
because of the hardness 
of men’s hearts.  The 
NIV, by teaching that 
men should never be 
angry, even at sin, 
blasphemously makes 
the Lord Jesus into a 
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sinner. 
In whom we have 
redemption through his 
blood, even the 
forgiveness of sins: 
(Colossians 1:14) 

in whom we have 
redemption, [“through 
his blood” removed] the 
forgiveness of sins 
(Colossians 1:14) 

Blood of Christ “Through his blood” is 
found in very many 
MSS.  The NIV’s 
removal of this passage 
attacks the fact that 
Christ’s blood washes 
away our sins.   

Who being the 
brightness of his glory, 
and the express image 
of his person, and 
upholding all things by 
the word of his power, 
when he had by himself 
purged our sins, sat 
down on the right hand 
of the Majesty on high; 
(Hebrews 1:3) 

The Son is the radiance 
of God’s glory and the 
exact representation of 
his being, sustaining all 
things by his powerful 
word. After he had 
provided purification for 
sins [“by himself” 
removed], he sat down at 
the right hand of the 
Majesty in heaven. 
(Hebrews 1:3) 

Cross of Christ “By himself” is found in 
the overwhelming 
majority of MSS.  The 
truth that Christ’s work 
on the cross is perfectly 
sufficient to save is 
attacked by removing 
the fact that the Lord 
Jesus purged our sins 
“by himself.”  The NIV 
leaves room for us to 
help pay for our own 
sins and deny the 
sufficiency of Christ’s 
redemptive work. 

Mark 16:9-20 records 
the resurrection of 
Christ and His 
ascension into heaven. 

The NIV separates Mark 
16:9-20 from v. 8 with a 
large line to indicate that 
the gospel “really” ends 
in v. 8, and it then states 
that the “most reliable” 
sources do not have 
Mark 16:9-20. 

Resurrection of Christ Mark 16:9-20 is found 
in thousands of Greek 
MSS. It is missing in 
only three.  Two of these 
have clear signs of being 
tampered with at this 
point and are some of 
the most corrupt MSS 
ever discovered,32 while 
the third was only 
created in the 12th 
century! The NIV, after 
an extremely deceptive 
and inaccurate footnote, 
removes 11 whole 
verses from God’s 
Word, removes entirely 
the record of Christ’s 
appearances after His 

                                                
32  The two manuscripts are codex Sinaiticus (also called Aleph) and codex Vaticanus (also called B).  
Sinaiticus is “covered with . . . alterations of an obviously correction character[,] brought in by at least ten 
different revisers . . . it is plain that this . . . codex bears upon its face the most incontestable proof of its 
corrupt and defective character . . . on many occasions 10, 20, 30, 40 words are dropped through very 
carelessness . . . the impurity of the Codex Sinaiticus, in every part of it, was fully recognized by those best 
acquainted with it, and that from the beginning until the time when it was finally cast aside as worthless for 
any practical purpose.”  Likewise, “in the Gospels alone Codex B (Vatican) leaves out words or whole 
clauses no less than 1,491 times.  It bears traces of careless transcription on every page.”  Anyone who 
places weight on what these two MSS say, when they differ from over “ninety-nine out of a hundred of the 
whole body of extant MSS,” is exceedingly foolish. (Quotes from pgs. 73-80 True or False? The Westcott-
Hort Textual Theory Examined, ed. David Otis Fuller.  Grand Rapids, MI: Grand Rapids International 
Publications, 1973). 
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resurrection from the 
book of Mark, removes 
His return to heaven to 
sit at the right hand of 
God, and ends Mark’s 
gospel, the “good news,” 
not with Christ’s 
triumphant resurrection 
and ascension, but with 
“they [the disciples] 
were afraid”! 

For there are three that 
bear record in heaven, 
the Father, the Word, 
and the Holy Ghost: and 
these three are one. (1 
John 5:7) 

For there are three that 
testify [“in heaven, the 
Father, the Word, and 
the Holy Ghost: and 
these three are one” 
removed]: (1 John 5:7) 

The Trinity Ancient translational, 
patristic, and MSS 
evidence support the 
reading of the KJB, 
which was also found in 
every English Bible 
before its day.  Removal 
of the Trinity in 1 John 
5:7 creates a 
grammatical error in the 
Greek text.  God did not 
inspire grammar errors.  
The NIV removes the 
clearest single verse on 
the Trinity from the 
Word of God!  

As it is written in the 
prophets, Behold, I send 
my messenger before 
thy face, which shall 
prepare thy way before 
thee. The voice of one 
crying in the wilderness, 
Prepare ye the way of 
the Lord, make his 
paths straight. (Mark 
1:2-3) 

It is written in Isaiah the 
prophet:  “I will send my 
messenger ahead of you, 
who will prepare your 
way”—“a voice of one 
calling in the desert,  
‘Prepare the way for the 
Lord, make straight 
paths for him.’” (Mark 
1:2-3) 

Error-free nature of 
Scripture 

Over 99% of Greek 
MSS have the KJB 
reading. “I send my 
messenger . . . before 
thee” is Malachi 3:1, and 
“The voice of one . . . 
paths straight” is Isaiah 
40:3.  The KJB correctly 
states these quotes are 
from the “prophets.”  
The NIV says that 
Malachi 3:1 was written 
by “Isaiah the prophet,” 
inserting an error into 
God’s Word. 

But go ye and learn 
what that meaneth, I 
will have mercy, and 
not sacrifice: for I am 
not come to call the 
righteous, but sinners to 
repentance. (Matthew 
9:13) 

But go and learn what 
this means:  ‘I desire 
mercy, not sacrifice.’ For 
I have not come to call 
the righteous, but sinners 
[“to repentance” 
removed].” (Matthew 
9:13) 

Salvation The overwhelming 
majority of MSS have 
“to repentance.” The 
NIV attacks the fact that 
sinners must repent if 
they wish to be saved. 

Where their worm dieth 
not, and the fire is not 
quenched. (Mark 9:44, 
46) 

Mark 9:44, 46 are taken 
out of the Bible. 

Hell Once again, 99%+ of 
MSS have the verses.  
The NIV removes these 
warnings about hell. 

And as they went on 
their way, they came 

As they traveled along 
the road, they came to 

Baptism Acts 8:37 is clearly  
attested by extremely 
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unto a certain water: 
and the eunuch said, 
See, here is water; what 
doth hinder me to be 
baptized? And Philip 
said, If thou believest 
with all thine heart, thou 
mayest. And he 
answered and said, I 
believe that Jesus Christ 
is the Son of God. And 
he commanded the 
chariot to stand still: 
and they went down 
both into the water, both 
Philip and the eunuch; 
and he baptized him. 
(Acts 8:36-38) 

some water and the 
eunuch said,  “Look, 
here is water. Why 
shouldn’t I be baptized?” 
[v. 37 removed] And he 
gave orders to stop the 
chariot. Then both Philip 
and the eunuch went 
down into the water and 
Philip baptized him. 
(Acts 8:36-38) 

early textual witnesses, 
reaching close to the 
lifetime of the apostles.  
It is supported by many 
Greek MSS, and the 
ancient Old Latin, Latin 
Vulgate, Syriac, 
Ethiopic, Armenian, 
Arabic, Slavonic, etc. 
versions.   The KJB 
shows that baptism is for 
believers only, upon 
confession of their faith 
in Jesus Christ.  The 
NIV, in this passage, 
would allow for the 
baptism of unrepentant 
Muslims, Hindus, 
atheists, and whoever 
else wants it. 

And lead us not into 
temptation, but deliver 
us from evil: For thine 
is the kingdom, and the 
power, and the glory, 
for ever. Amen. 
(Matthew 6:13) 

And lead us not into 
temptation, but deliver 
us from the evil one 
[“for thine is the 
kingdom, and the power, 
and the glory, for ever.  
Amen.” removed]’ 
(Matthew 6:13) 

Prayer Thousands of Greek 
MSS read with the KJB;  
only three do not, and 
these three do not even 
agree with each other on 
how to change the 
passage.  In Matthew 
6:9-13, the Lord Jesus 
gives us a model for 
prayer.  He tells us that 
we should end our 
prayers by giving glory 
to God for His eternal 
kingdom, power, and 
glory.  The NIV denies 
that we should end our 
prayers with this, 
teaching instead that we 
should end focusing on 
ourselves.  In the KJB, 
prayer begins and ends 
with God.  In the NIV, 
prayer begins with “our 
Father,” v. 9, but ends 
with the “evil one,” the 
devil! 
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Introduction 
 

The battle for the Word of God is going on today as it always has. The work of the Evil 
One himself has ever been to cause men to doubt the Word (Gen. 3:1), to corrupt the 
Word (2 Cor. 2:17), and to misquote the Word (Luke 4:10,11). There are many Modern 
Versions on the scene today all claiming to be more accurate or more readable renderings 
of the Word of God. Most of these versions follow the MINORITY Greek Text even 
though that text exhibits a corruption throughout. The King James Version was translated 
from the MAJORITY Greek Text which agrees with about 95% of all available 
manuscripts. The MAJORITY Greek Text can be traced back to the Peshitta (Syriac 
Version) about 150 A.D. 
 
Many Christian Colleges and Universities have switched over to the MINORITY Greek 
Text (known as Westcott and Hort or Nestle and Aland) for the classroom while still 
using the King James Version in public preaching. Since there are over 5,000 differences 
between the MAJORITY and MINORITY texts a problem immediately faces the student. 
The King James Version he brings to the classroom is subjected to constant editing by the 
teacher who is using a Greek Text different from the one the King James Version was 
translated from. The student is well aware that God did not inspire two different Bibles. 
He must make a choice and for the sake of harmony or teacher satisfaction he will usually 
accept his King James Version minus the MINORITY Text corrections as the Word of 
God. Should there be an area where agreement cannot be reached he is told to decide on 
the proper rendering by exercising his spiritual discernment. The schools that are 
following this double standard will admit that when the King James Version is no longer 
needed for Public Relations they will make the complete change to the New American 
Standard or the New International Version. These two are seen to follow the MINORITY 
Greek Text. 
 
Those who want to replace our King James Version with new Modern Versions are 
constantly stating that no Bible Doctrines are affected by the changes. One school 
recently published an article by one of its' teachers in which he said that, "BOTH TEXTS 
ARE THE WORD OF GOD." It is difficult to understand how two texts differing in over 
5,000 places can both be the Word of God. It only serves to show the absolute 
desperation on the part of the MINORITY Text champions to defend their indefensible 
position. The purpose of this volume is to show the changes made by the MINORITY 
text and how they affect the Bible Doctrines which Christians have always believed. 
Though I do not consider any change in the Word of God to be unimportant, I have 
singled out the most glaring examples. A careful reading will show that the Fundamental 
Doctrines of the Christian faith have been affected many times. 
 
Are we to believe the scholars when they tell us that no important doctrines are affected 
by the new Modern Versions? It is obvious that they are not correct. What they really 
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mean to say is that when all the changes have been made the Bible Doctrines are still 
there somewhere else in the Bible. If there are ten verses showing the Virgin Birth of 
Christ, and they have removed two, there are still eight remaining to prove the doctrine. 
That may satisfy them, but the Fundamental believer sees that as a piece by piece 
destruction of the Word of God. 
 
We would accuse them of taking away from the Word of God. They would accuse us of 
using a Bible which has many additions inserted by overzealous Christian copyists. The 
issue now becomes quite clear. We must either believe that overzealous heretics have 
corrupted the original Word of God or believe that overzealous believers have added to 
the original Word of God. I can understand why heretics would want to corrupt the 
original Word of God, but I cannot believe that Christians would add one word to the 
Word of God which they have been entrusted to copy and pass along. The Spirit of God 
within Christians would put a holy awe and reverence around the sacred word and guided 
by that same Spirit they would copy what God had given them. My conclusion is that the 
new Modern Versions are based on Greek manuscripts that have been corrupted by 
heretics who changed the Word of God to agree with their rejection of the Deity of Christ 
and their Humanism regarding salvation. The Greek Text underlying the King James 
Version is not filled with additions made by overzealous Christians. It is the Word of God 
preserved by the Spirit of God and it exalts the Lord Jesus Christ, giving him his proper 
place and the glory due unto his name. 
 

THE CHANGES IN THEIR PROPER NEW TESTAMENT ORDER  
ARE NOW LISTED: 

 
MATTHEW 

 
1:25 "her firstborn" is omitted. That Jesus was her firstborn indicates that Mary and 
Joseph had sexual relations after the birth of Jesus and that others were born of her. The 
omission here seeks to add credence to the false doctrine of the Roman Catholic Church 
concerning the perpetual virginity of Mary. The Bible is clear that Jesus had brothers and 
sisters. 
5:22 "without a cause" is removed. In the Sermon on the Mount the Lord warned of 
judgment for those who were angry with a brother without a cause. Should this change be 
accepted everyone who is angry with his brother may be judged. The effect is to bring 
Jesus into judgment for failing to observe his own words (see Mark 3:5). Such is contrary 
to the doctrine of the sinlessness of Christ. 
6:4, 6, 18 "openly" is out. It is a Bible Doctrine that Christian work done unnoticed for 
the glory of the Lord will one day be rewarded openly (Col. 3:4). 
6:13 "For thine is the kingdom, and the power, and the glory, for ever, Amen" is deleted. 
This ascription of praise to "Our Father" is found in 491 out of 500 existing manuscripts. 
This statement was made a century ago by Dean John Burgon. 
8:29 "Jesus" is left out. The demons bore witness to the fact that Jesus was the Son of 
God. It was an identification of Jesus (in humanity) as the Son of God (in Deity). It 
affects the doctrine of the Person of Christ. 
9:8 "marvelled" is changed to "were afraid." There is no reason to believe that the people 
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were afraid because Jesus healed the sick of the palsy. There is every reason for them to 
marvel at the miracle. 
9:13 "to repentance" is left out. The Bible doctrine of repentance is one that men would 
like to do away with. God requires that in order to be saved one must truly repent (Acts 
17:30; 2 Peter 3:9). The word means "a change of mind" and there must be that 
concerning God, sin and salvation. Men think that sin does not really separate them from 
God--they must change their mind about that. Men think that salvation is by works--they 
must change their mind about that. There is nothing more evident today than the absence 
of repentance among those who are professing to be converted. 
15:8 "draweth nigh unto me with their mouth" is left out. According to Isaiah 29:13 it 
belongs in because Isaiah prophesied of these hypocrites exactly that way. 
16:2,3 "When it is evening ... the signs of the times" is all omitted. The Pharisees and 
Sadducees came looking for a sign and the signs were all around them. Jesus called them 
hypocrites because they could not tell the signs of the times. 
17:21 Whole verse is left out. Power with God is to be had by prayer and fasting. That is 
a fundamental truth of the Word of God. 
18:2 "Jesus" is left out. This is done many times by the corrupt Greek Text of Westcott 
and Hort. I have not chosen to remark about each instance because it would add many 
pages to this work. The MAJORITY Text continuously places the word "Jesus" in the 
narrative with the definite article preceding it. Thus it places him in the center of things 
and in command. It is doctrinally unsound for such prominence to be discarded for the 
word "he." 
18:11 The whole verse is omitted. This verse tells us that man is lost, that he needs to be 
saved, and that the Son of man is the one who can do that. The doctrine of salvation 
through Jesus Christ is affected by this change. 
18:15 "against thee" is omitted. This omission sets us up as watchdogs over others and if 
one sins we are to go and tell him. Such is not the teaching of Scripture. Were we to 
declare every sin we would be constantly busy (bodies) judging the actions and motives 
of everyone. This change is a very bad error. 
18:35 "their trespasses" is omitted. Same thought as mentioned in 18:15. 
19:9 "and whoso marrieth her which is put away doth commit adultery" is removed. This 
is a very important doctrinal change which concerns divorce and remarriage. A man who 
divorces his wife and remarries commits adultery, and also the man who marries the 
divorced wife commits adultery. 
19:16,17 "Good" before Master is omitted. In addition to that, the phrase "Why callest 
thou me good?" is changed to "Why askest thou me concerning the good?" Good Master 
is correct and Jesus responded to show the young man that only one was good and that 
one was God. The conclusion should have been obvious. Since Jesus was good he was 
necessarily God. The omission and change destroys the intended testimony to the Deity 
of Christ. 
20:16 "for many be called, but few chosen" is left out. The Lord would have us know that 
many are called to inherit eternal life, but few are chosen by virtue of believing in Christ. 
It is a Bible doctrine that God wants all men to be saved but few will come to Christ for 
salvation. 
21:12 "of God" is out. Jesus, who was God in the flesh, came to his own temple and said, 
"My house shall be called the house of prayer." It was the temple of God and the God of 
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the temple was there. 
22:30 "of God" is removed. There are good angels and fallen angels. The believers, in the 
resurrection, will be like the good angels "of God" who alone are in heaven. 
23:8 "Master" is changed to "teacher." There are many teachers but only one master. The 
change here takes away the pre- eminence that God intends for his Son. 
25:13 "wherein the Son of man cometh" is omitted. The warning to watch is tied to the 
imminent return of the Lord. The omission here does away with the doctrine of the Lord's 
second advent. 
26:28 "new" is dropped before testament. The apostle Paul tells us that Jesus said, "this 
cup is the NEW testament in my blood." The change here is intended to corrupt the Word 
of God and to confuse Christians. 
27:35 "that it might be fulfilled ... did they cast lots" is all omitted. It is very important in 
Matthew's gospel, where Jesus is portrayed as the King of Israel, to show that he is the 
fulfillment of Old Testament prophecies. Here the parting of his garments and casting lots 
is the fulfillment of Psalm 22:18 which portrays the crucifixion of Christ. To omit this is 
to show the intended corruption of the Word of God by the textual critics. 
28:6 "the Lord" is omitted. The very reverent angels said, "see the place where the Lord 
lay." They would not say, "see the place where he lay." The constant attempt to humanize 
Jesus and take away from his Deity does not endear the Westcott and Hort Greek Text to 
believers. 
 

MARK 
 

1:1 "the Son of God" is left out. These words present Jesus Christ as Deity. Such an 
omission is a direct attack on the person of Christ and is without doubt a doctrinal error. 
1:31 "immediately" is dropped. The descriptive word tells us when the fever left her and 
therefore provides us with a miracle. The word left out denies the miracle and thus the 
one who performed it. 
2:17 "to repentance" is left out. See comments on Matt. 9:13. 
3:15 "to heal sicknesses" is omitted. Jesus gave them authority to heal diseases as well as 
to cast out demons. Sickness is the result of sin (Adam's) and the only one who has 
authority to eliminate it is the one who would die for sin. On the basis of his approaching 
death for sin on Calvary he could say, "Son, thy sins be forgiven thee" and "Rise up and 
walk." 
4:24 "and unto you that hear shall more be given" is left out. It is a Bible teaching that 
those who seek truth from the Lord shall be given more truth (see John 7:17). 
5:36 "as soon" is dropped. The word in the Greek is "immediately." The word 
immediately is constantly dropped by the Revisers of 1881. It is a key word in Mark 
which is the Gospel of the Servant of the Lord who came "not to be ministered unto, but 
to minister." When Jairus was told that his daughter was dead and that he should not 
trouble Jesus further, the Lord "immediately" encouraged him to believe. 
6:11 "Verily I say unto you, It shall be more tolerable for Sodom and Gomorrah in the 
day of judgment, than for that city" is removed from the text. This passage emphasizes 
the great degree of responsibility that was upon those cities who heard the Lord's apostles 
as they preached repentance and worked miracles before them. Sodom and Gomorrah did 
not have such light, yet they are still suffering the eternal wrath of God (see Jude 7 where 
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"suffering" is in the present tense). How much more the judgment of America today 
where people sit in an abundance of complete revelation from God and choose to remain 
in darkness. 
7:8 "as the washing of pots and cups: and many other such like things ye do" is omitted. 
The Lord not only condemns the Pharisees for traditions of men, but he names them. 
There are traditions of men today which are sending people to Hell and preachers need to 
name them. It is doctrinally unsound to let men go on in traditions and not expose them. 
9:23 "if thou canst believe" is dropped. The father had said to Jesus, "if thou canst do 
anything." To this lack of faith Jesus answered, "if thou canst believe." It was at once a 
rebuke and an encouragement to have faith in him. The father's answer in the next verse 
is beautiful but the Revisers ruined that also. They omitted "with tears, Lord" from the 
most precious answer as recorded by the Spirit of God. 
9:45 "into the fire that never shall be quenched" is dropped. The character and duration of 
Hell is described here and the doctrine of eternal retribution is affected by this change. 
9:47 "fire" is omitted. The words are inspired and in complete agreement with Rev. 20:15. 
The consignment of the lost to the lake of fire is a Bible doctrine. 
10:21 "take up the cross" is left out. The word to the young man was to divest himself of 
the riches in which he trusted, consider himself dead to the world, and follow Christ into 
eternal life. There are many who will let go of riches and seek to emulate some of Christ's 
teachings, but the way of the cross they refuse. The cross for Christ and for believers is 
Fundamental in Christian doctrine. 
10:24 "for them that trust in riches" is left out. This is a very glaring doctrinal error. It is 
not hard to enter into the kingdom of God (salvation is a free gift through faith in Jesus 
Christ) but it is hard for those who trust in riches to trust Christ alone for salvation. Their 
God is their wealth and it is no more compatible with Christ than Dagon was with the 
Ark of God (see 1 Sam. 5:1-5). 
11:26 The whole verse is removed. It is a Bible doctrine that if we regard iniquity in our 
heart the Lord will not hear us. Answered prayer and clean vessels go together. When I 
confess my sins and ask God for favor he requires that my confession of sin include 
forgiveness of those who have sinned against me. If I refuse to forgive others it becomes 
sin to me (see Eph. 4:32). 
13:14 "spoken of by Daniel the prophet" is dropped. Without the reference to Daniel the 
appeal to understand is without force. Though some might connect it in their thoughts 
because they are familiar with Scripture, it does not follow that he is referring to Daniel. 
The reference to Daniel by the Lord also authenticates his writing as inspired Scriptures. 
14:22 "eat" is dropped. Our Lord did not give them a relic from the Last Supper to take 
home and cherish. He gave them broken bread to eat which (when observed) would 
always remind them of his body which was broken for them. 
15:28 The whole verse is left out. Jesus was crucified between two thieves in fulfillment 
of Isaiah 53:12. It is doctrinal error to eliminate clear statements concerning the fulfilling 
of prophecy (see Luke 24:27). 
16:9-20 Twelve verses are omitted. These verses are found in every known manuscript 
but two (the oldest of those two leaves a blank space where it belongs). They are found in 
all the Versions, quoted by the church fathers, and seen in the lectionaries of the church. 
There are many doctrines affected by the omission of these twelve verses. The 
resurrection of Christ is deleted. The great commission, baptism, eternal damnation and 
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His ascension into Heaven are all taken out of the Word of God. Certainly the gospel 
does not end with "they were afraid." Some say the ending has been lost (see Dr. Ryrie's 
Study Bible) but that destroys the Bible Doctrine that God preserves His Word (see 1 
Peter 1:23-25). The evidence is clear that these verses are original and to cut them out is 
to affect many doctrines of the Christian faith. 
 

LUKE 
 
1:28 "blessed art thou among women" is omitted. There were many virgins in Israel at the 
time, but God chose Mary. The Son that she bore would be her Saviour from sin. The 
Roman Catholic doctrine of the immaculate conception of Mary (concerning her birth) is 
nothing but pagan fiction. Mary was blessed AMONG women, but not ABOVE women. 
The worship of Mary is contrary to Scripture. This omission is designed to lift her above 
others and eventually deify her. 
2:14 "peace, good will toward men" is changed to "peace among men of good will." The 
first talks of the birth of Christ as bringing God's peace and good will (reconciliation) to 
men. Faith in the death of Christ for our sins brings justification and peace with God. The 
change offers God's peace to men who are good. That is doctrinally unsound since there 
is none good. 
2:33 "Joseph and his mother" is changed to "his father and mother." The Spirit of God is 
very careful to show that our Lord Jesus Christ was born of a virgin and that he did not 
have a human father who begat him. The change casts doubt upon the doctrine of the 
virgin birth of Christ as the "seed of the woman." Later, when Mary refers to Joseph as 
"thy father," Jesus answers with, "wist ye not that I must be about my Father's business," 
meaning that God was his father (see 2:48,49). 
2:40 "in spirit" is left out. That the child grew and waxed strong in spirit (meaning that he 
was spiritually strong) is evident from verse 47. It is unlikely that the Spirit of God 
wanted us to see how strong Jesus was with reference to his physique. 
2:43 "and Joseph and his mother knew not of it" is changed to "and his parents were 
unaware of it." The first retains the teachings of the virgin birth, the second discards it. 
The virgin birth is a Fundamental doctrine of the Christian faith and the MAJORITY 
Text upholds it. Let us not hear of supposed overzealous copyists but rather let us beware 
of overzealous heretics who would deny the fundamentals of the faith. 
4:4 "but by every Word of God" is dropped. Many are willing to agree that bread alone 
cannot satisfy man, but few are willing to live by every word of God. This quotation is 
from Deut. 8:3 where the omitted words are found. The same one who said, "Yea, hath 
God said?" is the author of this omission. The Revisers could not leave this passage in 
because they have changed "every word of God" in over 5,000 places in the New 
Testament. Satan does not mind if we read the Bible as long as we have a Swiss cheese 
Bible (full of holes). Holes in the Word cause doubts in the Word, doubts cause faith to 
be lost, and without faith it is impossible to please him. 
4:8 "Get thee behind me, Satan" is omitted. The devil had tempted Jesus to bypass the 
cross and receive the kingdom over the world. Jesus, whose face was set as a flint to go to 
the cross, refused to worship him. 
6:10 "whole as the other" is left out. These words tell us that not only was his hand 
restored to use but it was whole as the other. The completeness of the miracle is attested 
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to by these words. 
9:54 "even as Elias did" is omitted. Apart from this word they had no precedent for doing 
such a thing. 
9:55, 56 "and said, Ye know not what manner of spirit ye are of. For the Son of man is 
not come to destroy men's lives, but to save them" is omitted. In reply to the disciples 
who thought that they could call down fire from heaven, Jesus told them that he came to 
save men. This passage is consistent with John 3:17, "For God sent not his Son into the 
world to condemn the world; but that the world through him might be saved." 
11:2-4 "Our ... which art in heaven" is deleted along with "Thy will be done as in heaven, 
so in earth" and "but deliver us from evil." Only corrupt manuscripts can produce so 
many departures from the disciples prayer which is found without deletions in Matt. 6:9-
13. 
14:5 The word "ass" is changed to "son." The use of "son" is too much for the 
comparison the Lord is making. Only a slavish loyalty to a corrupt Greek text can 
produce such a foolish change. 
22:31 "And the Lord said" is dropped. The Lord Jesus was God and as such he was 
omnipresent and omniscient. He was present when Satan came before God and asked 
permission to try Peter's faith. He had prayed to the Father, as Peter's intercessor, that his 
faith would not fail. It was the Lord who knew all of this and warned Peter specifically. 
22:64 "they struck him on the face" is dropped. It is error to minimize the sufferings of 
Christ. His facial appearance was marred more than any man (see Isaiah 52:14 and 53:5). 
23:23 "and of the chief priests" is omitted. The Lord was careful to let us know that the 
religious priests were involved in the rejection of Christ. Those who call themselves 
priests today do likewise. 
23:42 "And he said unto Jesus, Lord, remember me when thou comest into thy kingdom" 
is changed to "Then he said, Jesus remember me when you come into your kingdom." 
The confession that Jesus is Lord is doctrinally correct because it is required for salvation 
(see Rom. 10:913). 
23:45 "the sun was darkened" is changed to "the sun was eclipsed." The Greek word in 
the corrupt Greek Text is EKLIPONTOS from which we derive the word ECLIPSE. An 
eclipse is caused by the natural occurrence of the moon passing between the sun and the 
earth and usually lasts for about 3-5 minutes. The sun being darkened for three hours was 
a miracle of God and will be repeated again prior to the Lord's return to earth (see Matt. 
24:29) Many modern versions try to hide the Greek word they are using to translate from 
the corrupt Greek text by using words like: obscured (NASV), faded (AMPLIFIED), 
stopped shining (NIV), failed (NEW WORLD), but some honestly translate the word 
"eclipse" (20th CENTURY, MOFFAT, NEB, PHILLIPS). Humanism would try to find 
some way to explain away the miracles of God's Word lest they be forced to accept it as 
the revelation from God concerning salvation. 
24:36 "and saith unto them. Peace be unto you" is omitted. Jesus had said to them, "Peace 
I leave with you, my peace I give unto you" (John 14:27). He was now risen from the 
dead and in their midst to guarantee that peace to them. One of the greatest benefits of 
our salvation is to have peace with God (Rom. 5:1) and the peace of God ruling in our 
hearts (Phil. 4:7). 
24:40 The whole verse is omitted. The bodily resurrection of Christ is proven here as he 
showed them his hands and his feet. The omission affects Bible doctrine very much. 
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24:51 "and carried up into heaven" is left out. The bodily ascension of Christ into heaven 
is a Bible doctrine that is denied here. It leaves the Lord parted from them but does not 
tell us where he went. The Revisers removed the doctrine and left the Word in a poor 
state of disarray. Acts 1:1, 2 tells us that the "former treatise" (Luke) ended with Jesus 
being "taken up." That ought to be sufficient to show the Revisers are wrong. 
24:52 "And ... worshipped him" is omitted by the NASV. The MAJORITY Text says, 
"And they having worshipped him returned to Jerusalem with great joy." The picture we 
have is of our Lord receiving their worship because he is God (see 4:8 where worship is 
to be to God only) and then before their very eyes ascending into heaven. It is a Bible 
doctrine that we are to worship Jesus and the omission by the NASV is a clear denial of 
that doctrine. 
 

JOHN 
 
1:18 "the only begotten Son" is changed to "The only begotten God." Such a phrase is 
foreign to Scripture. It accommodates the Arian teaching that Christ was a lesser deity 
created by God. It agrees with the teaching of Origen that Christ was not equal with God 
in essence and nature. Sound Fundamental doctrine concerning Christ is that he is one 
person of the Triune God and that he proceeds from the Father by an eternal generation 
and reveals God to men as the Son of God. 
1:27 "He it is ... who is preferred before me" is removed. This change removes the pre-
eminence and pre-existence of Christ. John wanted us to see that though Christ came 
after him, he in reality preceded and ranked above him. 
3:13 "which is in heaven" is omitted. This change affects the doctrine of the 
omnipresence of Christ. As man he was here on earth, as God he was able to be 
everywhere present. The omission is a corruption introduced by those who do not believe 
in the perfect and absolute Deity of Christ. 
3:15 "should not perish" is removed. This deletion removes the opposite of everlasting 
life, which is to perish. The doctrine of eternal damnation is weakened by the change. 
3:16 "his only begotten Son" is changed to "the only begotten Son." The word HIS marks 
Jesus Christ out as God's own peculiar son in a relationship that no one else has. It marks 
him as of the same essence and nature. The Deity of Christ is involved and is thereby 
weakened (3:17 also changed). 
4:42 "the Christ" is left out. The purpose of John's gospel as given in 20:31 was to lead 
people to believe that Jesus was the Christ, the Son of God. That belief was to bring life 
to them. To omit it here is to deny the purpose of the inspired writer. 
5:3b, 4 The statement regarding the moving of the water by an angel and subsequent 
miraculous healing is removed. Should this deletion be permitted there would be no sense 
to verse 7 since that verse presupposes 5:3b, 4. This is an effort to remove the miraculous 
from the Bible and thus accommodate humanism. 
5:16 "and sought to slay him" is omitted. The Scripture teaches us that on many 
occasions they tried to kill Jesus but by supernatural power were kept from doing so (see 
John 18:6). He was omnipotent and there was no way they could take him until his hour 
was come. 
6:47 "on me" is left out. The object of faith has been removed here. Everlasting life does 
not come to those who believe, but to those who believe on Christ. This is doctrinal error 
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of the gravest sort and has been carried over into the NASV and NIV. 
7:8 The little word "yet" is dropped and the result is that the Lord appears to lie to his 
brothers, since he did go up to the feast. There is a world of difference between "I go not 
up YET" and "I go not up." The sinlessness of Christ is an indispensable doctrine of the 
Christian faith and lying is sin. 
7:53-8:11 The whole story of the woman taken in adultery is omitted. This is one of the 
most blessed portions of the Word of God. It is intended by God through the inspired 
writer to amplify what came before in 3:17. The law was given by Moses but grace and 
truth came by Jesus Christ (1:17). 
8:38 The words "my Father" and "your father" are intended to show the difference 
between his father and their father, who was Satan. By removing the word "my" and 
"your" there is a deliberate attempt to remove the offence and cater to the false dream of 
the Fatherhood of God and the Brotherhood of Man. 
8:39 "If ye were Abraham's children" is changed to "if ye are Abraham's children." The 
Lord intended them to see that they were not Abraham's children at all. The change gives 
us to see that they were Abraham's children and therefore they ought to act like it. This is 
pure humanism and contrary to sound doctrine. 
9:4 "I must work the works of him that sent me" is changed to "We must work the works 
of him that sent us." The uniqueness of Christ as the Sent One of the Father is destroyed 
and he is placed equally with the disciples as sent from God to do the work of God. This 
is an attack on the Person and Work of Christ and it exalts humanism. Jesus was sent by 
the Father and the disciples were sent by Jesus, "as my Father hath sent me, even so send 
I you." 
9:35 "the Son of God" is changed to "the Son of man." The thing to be believed in John's 
gospel is that Jesus is the Son of God (20:31). The change by the minority texts is not 
warranted. 
10:38 "that ye may know, and believe" is changed to "that ye may know, and 
understand." The union of Christ and the Father within the Godhead is that which we are 
to believe and rely upon for the certainty of our salvation. To understand the union is 
beyond human comprehension and if it could be understood, that would still not be the 
equivalent of salvation. 
11:41 "where the dead was laid" is removed. God intends that we should know that this 
was the very same place where Lazarus was laid. This is an attempt to cloud the evident 
miracle which followed. (see also 12:2 where "which had been dead" is also removed). 
 

ACTS 
 
Title "of the Holy Apostles" is deleted. To leave us with "ACTS" means nothing. That the 
Apostles were sanctified (holy) by the Lord Jesus and sent forth as his sent ones is 
evident from John 17:1719. The title in the MAJORITY Text is doctrinally correct. 
2:30 "according to the flesh he would raise up Christ" is omitted. It was not just that one 
of David's descendants would sit upon the throne, but that his greater Son would be 
raised from the dead in a body of flesh. 
2:31 "his soul" is omitted. The body of Christ was in the tomb but his soul went down 
into Hades (Hell), the place of departed spirits. The teaching of the Bible is that our Lord 
had a body, soul and spirit. 



 71 

2:47 "to the church" is left out. Believers are added to the Church which is Christ's body. 
The Church is an organism, and when persecutors touched the Church they touched 
Christ (see 9:5). 
3:21 "all" is dropped in front of "his holy prophets." God has spoken of the Kingdom age 
by the mouth of ALL his prophets since the world began. In harmony with this Jesus 
spoke to the two on the road to Emmaus about himself from "all the prophets" (see Luke 
24:27). There are others in the world who claim to be prophets but they do not speak of 
Jesus and his kingdom, therefore they are not of God. 
3:26 "Jesus" is dropped. The specific name leaves no doubt as to whom God raised up 
from the dead to offer again the kingdom to Israel. 
4:24 "thou art God" is changed to "thou art he who." There is no reason to accept 
MINORITY manuscripts when they want to change "God" to "he who" (see 1 Tim. 3:16). 
6:3 The word "Holy" is dropped. When God led the Church to choose deacons he made it 
clear that they should be controlled by the Holy Spirit. Many churches since have 
appointed men who had a lot of spirit and were full of enthusiasm, but that is not the 
same as being full of the "Holy Ghost." Godly living is required of deacons and it is 
contrary to sound doctrine to leave out "Holy." The Greek word for spirit can refer to 
man's spirit or God's spirit and lest we should err here God inserted the word "Holy" 
before spirit. 
6:8 "faith" is changed to "grace." The Bible does not teach that Christians are full of 
grace but rather that they receive grace. The only one who was "full of grace" was our 
Lord Jesus Christ (see John 1:14). The measure of faith is given to every believer to 
profit thereby. 
7:30 "of the Lord" is omitted. It was not just an angel that appeared to Moses at the 
burning bush, it was an angel of Jehovah (the Lord). This was an Old Testament 
appearance of the eternal Son of God in angelic form. In plain words it was the Lord who 
appeared to Moses (see Exodus 3:1-5). 
7:37 "The Lord your" and "him shall ye hear" are omitted. This is contrary to the original 
quotation as found in Deut. 18:15. In Stephen's sermon the "him shall ye hear" is most 
important since those who refuse Christ's words will be judged by God. 
8:18 "Holy" is dropped. Four times here in four verses the Holy Ghost is mentioned. To 
drop the word Holy in one out of the four times is to create confusion and doubt 
concerning the Word of God. 
8:37 The whole verse is omitted. This leaves the question of the Ethiopian eunuch 
unanswered. Philip's answer is correct in that belief must be from the heart prior to 
baptism. The eunuch's confession of faith is in exact agreement with what is required for 
salvation as given in John 20:31. Souls have been led to Christ with this verse of 
Scripture and it is doctrinally unsound to remove it. 
9:5,6 "it is hard for thee to kick against the pricks. And he trembling and astonished said, 
Lord, what wilt thou have me to do? And the Lord said unto him" is all omitted. This 
passage gives us a picture of Saul resisting the Spirit of God as he was under conviction. 
Saul's response is to submit to the Lord's direction, having been humbled before the Lord. 
Without Saul's "what wilt thou have me to do?" there could be no "arise and go." 
9:29 "Jesus" is left out. The reason the Jews went about to slay Saul was not because he 
spake boldly in the name of the Lord, but because he spoke of the Lord Jesus. As we well 
know in this day of Modernism there is a great difference. 
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10:6 "he shall tell thee what thou oughtest to do" is left out. The would- be correctors of 
the MAJORITY Text would have us believe that Cornelius was already saved and that it 
would be good for him to have fellowship with Peter. The truth is that Cornelius was not 
saved (see 11:14) and that there was something which he had to do. He must believe on 
the Lord Jesus Christ or he would be lost and go to Hell. 
10:30 "fasting" is left out. Fasting, to find the will of God, is a Biblical doctrine. Though 
it is little used today, especially since we have the completed Word of God, it was evident 
in the New Testament apostolic times. 
10:32 "who, when he cometh, shall speak unto thee" is omitted. See above comments 
under 10:6. 
15:24 "Ye must be circumcised and keep the law" is left out. This is exactly the reason 
why the Jerusalem council was called or convened. There is no doubt that the reply to the 
Gentile converts made mention of the all important question. 
16:31 "Christ" is omitted. The word speaks of the Deity of Christ. It pointed the 
Philippian jailer to the God he must believe in for salvation. 
18:5 "was pressed in the Spirit" is changed to "was engrossed with the word." When Paul 
was teaching he was always engrossed with the Word. In Corinth Paul had been laying 
the groundwork at the synagogue concerning what the Scriptures had to say about their 
Messiah (Christ). When Silas and Timothy came, Paul was under compulsion to show 
that Jesus was the Christ. 
19:10 "Jesus" is left out. For the heathen to hear about the Lord is not enough. They must 
hear that Jesus is that Lord. 
20:28 "of God" is changed to "of the Lord." The word lord is sometimes used of men and 
sometimes of God. Therefore, the change does not affirm the Deity of Christ. Our 
Authorized King James Version shows that God purchased the church with his own 
blood. This establishes the Deity of Christ irrefutably. 
21:25 "they observe no such thing, save only that" is omitted. The Gentiles had been told 
that they did not have to observe the law of Moses nor circumcise their children (see Acts 
15:23-29). James was in error when he sought to keep the Jews obedient to the Law after 
he had written to the Gentiles that they were not under it. The omission here leaves one 
with the impression that the Law was optional for the Gentiles and possibly preferable. 
Tampering with God's Word always leaves the door open for doctrinal error. 
26:28 "almost thou persuadest me to be a Christian" is changed to "do you think that in 
such a short time you can persuade me to be a Christian?" King Agrippa was "almost 
persuaded" and he was in possession of the truth concerning salvation. The change would 
have us believe that he needed more information and perhaps Paul was too quick to 
expect a decision. 
 

ROMANS 
 
1:16 "of Christ" is omitted. The gospel message is of Christ and centers around his 
Person and Work. This is an inexcusable attempt to leave Christ out of the good news of 
salvation. 
3:22 "and upon all" is dropped. The doctrine of imputed righteousness is most blessed to 
the believer. We are clothed in his righteousness and God sees us in Him, therefore it is 
"upon us." 
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8:1 "Who walk not after the flesh, but after the Spirit" is dropped. To the truth that there 
is no condemnation to those who are in Christ, the Word adds the truth that they are 
characterized by a walk in the Spirit. It is a Bible doctrine that those who are saved are 
characterized by a changed life. 
11:6 "But if it be of works, then is it no more grace: otherwise work is no more work" is 
dropped. The first part of the verse shows that grace rules out works. The second part of 
the verse shows that works rules out grace. It is intended for those who want to intrude 
works into the established state of grace for good measure (or safekeeping in salvation). 
This is a very important doctrinal passage in its' entirety. 
13:9 "thou shalt not bear false witness" is dropped. Those who wrote the corrupt 
manuscripts had no trouble with the other commandments shown here. It is obvious that a 
smiting conscience would not permit them to include this commandment since it directly 
involved what they were engaged in, bearing false witness about God's Word. 
14:9 "and rose" is left out. Many heretics are willing to say that he died and that he lives 
again, but that he rose (bodily out from among the dead) they reject outright. The bodily 
resurrection of Christ is a cardinal doctrine of the Christian faith. 
 

1 CORINTHIANS 
 
2:4 "man's wisdom" is changed to "wisdom." Paul did not reject wisdom in his teaching, 
he rejected MAN'S wisdom. 
3:4 "are ye not carnal?" is changed to "are ye not men?" It should be obvious that they 
were men, but the Bible truth to be taught was that in their divisions they were being 
controlled by fleshly (carnal) desires and not spiritual desires. 
5:7 "for us" is omitted. This affects the vital doctrine of the substitutionary atonement of 
Christ. If Christ did not die for our sins then we are still under the wrath of God and 
without hope. 
5:12 The little word "also" is dropped. That word indicated that Paul did judge those who 
were within the church. Those who were outside the church were for God to judge. The 
responsibility for believers to carry out discipline within the church is a Bible doctrine. 
6:4 "set them to judge who are least esteemed in the church" is changed to "do you 
appoint them as judges who are of no account in the church?" The Word of God teaches 
that it is better to suffer wrong than to go to court against another Christian before a lost 
world. It is better to leave the judgment of the matter to the least Christian than to the 
greatest worldly judge. The change here completely turns around the way of God and 
seems to rebuke the church for leaving the matter in the hands of the least Christians. 
6:20 "and in your spirit which are God's" is omitted. The body gives us world 
consciousness and the spirit gives us God consciousness. We are to glorify God in our 
body by holy living and in our spirit by walking in fellowship with God. Verses 16 and 
17 talk about both. 
10:9 "Christ" is changed to "Lord." In the Old Testament they tempted Christ and that 
rock that followed them was Christ (see verse 4). The word Lord can be used of the 
Father and the Son. Changing to that word here eliminates the pre-existence of Christ. 
11:24 "take eat" is omitted along with "is broken." The symbolic bread was broken and 
given to the disciples with instruction to eat it. It typified his flesh which "is being broken 
for you" (literal Greek). Though not a bone of him was broken it is true that his flesh was 
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broken in many places before he died on our behalf. 
11:29 "unworthily" is dropped. The word gives the picture of a believer treating the 
Lord's Supper as a common meal, not reverencing the symbolic meaning and spiritual 
impact it is intended to make upon his soul and spirit. To remove this word is a very great 
doctrinal error. When you consider that sickness and death was the result of such 
unworthy participation, it is no light matter. 
11:29 "not discerning the Lord's body" is changed to "if he does not judge the body 
rightly" (NASV). When we partake of the Lord's Supper we are to see through the 
elements to the Lord's body. As you think of the cost of your redemption there ought to 
be more holy living. The change brings absolute confusion concerning what body is 
meant, the Lord's or the believers. It is hallowed ground and the corrupters of God's Word 
have dared to tread upon it. 
15:47 "the Lord" is left out. God is contrasting Adam and Christ. To say that the second 
man is from heaven is not enough. There have been men from heaven who were angels. 
Here the man from heaven is the Lord. This is an attempt to do away with the Deity of 
Christ. 
15:49 "we shall also bear the image of the heavenly" is changed to "we should bear the 
image of the heavenly." The first is a fact based upon the certainty of our eternal 
salvation in Christ. The second is an exhortation based upon the uncertainty of a salvation 
by works. The first is sound doctrine, the second is unsound doctrine. 
16:22 "Jesus Christ" is omitted. In a phrase with such import as to be accursed it is 
unthinkable that the test should center around the general term "Lord." The curse of God 
is upon those who do not love the Lord Jesus Christ. When his person and work is 
refused there is nothing to look for but wrath. 
 

2 CORINTHIANS 
 
4:4 "unto them" is omitted. The devil does not have power to keep the light of the gospel 
of Christ from shining, but he does have power to blind men lest it shine "unto them." 
5:17 "all things" is left out. The believer is brought into vital union with Christ so that it 
is declared that he is in Christ. In the sight of God "old things" of the sinful nature are 
passed away. It only remains for those old things to be unwound, like Lazarus' 
graveclothes, in his daily life. In the sight of God "all things" are become new though 
they make their appearance in the life of the believer as he grows in grace and knowledge. 
To deny that "all things" are become new is to deny the finished work of Christ whereby 
we are made accepted in the beloved. 
12:11 "in glorying" is dropped. The Corinthians had compelled Paul to talk about his 
experiences with the Lord. He did not want to brag about his spirituality. He felt that he 
had become foolish in boasting or glorying. The change would have Paul saying, "I have 
made a fool of myself." That is not what we are to understand. 
 

GALATIANS 
 
3:1 "that ye should not obey the truth" is omitted. The Galatians had been bewitched by 
the Jewish legalizers who had put them under the Law to keep saved. Paul tells them that 
in so doing they were not obeying the truth. The truth was that they were saved by grace 
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and that all spiritual blessings were theirs in Christ. To turn from that is to be in error. 
3:17 "in Christ" is dropped. Paul is talking about the covenant with Abraham through his 
seed which was Christ. The law was added later and did not affect the covenant of 
promise to those who would be saved by believing as Abraham did. God promised 
Abraham that through his seed (singular) all the families of the earth would be blessed. 
That was a covenant confirmed before of God "in Christ." 
4:7 "an heir of God through Christ" is changed to "an heir through God." The inheritance 
is to the children of God through the mediatorship of Christ. We are not heirs of God 
through God, but through Christ. The change here is intended to destroy the reliance upon 
the Lord Jesus Christ who said, "I am the way, the truth, and the life: no man cometh unto 
the Father, but by me." 
 

EPHESIANS 
 
1:1 "at Ephesus" is left out. It is hard to conceive that the Spirit of God addressed an 
epistle and then lost the address. 
3:9 "by Jesus Christ" is removed. It is a Bible doctrine that all things were created by 
Jesus Christ and without him was not anything made that was made. This change detracts 
from the Deity of Christ which is made evident by the fact that ALL THINGS were 
created by Him. 
5:30 "of his flesh, and of his bones" is left out. The Bible teaching is that the believer is 
vitally conjoined to Christ for a new life and walk in the Spirit. We are "quickened 
together with Christ," "raised up together," and "seated together in heavenly places in 
Christ Jesus." God likens this to the marriage relationship where two people become one 
flesh. 
6:10 "my brethren" is dropped. These words make it very clear that Paul's instructions 
concerning Christian living are for Christians who by the new birth have become Paul's 
"brethren." There is a great danger that unsaved people might get the impression that by 
imitating the things that Christians do they can become Christians. 
 

PHILIPPIANS 
 
4:13 "Christ" is changed to "him." It is precious to the believer to know that Christ will 
give him strength for spiritual living. Christ himself said, "without me ye can do nothing" 
(John 15:5). The word "him" is quite indefinite and can be misconstrued by Modernists to 
include the "him" of any religious group believing in a Supreme Being. 
 

COLOSSIANS 
 
1:2 "and the Lord Jesus Christ" is omitted. Along with the Father he is the source of grace 
and peace. 
1:14 "through his blood" is left out. Redemption and forgiveness of sins is through the 
direct agency of his shed blood. Many Modernists today can work around the words 
"redemption" and "forgiveness of sins," but they cannot work around the shed blood. 
Therefore they must deny it and be in direct opposition to it. 
2:11 "of the sins" is removed. What is left to work with brings the NIV to translate "In 
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him you were also circumcised, in the putting off of your sinful nature." It is an 
established Bible doctrine that by the circumcision of our heart which the Lord made, we 
are able to overcome the sins of our flesh. But the putting off of our sinful nature will not 
take place until we are changed in the Rapture. Errors like this can only occur as the 
group of translators persist in following the MINORITY Text. 
2:18 "those things which he has not seen" is made to read "those things which he has 
seen." Men were vainly attempting to worship angels as emanations from God in a step-
ladder effort to reach God. Paul exhorted them to hold fast to the Head (our God-man 
Christ Jesus) who proceeded forth and came from God (himself being of the Trinity) that 
he might bring us to God. Paul says they DID NOT see them, heretics say THEY HAVE. 
 

1 THESSALONIANS 
 
1:1 "from God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ" is dropped. Are we to think that 
grace and peace is bestowed by Paul? No, that is not within his power. They have their 
source in the Father and the Son. 
5:27 "holy" is dropped from before "brethren." Paul had other brethren according to the 
flesh who were not saved (Rom. 9:1-3; 10:1). These were sanctified and preserved 
brethren and they were "holy" because they were accepted in the beloved. 
 

1 TIMOTHY 
 
3:3 "not greedy of filthy lucre" is omitted. The phrase has to do with obtaining earthly 
gain through disgraceful means. This happens everyday within professing Christendom. 
It is inspired of God and belongs in the text. 
3:16 "God was manifest" is changed to "He was manifest." The reference is to Christ 
manifest in the flesh, etc. The MAJORITY Text tells us that this Christ was God. There 
are 252 copies of Paul's Epistles which have "God" and only 2 copies which have "he." 
The MINORITY Text leaves us in doubt as to who "he" is. The doctrine of the Deity of 
Christ is greatly harmed here by the corrupt text. 
4:12 "in spirit" is left out. To be an example of the believer it is necessary to have a 
spiritual man guided by the indwelling Holy Spirit. 
4:16 "if any man" is omitted. It is unthinkable that the head of the house should be 
removed here from the responsibility to provide for widows. 
6:5 "from such withdraw thyself" is dropped. The Bible doctrine of separation is affected 
by this corruption. We are to withdraw from teachers who are destitute of the truth. 
6:19 "eternal life" is changed to "that which is truly life." The first talks about the length 
of life, the second talks about the quality of life. You cannot have the first without being 
saved. You can have the second but still be lost, depending on what you think is "truly 
life." 
 

2 TIMOTHY 
 
1:11 "of the Gentiles" is omitted. That Paul was appointed to teach the gospel to the 
Gentiles is indisputable (see Gal. 2:7-9). 
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HEBREWS 
 
1:3 "When he had by himself purged our sins" is changed to "when he had made 
purification of sins." The omission of the word "our" leaves us to wonder whose sins 
were purged, his own or others. It is not plain and therefore the substitutionary atonement 
of Christ is affected by the change. With the words "by himself" the Holy Spirit wanted 
us to see that the atonement for our sins was accomplished by Christ alone. The damage 
to this verse is awesome in its' consequences. 
3:1 "Christ" is omitted. Our High Priest must be anointed of God to that office and the 
word Christ means the Messiah or Anointed one of God. 
10:34 "in heaven" is left out. Those who had lost all their earthly goods certainly had no 
enduring substance here, but in heaven was their treasure and reward. 
 

JAMES 
 
2:20 "faith without works is dead" has been changed to "faith without works is useless." 
There is a great difference between dead faith and useless (or idle) faith. The first 
indicates that no faith exists and the person is lost. The second implies that faith exists 
but it is not being used. Again we see humanism and the false idea of a little divinity in 
each one which only needs to be fanned into a flame. The change promotes false doctrine. 
4:4 "ye adulterers" is dropped from the text. No reason to excuse the men from the 
scathing denunciation of God's Word. 
4:14 "It is even a vapour" is changed to "Ye are just a vapour." In describing the length of 
our life, God tells us it will pass quickly like a vapour. The change would have US 
OURSELVES to exist as a little steam. There is a leaning here toward annihilationism. 
5:16 "Confess your faults" becomes "confess your sins." In a context where God talks 
about sin in relationship to sickness, he moves on to talk about faults (a side-slip or 
deviation). The change "faults" to "sins" leads to the priesthood and the confession box 
which is contrary to all of Scripture. 
 

1 PETER 
 
1:22 "through the Spirit" is removed. The Bible teaches that it is through the agency of 
the Holy Spirit that men are brought to believe in Christ. In John 16:8,9 he convicts the 
world (all men) and draws them to faith in Christ. 
1:23 "for ever" is dropped and thereby the preservation of the Word of God is called into 
question. The agency here of the new birth is the Word of God, which is eternal. Our new 
birth therefore is as eternal as the Word which originated it. 
2:2 The phrase "unto salvation" is added by Westcott and Hort to "that ye may grow 
thereby." This puts a question mark over the certainty of our present salvation. It makes 
salvation a process rather than an accomplished fact. The doctrine of eternal security is 
denied by the new exhortation to grow UNTO SALVATION. 
3:18 "suffered for sins" is changed to "died for sins." The context has Christians suffering 
for well doing and they are exhorted to keep on because Christ also has suffered for us. It 
is a Bible teaching that Christ not only died for our sins, but that he suffered for our sins 
(see Isaiah 53:5-7). 
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3:18 "quickened by the Spirit" is changed to "quickened in the spirit." The correct 
rendering attributes the resurrection of Christ to the Holy Spirit. This completes the truth 
that all three persons of the Trinity were involved in the resurrection of Christ (see John 
2:19; Rom. 8:11). 
4:1 "for us" is left out. Christ suffered for us, the just for the unjust, that he might bring us 
to God. 
5:2 "taking the oversight thereof" is omitted. To watch over the flock of God with 
authority is a clear teaching of the Word. 
5:12 "wherein ye stand" is changed to "wherein stand." By the removal of the word "ye" 
there is a change from our standing in grace to an exhortation to stay there standing. The 
blessing of a perfected standing in grace is thereby removed. 
 

2 PETER 
 
2:17 The words "for ever" are dropped. Peter, in the word concerning false teachers, 
states that their darkness is to last forever. The change leaves us with no definite word as 
to their end. 
2:18 "those that were clean escaped" is changed to "those that are scarcely escaping." The 
change from past tense to present tense moves us from a completed salvation to a hope-so 
salvation. Those who are saved are in possession of eternal life (see John 5:24). 
2:20 "the Lord and Saviour" becomes "our Lord and Saviour." The false teachers had 
escaped some of the world's worst sins by following the teachings of "the Lord" but they 
had never come to know him as "our Lord" is known to real Christians. They were not 
saved and then lost, but never saved at all. 
3:2 "us the apostles" is changed to "your apostles." The Church is built upon the 
foundation of the apostles and prophets (Eph. 2:20) and there are no apostles and 
prophets today nor is there any such thing as an apostolic succession. The phrase "your 
apostles" indicates that the people he was writing to had special apostles designated for 
them and lends support to the continuance of a so-called "Apostolic Succession." 
 

1 JOHN 
 
1:7 "Christ" is dropped. This word brings the cleansing blood into relationship with our 
great anointed High Priest who ever liveth to make intercession for us. Many cults 
believe that Jesus (as man) died for the original sin of Adam and that Christ (as a spirit) 
rose without the body. John would have us know that the one who died and the one who 
arose are the same. 
3:5 "our" is removed from before "sins." Once again the question of whose sins were 
taken away is raised. There have been sins committed by angels and men. The "our sins" 
refers the atonement to those of men. (see my comments under Hebrews 1;3). 
3:14 "his brother" is removed. The teaching of the Word is that a true Christian will love 
his brother in Christ. If a man does not love a true Christian, then it is evident that he is 
still lost and abides in death. The test of spiritual life is not that we love, but that we love 
the brethren (see John 13:34,35). 
4:19 "We love him" is changed to "We love." The object of God's love is us, and the 
object of our love is him. Christians are not just people who love, but people who love 
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God because of his grace. The very next verse deals with the professor who says he loves 
God but is a liar. Lost people may love, but saved people love God. 
5:7 The whole verse bearing testimony to the Triune God is discarded. There are at least 
20 Greek manuscripts which have this verse in. It is also seen in the writings of the 
church fathers and lectionaries. It directly affects the Bible doctrine of the Trinity. 
 

REVELATION 
 
5:10 "kings and priests" is changed to "a kingdom of priests." The 24 elders are 
representative of all the redeemed who in Christ are constituted kings and priests. A 
kingdom of priests smells of Nicolaitanism (the rule of the clergy over the laity) and the 
priesthood for a select few as in the Roman Catholic Church. (The same change is seen in 
1:6) 
8:13 "an angel" is changed to "an eagle." This is most amusing and shows how captive 
the Revisers are to their corrupt text. In a setting replete with angels we are told about a 
talking eagle who pronounces three more "Woes" to the inhabiters of the earth. 
14:5 "before the throne of God" is dropped. This phrase speaks of the perfect standing 
that the saved have in Christ. They are without fault before God because they are, like the 
church, "accepted in the beloved" (Eph. 1:6). 
20:9 "from God" is dropped. At the end of the Kingdom Age the enemies of God are 
destroyed by fire "from God out of heaven." God is the one who will destroy all enemies 
and create a new heaven and a new earth. 
20:12 "before God" is changed to "before the throne." The dead will be raised, not to 
stand before an impersonal throne, but to stand before "the God" [literal]. Many would 
like to change the personal God into some kind of Divine Mind or Supreme Being. 
 

CONCLUSION 
 

All that has gone before makes it very clear that Christian Doctrine is greatly 
affected by the changes. The MINORITY Text is the source of these changes and the 
New Modern Versions usually follow that Text. It is unthinkable that men of God would 
continue to advocate the use of these versions when they are in complete possession of all 
the facts. The ministry of the Holy Spirit is to guide us into "all truth." May he be allowed 
to have his way in our hearts. If you have read this book and are of the same persuasion 
as the author, I would exhort you to give copies to your Christian friends. It is very 
important that they understand the issue confronting the Church today. As great numbers 
of Christian people let their voices be heard for the retention of God's Word, as given to 
us in the Traditional Text, there will be a restoration of the same in the pulpits and in the 
Christian schools of our land. 
 

Variants Between the Textus Receptus (ed. Scrivener) and the 1881 
Westcott-Hort Critical Text Cataloged and Described for Matthew 1-10 
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The list below catalogs and comments on all the differences between the Textus Receptus 
(ed. Scrivener) and the Westcott-Hort critical text, which is very similar to modern 
editions by the United Bible Society and the editions of Nestle-Aland, in the first ten 
chapters of Matthew.  An analysis of these varients demonstrates the theological errancy 
and literary inferiority of the critical text to the inerrant and perfectly preserved Word of 
God, the Textus Receptus. 
 
Reference TR CT Comment 
Matthew 

1:6 
oJ basileu\ß ------- The CT omits a phrase that relates to the 

fundamental theme of Matthew—Christ as 
King. 

1:7 ΔAsa¿ ΔAsa¿f A severe error in the CT—king Asa was in 
the geneology of Christ, but Asaph the 
scribe was not.  The CT is not inerrant. 

1:8 ΔAsa» Asa»f See above. 
1:10 Amw¿n Amw¿ß A second severe error in the CT—king 

Amon was in the geneology of Christ, but 
Amos the prophet was not.  The CT is not 
inerrant. 

1:11 Amw¿n Amw¿ß See above. 
1:18 ΔIhsouv Marg. omit The CT regularly omits the name or the 

titles of the Lord Jesus Christ.  The 
combination “Jesus Christ” here in 
Matthew 1 attacks Docetism and the idea 
that Jesus became Christ at His baptism. 

1:18 ge÷nnhsiß ge÷nesiß The TR contains the standard word for 
“birth.” The CT word can also mean 
“origin” or “source,” leaving more room 
for heretical views on the Person and 
natures of Christ. 

1:18 ga»r -------  
1:24 diegerqei«ß e˙gerqei«ß The TR is slightly more explicit, from 

diegei÷rw, “wake up, arouse someone who 
is asleep” (BDAG), aor. act. part. masc. 
sing. nom. 

1:25 to\n ------- See note below. 
1:25 aujthvß to\n 

prwto/tokon 
------- The TR strongly opposes the perpetual 

virginity of Mary—Christ was her firstborn 
son, and after He was born, she had other 
children with Joseph.  The CT, by 
eliminating the four words found in the TR 
in 1:25, does not oppose the doctrine of 
Mary’s perpetual virginity in this verse. 

2:17 uJpo\ dia» The alteration of the prophetic formulae in 
this passage and others (cf. Matthew 3:3) 
changes the view of prophetic agency and 
also affects the range of meaning uJpo/ and 
dia¿ have in the NT. 

2:18 qrhvnoß kai« ------- See Jeremiah 31:15.  The CT weakens the 
sadness at the foul crime under discussion, 
and eliminates potential allusions to other 
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texts in Jeremiah with the word qrhvnoß. 
3:2 kai« ------- The TR reading is smoother. 
3:3 uJpo\ dia» See note on Matthew 2:17. 
3:6 ------- potamwˆ◊ The word added in the CT is unnecessary.  

The TR e˙n twˆ◊ˆ◊ ΔIorda¿nhØ is perfectly clear. 
3:8 karpou\ß a‡xiouß karpo\n a‡xion The CT is weaker on the change of life of 

the regenerate and on the demands of 
evidence of regeneration before baptism.  
The TR also fits better the fact that v. 10 
states that believers bring forth, as a 
continuing action, fruit;  believers are 
poiouvn karpo\n kalo\n. 

3:10 kai« ------- The TR reading is smoother. 
3:16 aujtwˆ◊ Marg. omit The fact that the heavens were opened to 

Christ is omitted in the CT margin.  The 
change from the TR to\ Pneuvma touv 
qeouv to Pneuvma qeouv should also be 
rejected. 

4:3 [proselqw»n] aujtwˆ◊  [ei•pen] aujtwˆ◊ The TR has the aujtwˆ◊ in a more sensible 
position. 

4:4 a‡nqrwpoß oJ a‡nqrwpoß The CT adds the article, which is found 
without dispute in both Luke 4:4 and 
Deuteronomy 8:3 (Hebrew + LXX) 

4:5 iºsthsin e¶sthsen The TR has the 3rd sing. pres. act. indic. of 
iºsthmi;  the CT has the aorist.  The TR 
better suits the present tense verbs in the 
context. 

4:9 le÷gei ei•pen The present tense verbs in 4:8 support the 
TR present tense verb in 4:9 over the CT 
aorist.  Furthermore, the previous 
temptation in v. 6 has an undisputed le÷gei 
in the same sort of construction and 
connection in v. 5-6 as in v. 8-9.  The 
ei•pen in v. 3 is in a different setting. 

4:12 oJ ΔIhsouvß ------- The CT removes the name of Jesus from 
many texts where it is found in the TR.  
Note 4:18, 23. 

4:18  oJ ΔIhsouvß ------- See above. 
4:23 [perihvgen] o¢lhn 

th\n Galilai÷an 
[perihvgen] e˙n 

o¢lhØ thØv 
Galilai÷a ̂

In every other verse where peria¿gw 
occurs as a verb in the NT, it takes an 
accusative (Matthew 9:35; 23:15; Mark 
6:6).  The verb takes an accusative as well 
in the TR of Matthew 4:23, but not in the 
CT.  The statement of the TR is also more 
dramatic;  Christ went about “all Galilee” 
instead of only “in all Galilee.” 

4:23  oJ ΔIhsouvß Marg. omit See note on 4:12. 
4:24 [sunecome÷nouß] 

kai« 
------- The kai÷ is certainly superior 

grammatically.  The CT also appears to 
make all those pa¿ntaß tou\ß kakw ◊ß 
e¶contaß poiki÷laiß no/soiß kai« 
basa¿noiß sunecome÷nouß also suffer 
demon possession, teaching the false 
doctrine that all disease comes from demon 
possession, since “all” with diseases in the 
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area were also possessed. 
5:4,5 See comment See comment The CT margin transposes v. 4 and v. 5, 

changing the development of thought in the 
text. 

5:11 rJhvma ------- The specific content of the slander of the 
godly is lost in the CT.  The fact that God 
hears and knows about every word the 
wicked speak against His saints is lost. 

5:13 blhqhvnai blhqe«n The CT’s APP-NSN. loses the parallelism 
found in the TR’s aorist active infinitive to 
the infinitive katapatei √sqai. 

5:13 kai« ------- The TR speaks of casting out and being 
trodden under foot as two actions, which 
they are, while the CT either combines 
them into one somehow or simply has poor 
grammar which requires a kai÷ but does not 
have one. 

5:22 ei˙khv ------- The CT blasphemously makes Christ into a 
sinner by teaching that all anger, not just 
causeless or unjust anger, is a sin, for the 
Lord Jesus Himself became angry because 
of the hard hearts of ungodly men (Mark 
3:5). 

5:25 e˙n thØv oJdwˆ◊ metΔ 
aujtouv 

metΔ aujtouv e˙n 
thØv oJdwˆ◊ 

The CT reverses the word order. 

5:25 se« paradwˆ◊ Text and/or 
margin omit 

The TR reads more smoothly and retains 
parallelism. 

5:27 toi √ß aÓrcai÷oiß ------- The CT loses the parallelism with v. 21, 
where Old Testament  Scripture is likewise 
associated with the words toi √ß 
aÓrcai÷oiß.  Instead, the CT makes the 
prohibition on adultery in v. 27 the same in 
syntax as the misinterpretation of the Old 
Testament in v. 31. 

5:30 blhqhØv ei˙ß 
ge÷ennan 

ei˙ß ge÷ennan 
aÓpe÷lqhØ 

The TR expression is stronger, stating that 
the lost are thrown (3rd sing. aor. pass. subj. 
ba¿llw) into hell, while the CT merely 
states that the lost go to hell.  The TR 
vocabulary is also found in the previous 
verse (5:29) and in Matthew 18:9; Mark 
9:45, 47.  The CT aÓpe÷rcomai in 
association with ge÷enna is absent from 
Matthew and is only found once in 
Scripture, in Mark 9:43, where the syntax 
is not exactly the same as in the CT of 
Matthew 5:30.  The specific CT form 
aÓpe÷lqhØ is not found anywhere in the TR. 

5:32 o§ß a·n aÓpolu/shØ pa ◊ß oJ 
aÓpolu/wn 

The CT loses the connection to the o§ß 
clause in the second half of the verse.  
Furthermore, the change from the TR 3rd 
sing. aor. act. subj. to the CT pres. act. part. 
nom. sing. masc. leaves room in the CT for 
the position that divorce is not itself sinful, 
but only a continuing pattern or action of 
regular divorcing of successive spouses.  
The TR is specifically against every 
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divorce (with the exception of pornei÷a in 
the engagement/betrothal period before the 
actual marriage ceremony).  Futhermore, 
the TR o§ß a·n aÓpolu/shØ matches the 
identical formulation in Matthew 19:9. The 
TR is also similar to the o§ß e˙a»n aÓpolu/shØ 
in Mark 10:11 and the e˙a»n . . . aÓpolu/shØ 
in Mark 10:12.  It is true that Luke 16:18 
reads pa ◊ß oJ aÓpolu/wn, but the lack of the 
“exception clause” in Luke, alongside the 
wording of the rest of the verse, do not 
allow for a lax view of divorce and 
remarriage in that gospel. 

5:32 moica ◊sqai moiceuqhvnai The TR present passive infinitive is stronger 
than the CT aorist passive infinitive.  The 
TR also matches the present indicative 
moica ◊tai at the end of the verse.  
Furthermore, the TR employs the verb 
moica¿w twice in the verse (and this verb 
never appears outside of the present tense in 
the NT), while the CT alternative form 
comes from moiceu/w. 

5:37 e¶stw Marg. e¶stai The TR has a 3rd singular present 
imperative, while the CT margin has a 3rd 
singular future indicative. 

5:39 rJapi÷sei e˙pi« rJapi÷zei ei˙ß The TR has a 3rd person future indicative 
verb, while the CT has a 3rd person present 
indicative.  The parallel passage in Luke 
6:29 reads e˙pi«, not ei˙ß. 

5:39  th\n dexia¿n sou 
siago/na 

th\n dexia»n 
siago/na 

[sou] 

The position of the sou is changed and 
questioned in the CT. 

5:42 di÷dou do/ß The TR has a 2nd singular present active 
imperative, while the CT verb is aorist.  
The TR requires ongoing generosity, while 
the CT does not.   

5:44 eujlogei √te tou\ß 
katarwme÷nouß 
uJma ◊ß, kalw ◊ß 
poiei √te tou\ß 

misouvntaß uJma ◊ß 

------- The CT removes the command to “bless 
those who curse you, [and] do good to 
those who hate you” from this passage.  
Both omitted verbs (eujlogei √te/poiei √te) 
are 2nd person plural imperatives, from 
eujloge÷w and poie÷w respectively.  The 
participle katarwme÷nouß, from 
katara¿omai, is present middle (dep.), 
accusative, plural, and masculine, while the 
participle misouvntaß, from mise÷w, is 
present, active, accusative, plural, and 
masculine.  Compare Luke 6:27-28. 

5:44 e˙phreazo/ntwn 
uJma ◊ß, kai« 

------- The CT omits the command to “pray for 
those who mistreat you.”  The participle 
e˙phreazo/ntwn is a present, active, 
masculine, plural, genitive from 
e˙phrea¿zw.  Note Luke 6:28. 

5:47 telw ◊nai ou¢tw e˙qnikoi« to\ 
aujto\ 

The parallel to the telw ◊nai of 5:46 is lost 
by the substitution of e˙qnikoi in the CT.  
Furthermore, the tax-collectors, viewed as 
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reprobates, would have been considered 
even more repulsive than Gentiles in 
general, so the CT weakens the 
development of the passage.  The stylistic 
variation which is present in the TR 
between to\ aujto\ in 5:46 and ou¢tw in 
5:47 is also lost in the CT. 

5:48 w‚sper wJß The TR conjunction is stronger than the CT 
conjunction, emphasizing more powerfully 
the necessity of having righteousness that 
is just as that of God.  Furthermore, w‚sper 
is the regular conjunction in the Sermon on 
the Mount for comparisons like Matthew 
5:48 (6:2, 5, 7, 16). 

5:48  e˙n toi √ß oujranoi √ß oujra¿nioß The TR expression is more common and 
more emphatic. 

6:1 th\n e˙lehmosu/nhn [de«] th\n 
dikaiosu/nhn 

The TR better fits the context of alsmgiving 
(6:1-4).  The idea that righteousness is 
synonymous with giving alms is foreign to 
the New Testament, to the gospel of 
justification by faith alone on the basis of 
Christ’s imputed righteousness alone, and 
to the teaching of the Sermon on the Mount 
in 6:33, but it is found in the Apocrypha in 
Tobit 12:9ff.:  “For alms doth deliver from 
death, and shall purge away all sin” 
[e˙lehmosu/nh ga»r e˙k qana¿tou rJu/etai 
kai« aujth\ aÓpokaqariei √ pa ◊san 
aJmarti÷an]. 

6:4 aujto\ß ------- The CT removes the emphasis that the 
Father Himself will bestow the reward 
discussed in the verse. 

6:4 e˙n twˆ◊ fanerwˆ◊ ------- The CT removes the fact that the Father 
will openly bestow the reward discussed in 
the verse.  Since the CT removes the words 
e˙n twˆ◊ fanerwˆ◊ in 6:6 and 6:18 as well, the 
emphasis upon the Father’s open reward of 
the believer is notably weakened in the CT.  
The beautiful parallelism between e˙n twˆ◊ 
kruptwˆ◊ and e˙n twˆ◊ fanerwˆ◊ is also lost.  

6:5 proseu/chØ, oujk 
e¶shØ 

proseu/chsqe, 
oujk e¶sesqe 

The parsing for the TR and CT verbs is 
identical, except that the TR verbs are 
singular and the CT verbs are plural.  The 
following verse, which continues the idea 
of 6:5, also addresses the audience with 
singular verbs, supporting the TR singular 
forms.  The TR command also appears to 
be more personal and direct. 

6:5 w‚sper wJß See note on 5:48. 
6:6 e˙n twˆ◊ fanerwˆ◊ ------- See note on 6:4. 
6:8 ------- Marg. Add. oJ 

Qeo/ß 
The CT margin, were it correct, would be 
the only instance of oJ Qeo\ß oJ path\r in 
the NT.  The CT addition is therefore 
unusual. 

6:10 thvß ------- The phrase in the TR, e˙pi« thvß ghvß, 
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appears 59 times in the NT, while the CT 
e˙pi« ghvß appears in only 4 NT texts.  The 
TR expresses more emphatically that  
God’s will is to be done in the whole earth. 

6:12 aÓfi÷emen aÓfh/kamen The TR verb is PAI-1P, while the CT verb 
is AAI-1P.  The TR indicates that he who 
prays for forgiveness from God should be 
continuing to forgive his debtors, while the 
CT does not make this affirmation. 

6:13 o¢ti souv e˙stin hJ 
basilei÷a kai« hJ 
du/namiß kai« hJ 
do/xa ei˙ß tou\ß 
ai˙w ◊naß. aÓmh/n. 

------- The CT very significantly corrupts the 
model for prayer given by the Lord Jesus 
Christ.  The omitted pattern for prayer in 
this text is not restored or taught elsewhere, 
so this alteration certainly changes the way 
believers are to pray.  The model prayer in 
the TR begins with God and ends with 
God, while the model prayer in the CT 
begins with God but ends with touv 
ponhrouv. 

6:16 w‚sper wJß See note on 5:48. 
6:18 e˙n twˆ◊ fanerwˆ◊ ------- See note on 6:4. 
6:21 [qhsauro\ß] uJmw ◊n [qhsauro/ß] 

sou 
The plurals in the TR fit the context of 
6:19-21, where plurals are found in 6:19-
20.  The CT changes the plurals in 6:19-20 
to a singular in 6:21. 

6:21 [kardi÷a] uJmw ◊n [kardi÷a] sou See above. 
6:25 kai« h·  
6:33 touv Qeouv ------- The TR is explicit that the kingdom being 

sought is God’s kingdom, and that the 
righteousness that is th\n dikaiosu/nhn 
aujtouv is the righteousness of touv Qeouv.  
The CT leaves the aujtouv of th\n 
dikaiosu/nhn aujtouv without a clear 
antecedent, and obscures the fact that one 
needs justification by imputed Divine 
righteousness to obey Matthew 5:48 and 
other texts of a similar nature.  The CT also 
omits the fact that the believer seeks the 
kingdom specifically because He will there 
be with God, since it is the kingdom touv 
Qeouv. 

6:34 ta» ------- The fact that the other relevent forms in the 
verse are articular supports the presence of 
the TR article.  The meaning is also 
somewhat changed. 

7:2 aÓntimetrhqh/setai metrhqh/setai The TR aÓntimetre÷w is more specific than  
the CT metre÷w in teaching that the 
measure given will be returned again.  
Furthermore, the parallel passage, Luke 
6:38, reads identically in the TR as 
metrei √te, aÓntimetrhqh/setai uJmi √n, 
while the CT retains the aÓntimetre÷w only 
in Luke.  (Of course, both verbs are FPI-
3S). 

7:4 aÓpo\ e˙k The TR employs both aÓpo/ and e˙k to 
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designate the removal of the ka¿rfoß from 
the eye in Matthew 7:4-5, while the CT 
employs e˙k alone. 

7:9 e˙a»n ------- See on 7:10 
7:9 ai˙th/shØ ai˙th/sei See on 7:10 
7:10 kai« e˙a»n i˙cqu\n 

ai˙th/shØ 
h· kai« i˙cqu\n 

ai˙th/sei 
The TR, by employing the subjunctive 
(with e˙a¿n) to express contingency, fits the 
pattern seen elsewhere in the NT (cf. 
Matthew 21:22; Mark 6:23; 10:35; Luke 
11:12; John 14:13-14; 15:16; 16:23). The 
Greek NT does not use the future active 
indicative of ai˙te÷w with the sense of 
contingency that is found in the CT text of 
Matthew 7:9-10. 

7:13 Ei˙se÷lqete Ei˙se÷lqate The TR has the second aorist form, while 
the CT has the first aorist form of 
ei˙se÷rcomai with identical parsing. 

7:13 hJ pu/lh Marg. omit The CT margin removes the narrow gate to 
speak only of a narrow road, vitiating 
Christ’s analogy. 

7:15 de« ------- The CT loses the smooth transition from v. 
13-14 to a new idea by omitting the 
connective de÷. 

7:24 oJmoiw¿sw aujto\n oJmoiwqh/setai The TR has an FAI-3S verb, while the CT 
has an FPI-3S.  Other instances of the 
active appear in Matthew 11:16; Mark 
4:30; Luke 7:31; 13:18, 20.  The TR 
contains a passive with the CT in 7:26.  By 
having both the active in 7:24 and the 
passive in 7:26, the TR maintains both 
Christ’s active choice of the figure in view 
(7:24) and the fact that others will also 
make the same sort of comparison (7:26).  
The CT loses the first, but retains the 
second.  

7:28 sunete÷lesen e˙te÷lesen The TR employs a stronger verb. 
7:29 ------- aujtw ◊n The TR teaches that Christ’s authoritative 

teaching was superior to that of all the 
scribes.  The CT leaves room for the 
possibility that some scribes might also 
have taught as the Lord Jesus did, with 
authority, by limiting the statement of the 
verse to a smaller, non-universal category, 
“their scribes.” 

8:2 e˙lqw»n proselqw»n The TR verb is employed every other time 
e¶rcomai  is associated with proskune÷w 
(Matthew 2:2, 8; 9:18; 14:33; 15:25; Acts 
8:27). 

8:3 oJ ΔIhsouvß ------- See note on 4:12. 
8:5 Ei˙selqo/nti de« twˆ◊ 

ΔIhsouv 
Ei˙selqo/ntoß 

de« aujtouv 
The TR dative forms fit with the dative 
proshvlqen aujtwˆ◊ that follows.  The TR 
has superior grammar.  On the omission of 
the precious name of the Lord Jesus, see 
the note on 4:12. 

8:7 oJ ΔIhsouvß ------- See note on 4:12.  This verse is the third 
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time the name of Jesus is removed in a 
span of only five verses. 

8:8 lo/gon lo/gwˆ The TR reads, “say the word,” the CT “say 
in a word.” Cf. Luke 7:7.  The TR 
expression fits better with the preceding 
mo/non. 

8:9 ------- Marg. adds 
Tasso÷menoß 

The CT margin adds the PPP-NSM of 
ta¿ssw, apparently borrowing from Luke 
7:8. 

8:10 oujde« e˙n twˆ◊ 
ΔIsrah/l 

tosau/thn pi÷stin 

Marg. parΔ 
oujdeni« 

tosau/thn 
pi÷stin e˙n twˆ◊ 

ΔIsrah\l 

The modern UBS text follows the W/H 
marginal reading.  The TR harmonizes with 
Luke 7:9, which likewise reads oujde« e˙n 
twˆ◊ ΔIsrah/l tosau/thn pi÷stin eu ∞ron, 
while the W/H margin and the UBS differ 
from Luke. 

8:13 kai« ------- The TR reading is smoother. 
8:13 aujtouv ------- The TR makes it more clear grammatically 

that the text speaks of his servant. 
8:15 aujtoi √ß aujtwˆ◊ The TR expresses the truth that is clear 

from the context—Peter’s wife’s mother 
served both Christ and the disciples when 
the Lord Jesus healed her.  The Lord did 
not heal her so that she could serve Him in 
Peter’s house and leave everyone else to 
fend for himself.  Love for God leads to 
love for His people and for one’s neighbor 
in general. 

8:18 pollou\ß o¡clouß o¡clon The CT greatly reduces the number of 
people around the Lord Jesus.  The 
command the Lord gave to go to the other 
side of the Sea of Galilee makes much 
more sense on account of “great 
multitudes” than it does on account of “a 
crowd” with the CT. 

8:21 aujtouv ------- The CT loses the fact, affirmed in the TR, 
that the man in this passage was, at least in 
an outward way, one of Christ’s own 
disciples, tw ◊n maqhtw ◊n aujtouv, by 
removing the aujtouv. 

8:22 ei•pen le÷gei The CT loses the parallels, found in the TR, 
between the ei•pen aujtwˆ◊ of v. 19, 21, and 
22, and the distinction found in the TR 
between the le÷gei aujtwˆ◊ of v. 20 and the 
ei•pen aujtw of v. 22. 

8:23 to\ ------- The TR correctly reads ei˙ß to\ ploi √on, the 
form found everywhere else in Matthew 
(9:1; 13:2; 14:22, 32; 15:39).  In fact, with 
the exception of Luke 8:22 where the fact 
that “a ship” is in view so nonarticularity 
for the ei˙ß + ploi √on structure is required, 
the entire rest of the New Testament 
uniformly reads ei˙ß to\ ploi √on (Mark 4:1, 
37; 5:18; 6:45, 51; 8:10, 13; Luke 8:37; 
John 6:17, 21; 21:3; Acts 20:38; 21:6), not 
ei˙ß ploi √on as the CT does in Matthew 
8:23. 
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8:25 oi˚ maqhtai« aujtouv ------- The CT removes the subject of the verb 
h¡geiran, namely, the disciples.  The idea 
present in the TR that it is indeed Christ’s 
own disciples who are doubting Him is 
also weakened by the CT removal of both 
the oi˚ maqhtai« aujtouv and the hJma ◊ß 
which follows in the verse. 

8:25 hJma ◊ß ------- Every one of the 22 references to swˆ¿zw in 
the active indicative found in the TR 
throughout the entire NT takes a direct 
object (Matthew 1:21; 9:22; 27:42; Mark 
5:34; 8:35; 10:52; 15:31; Luke 7:50; 8:48; 
9:24; 17:19; 18:42; 23:35; Romans 11:14; 
1 Corinthians 7:16; 1 Timothy 4:16; 2 
Timothy 4:18 (rJu/setai÷ me . . . kai« 
sw¿sei); Titus 3:5; James 5:15, 20; 1 Peter 
3:21).  The removal of the direct object of 
swˆ¿zw in the CT of Matthew 8:25 is simply 
bad grammar. 

8:28 el̇qo/nti aujtwˆ◊ e˙lqo/ntoß 
aujtouv 

The TR has a 2AAP-DSM, while the CT a 
SAAP-GSM; the TR dative pronoun is also 
changed to a genitive in the CT.  The TR 
dative forms match the following dative 
pronoun in uJph/nthsan aujtwˆ◊.  The CT 
genitives do not match the following 
aujtwˆ◊.  The TR grammar is superior to the 
CT grammar. 

8:28 Gergeshnw ◊n Gadarhnw ◊n The TR reads Gergeshnw ◊n in Matthew 
8:28 and Gadarhnw ◊n in Mark 5:1; Luke 
8:26, 37.  The CT reads Gadarhnw ◊n in 
Matthew 8:28 but Gerashnw ◊n in Mark 
5:1; Luke 8:26, 37.  The TR references to 
“the country of the Gergesenes” (Mattthew 
8:28) and “the country of the Gadarenes” 
(Mark 5:1) and “the country of the 
Gadarenes, which is over against Galilee” 
(Luke 8:26) are easily harmonized, because 
the towns of Gergesa and Gadara are quite 
close together, the one on the bank of the 
Sea of Galilee and the other very close to 
the Sea, so that the “country” (cw¿ra) of 
the one and the other would easily overlap.  
However, the CT reading Gerashnw ◊n, 
referring to the town of Gerasa, is a clear 
error, since that town is “37 miles southeast 
of the Sea of Galilee” (pg. 167, 
Archaeology & the New Testament, John 
McRay.  Grand Rapids, MI:  Baker Books, 
1991).  One simply does not take a ship 
across the Sea of Galilee to Gerasa, and 
that town is not “over against Galilee.”  
The impossibility of the CT reading 
Gerashnw ◊n was recognized in early 
church history by Origen (Commentary on 
John, VI, 24) and the CT reading was 
rejected.  In the CT, “The names given as 
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the site of the miracle in the Gospels 
(Gergesa, Gadara and Gerasa) are 
irreconcilable” (pg. 167, Archaeology, 
McRay).  The TR is inerrant.  The CT is 
not. 

8:29 Ihsouv ------- See note on 4:12. 
8:31 e˙pi÷treyon hJmi √n 

aÓpelqei √n 
aÓpo/steilon 

hJma ◊ß 
The TR has a V-AAM-2S from e˙pitre÷pw, 
a 1DP pronoun, and a V-2AAN from 
aÓpe÷rcomai.  The CT has a V-AAM-2S 
from aÓposte÷llw and a 1AP pronoun.  
The TR states that the Lord Jesus allowed 
the demons, when He cast them out of the 
possessed man, to enter into the herd of 
pigs.  The CT verb teaches that Christ 
purposely sent the demons into the pigs 
and thus caused them to be possessed.  The 
CT blasphemously attacks the sinlessness 
of Christ and makes God the author of sin 
and of evil by making the Son the cause 
and agent of demon possession.  The TR 
grammar also suits the oi˚ de« e˙xelqo/nteß 
aÓphvlqon of v. 32 better than the CT. 

8:32 th\n aÓge÷lhn tw ◊n 
coi÷rwn 

tou\ß coi÷rouß The TR reading matches exactly what 
Christ allowed the demons to do in v. 31;  
The Lord Jesus allowed aÓpelqei √n ei˙ß th\n 
aÓge÷lhn tw ◊n coi÷rwn, v. 31, and the 
demons e˙xelqo/nteß aÓphvlqon ei˙ß th\n 
aÓge÷lhn tw ◊n coi÷rwn.  The CT does not 
draw the parallel as clearly. 

8:32 tw ◊n coi÷rwn ------- The CT omission here is similar to the loss 
of clarity in the preceding variant. 

9:1 to\ ------- Note the comment on 8:23.  The TR article 
is also likely anaphoric, connecting the 
ploi √on of 8:23 and 9:1. 

9:2 aÓfe÷wntai÷ soi ai˚ 
aJmarti÷ai sou. 

aÓfi÷entai÷ sou 
ai˚ aJmarti÷ai. 

The TR, with its RPI-3P verb, is stronger 
than the CT, with a PPI-3P verb, on the 
character of the Divine forgiveness of this 
man.  The TR indicates that his sins were 
forgiven at the point of faith (9:2a) with 
results that continue;  the CT could be 
affirming that the man’s sins were only 
being forgiven, eliminating a perfect 
forgiveness, and the CT makes no 
affirmation of continuing results as does 
the TR.  The CT omission of the soi also 
weakens the statement of forgiveness, and 
its movement of sou is unusual.  The CT 
also loses the exegetical significance of the 
change from the perfect verb in v. 2, 5 to 
the present tense in the statement of 
Christ’s power in v. 6. 

9:4 i˙dw»n Marg. ei˙dw¿ß The TR AAP-NSM fits the immediate 
context, where the Lord is spoken of as 
knowing the inward thoughts that the 
scribes were at that moment thinking (v. 3), 
better than the RAP-NSM of the CT. 
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9:4 uJmei √ß ------- The TR is emphatic in a way that the CT is 
not. 

9:5 ΔAfe÷wntai÷ soi aÓfi÷entai÷ sou See note on 9:2. 
9:8 e˙qau/masan e˙fobh/qhsan The TR AAI-3P from qauma¿zw, to 

wonder, certainly conveys a different idea 
than the CT passive deponent of fobe÷w.  
Furthermore, the TR fits the other 
qauma¿zw + o¡cloß texts, including one in 
the ver same chapter (9:33; 15:31; Luke 
11:14), while the other texts which have 
the CT fobe÷w and o¡cloß (14:5; 21:26, 46; 
Mark 11:18; 12:12) all refer to ungodly 
people fearing to openly express their 
wickedness because of the multitude, a 
totally different idea from that here in 9:8. 

9:12 ΔIhsouvß ------- See 4:12. 
9:12 aujtoi √ß ------- The removal of this word in the CT 

changes the audience of Christ’s statement 
from the Pharisees to those present in 
general, making it contextually likely in the 
CT that Christ is addressing the tax-
collectors and sinners (9:10) in 9:12.  
Combined with the following removal of 
ei˙ß meta¿noian, the CT makes it appear 
that the Lord Jesus simply ate with 
unrepentant sinners, and the kingdom of 
God was made up of such. The truth 
expressed in the TR that the Lord Jesus 
loved sinners and called them to repent 
when He ate with them, so that they could, 
when they turned from their sin to Him, 
become His disciples and be holy. The CT 
attacks the gospel and the need for the lost 
to repent. 

9:13 ei˙ß meta¿noian ------- See previous note. 
9:14 polla¿ Marg. omit  The important fact that fasting “often” was 

in view is removed in the CT, changing the 
nature of the question. 

9:17 aÓpolouvntai aÓpo/lluntai The TR has a FMI-3P verb, and the CT a 
PPI-3P.  The TR is consistent in having the 
form aÓpolouvntai in all the parallel 
passages (Mark 2:22; Luke 5:37), while the 
CT introduces a discrepency by having 
aÓpolouvntai in Luke 5:37 but 
aÓpo/lluntai in Matthew 9:17 and Mark 
2:22. 

9:22 e˙pistrafei«ß strafei«ß The TR APP-MSN from e˙pistre÷fw fits 
the parallel passage in Mark 5:30 better 
than the CT equivalently parsed verb from 
stre÷fw, for in Mark both the TR and the 
CT have a form of e˙pistre÷fw. 

9:24 le÷gei aujtoi √ß e¶legen The TR PAI-3S of le÷gw fits the fact that 
the Lord Jesus presently made the 
statement that follows better than the V-
IAI-3S of le÷gw that appears in the CT.  
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The presence of the TR aujtoi √ß also makes 
it more clear that Christ addresses the 
groups mentioned in v. 23. 

9:30 aÓnewˆ¿cqhsan hjnewˆ¿cqhsan Both the TR and CT have API-3S forms of 
aÓnoi÷gw, but the CT has an alternative 
form.  The TR form is found in in the other 
API forms of this verb in Matthew (3:16; 
27:52). 

9:30 e˙nebrimh/sato e˙nebrimh/qh The TR has a middle deponent form (aorist 
indicative 3S) of e˙mbrima¿omai, while the 
CT has a passive form of the verb which is 
to be taken as a deponent.  All of the other 
instances of this verb in the NT are in the 
middle (Mark 1:43; 14:5; John 11:33, 38). 

9:32 a‡nqrwpon [a‡nqrwpon] The W/H text omits a‡nqrwpon, but the 
UBS restores it later.  The presence of the 
word makes the text somewhat clearer. 

9:35 e˙n twˆ◊ lawˆ◊ˆ◊ ------- The omission of the TR phrase reduces the 
value of the miracles Christ was 
performing as evidence of His Messianic 
office among the Jewish people (cf. 
Matthew 4:23; Acts 5:12; 6:8). 

9:36 e˙klelume÷noi e˙skulme÷noi Both the TR and the CT are RPP-NPM, but 
the TR is from e˙klu/w, and the CT from 
sku/llw.  The TR verb means to “exhaust” 
or “faint,” while the CT verb means “to 
flay, skin” and must be viewed 
metaphorically in this passage as 
“distressed” or “troubled” to make sense. 

10:3 Lebbai √oß oJ 
e˙piklhqei«ß 

-------  The CT removes the only reference to the 
fact that Thaddaeus was also called 
Lebbai √oß, “courageous,” removing this 
fact about one of the Apostles from 
Scripture. 

10:4 Kanani÷thß Kananai √oß In a note on the TR reading Kanani÷thß, 
BDAG comments that the CT rendering 
Kananai √oß is “apparently unintelligible.” 
The CT word does not appear in Liddell-
Scott. 

10:8 leprou\ß 
kaqari÷zete, 

nekrou/ß e˙gei÷rete, 

nekrou\ß 
e˙gei÷rete, 
leprou\ß 

kaqari÷zete 

The CT changes the order of the miracles 
from the natural order, “Heal the sick, 
cleanse the lepers, raise the dead,” which  
is followed in the TR, where the miracles 
are progressively more amazing. 

10:10 rJa¿bdouß rJa¿bdon Comparing the parallel passages Mark 6:8; 
Luke 9:3, in the TR the Lord Jesus 
prohibits the taking of more than one staff 
(rJa¿bdouß) in Matthew and Luke 9:3, 
while in Mark 6:8 records that the Lord 
affirms that one staff (rJa¿bdon mo/non) 
may be taken. There is no contradiction. 
However, in the CT Christ forbids the 
taking of even one staff (rJa¿bdon) in 
Matthew 10:10 and Luke 9:3, while 
allowing a staff to be taken in Mark 6:8. 
The CT is clearly contradictory and errant, 
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while the TR is inerrant. 
10:14 ------- Add e¶xw The CT addition is unnecessary. 
10:23 a‡llhn e˚te÷ran In the TR, Christ instructs His disciples to 

flee when persecuted to a numerically 
distinct (a‡llhn) city.  The CT indicates 
that Christ required flight not merely to a 
numerically distinct city, but to a different 
kind or sort (e˚te÷ran) of city;  the disciples 
could not, according to the CT, simply flee 
to some other place, but needed to bypass 
all residents of other cities of the same kind 
to preach only from them on in cities of a 
different kind, a bizarre requirement. 

10:25 Beelzebou\b 
e˙ka¿lesan 

Beelzebou\l 
e˙peka¿lesan 

The name Beelzebou/b for Satan, from the 
Hebrew b…wb ◊z lAoA;b meaning Baal (lord) of 
flies,” which is found in 2 Kings 1:2, is 
entirely  removed from the CT. Both the 
TR and CT still retain Beelzebou/l  
(Matthew 12:24, etc.), which means 
something entirely different.  The TR 
e˙ka¿lesan also allows for a wider variety 
of association between Christ and Satan by 
those who slandered the Lord Jesus than 
the more specific CT  term e˙peka¿lesan. 

 
Inerrancy, the modern Critical Text,  

and the question of “Which Textus Receptus”? 
 
1.) In Matthew 1:7-8, the critical text (CT) affirms twice that the scribe Asaph (ΔAsa¿f), 
rather than king Asa (ΔAsa¿), was the ancestor of Christ.  The Textus Receptus correctly 
puts king Asa in Christ’s geneology.  This passage is a clear instance of errancy in the 
CT, while the TR is inerrant. 
 
2.) In Matthew 1:10-11, the CT twice places the prophet Amos (Amw¿ß), rather than king 
Amon (Amw¿n), in the Lord Jesus’ genealogy.  The Textus Receptus correctly has the 
Hebrew king in the line of Christ rather than the prophet Amos.  Matthew 1:10-11 is 
another passage where the CT is evidently errant, while the TR is inerrant. 
 
3.) In Mark 1:2, the CT affirms that “Isaiah the prophet” (twˆ◊ ΔHsaiŒâ twˆ◊ profh/thØ) 
wrote the book of Malachi (see 3:1).  The Textus Receptus correctly refers to the book of 
Malachi as written by one of the “prophets” (toi √ß profh/taiß).  Since the prophet 
Malachi wrote the book of Malachi, and Isaiah the prophet did not, the CT is errant, and 
the TR is inerrant. 
 
4.) The TR reads Gergeshnw ◊n in Matthew 8:28, referring to “the country of the 
Gergesenes,” and Gadarhnw ◊n in Mark 5:1; Luke 8:26, 37, referring to “the country of 
the Gadarenes.”  The CT reads Gadarhnw ◊n in Matthew 8:28, referring to the town of 
Gadara, and Gerashnw ◊n in Mark 5:1; Luke 8:26, 37, referring to the town of Gerasa. 
The TR references to “the country of the Gergesenes” (Mattthew 8:28) and “the country 
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of the Gadarenes” (Mark 5:1) and “the country of the Gadarenes, which is over against 
Galilee” (Luke 8:26) are easily harmonized, because the towns of Gergesa and Gadara 
are quite close together, the one on the bank of the Sea of Galilee and the other very close 
to the Sea, so that the “country” (cw¿ra) of the one and the other would easily overlap.  
However, the CT reading Gerashnw ◊n, referring to the town of Gerasa, is a clear error, 
since that town is 35 miles south-east of the Sea of Galilee. One simply does not take a 
ship across the Sea of Galilee to Gerasa, nor is Gerasa “over against Galilee.” The 
impossibility of the CT reading Gerashnw ◊n was recognized in early church history by 
Origen (Commentary on John, VI, 24) and the CT reading was rejected.  The TR, again, 
is inerrant.  The CT, again, is errant. 
 
5.) John Chrysostom, perhaps following Origen, also declares that instead of Bethany the 
“more accurate of the copies” read Bethabara; for, he explains, “Bethany is neither 
beyond the Jordan nor in the desert, but is somewhere near Jerusalem.”33 
 
6.) In Luke 23:32, the CT calls Christ an evildoer or sinner, contradicting other plain 
statements in Scripture about His sinlessness (⁄Hgonto de« kai« eºteroi kakouvrgoi du/o 
su\n aujtwˆ◊ aÓnaireqhvnai, “And there were also two other evildoers with him, led to be 
put to death,” while the Textus Receptus does not call Christ an evil-doer (⁄Hgonto de« 
kai« eºteroi du/o kakouvrgoi su\n aujtwˆ◊ aÓnaireqhvnai, “And there were also two 
other, malefactors, led with him to be put to death,” KJV).34 
 
7.) Note the readings of the following verses in the CT-based ASV: 
 
Matthew 10:10:  no wallet for your journey, neither two coats, nor shoes, NOR STAFF: 
for the laborer is worthy of his food. 
Mark 6:8:  and he charged them that they should take nothing for their journey, SAVE A 
STAFF ONLY; no bread, no wallet, no money in their purse; 
Luke 9:3:  And he said unto them, Take nothing for your journey, NEITHER STAFF, nor 
wallet, nor bread, nor money; neither have two coats. 
 
In the CT, a plain contradiction exists these verses.  Matthew 10:10 & Luke 9:3 have the 
Lord forbid taking a staff, while Mark 6:8 allows a staff.  The CT is an errant, not an 
inerrant text. 
 
The Textus Receptus based KJV reads: 
 

                                                
33 Bruce Manning Metzger, United Bible Societies, A Textual Commentary on the Greek 
New Testament, Second Edition a Companion Volume to the United Bible Societies’ 
Greek New Testament (4th Rev. Ed.) (London; New York: United Bible Societies, 1994), 
171. 
34  The critical text statement is that “Jesus as crucified with ‘two other criminals,’” but in the 
Received Text the statement is “two others, who were criminals” (pg. 294, The Text of the New Testament:  
Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration, Bruce M. Metzger & Bart D. Ehrman, 4th ed.  Oxford:  
Oxford University Press, 2005). 
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Matthew 10:10: Nor scrip for your journey, neither two coats, neither shoes, nor yet 
STAVES: for the workman is worthy of his meat.  
Mark 6:8: And commanded them that they should take nothing for their journey, SAVE 
A STAFF ONLY; no scrip, no bread, no money in their purse: 
Luke 9:3: And he said unto them, Take nothing for your journey, neither STAVES, nor 
scrip, neither bread, neither money; neither have two coats apiece. 
 

There is no contradiction in the KJV, or in the Scrivener 1891/1894 Textus 
Receptus published by the Trinitarian Bible Society; Christ forbids taking more than one 
staff. 

Now this is where it gets even more interesting.  All TR editions and the so-called 
“Majority Text” have the inerrant reading in Luke 9:3.  However, in Matthew 10:10, only 
the Scrivener TR, following the Complutensian NT of 1514 and with the English KJV 
(and the modern printed representatives of the Byzantine text) have the correct reading 
staves; all other TR editions, including Beza 1598 and Stephanus 1550, have the errant 
reading staff.  (This is according to the Appendix to the Scrivener’s Annotated Greek 
New Testament as reprinted by Bible For Today, a reprint of the Cambridge 1908 edition, 
first published in 1881, where the differences among the various editions of the TR are 
listed).  Indeed, the KJV text has the correct reading in Matthew 10:10, but the margin 
mentions the errant reading, saying “staves: Gr. a staff.”  This error in the TR’s other than 
that underneath the KJV, the Scrivener/Trinitarian Bible Society TR, demonstrates that 
this edition is the TR that is identical with the autographs.  In the tiny number of places 
where Beza, Stephanus, Erasmus, etc. TR’s differ from the KJV and its Greek text, the 
Scrivener TR is correct.  The KJV and the Scrivener TR are inerrant;  the CT is errant in 
Luke 9:3 and Matthew 10:10;  editions of the TR including Beza 1598, Stephanus 1550, 
and the KJV margin, are errant in Matthew 10:10, although inerrant in Luke 9:3. 
 
 Historic Baptists, other fundamentalists, evangelicals, and everyone else who 
affirms the verbal, plenary inspiration of the Scriptures must hold to the Textus Receptus 
and reject the critical text.  However, those who believe in an inspired Bible are 
monumentally inconsistent if they defend the errant Greek critical text or employ the 
modern English Bible versions translated from it.  All who believe in a God-breathed 
Book revealed from heaven should reject as corrupt the Greek CT and the modern 
English versions translated from it.  On the other hand, theological modernists and other 
apostates and heretics are consistent when they defend the Greek critical text and the 
modern Bible versions translated from it and reject the inerrant Textus Receptus and the 
KJV that accurately translates it into the English language. 
 Anyone who studies and compares the Greek of the inspired, inerrant Textus 
Receptus and the errant modern critical text will also notice the grammatical, syntactical, 
and further doctrinal errors which lace the latter.35 

                                                
35  For example, the grammatical fact that aÓpo/ does not take the nominative; cf. Revelation 1:4, CT, 
aÓpo\ oJ w·n kai« oJ h™n kai« oJ e˙rco/menoß, TR, aÓpo\ touv oJ w·n kai« oJ h™n kai« oJ e˙rco/menoß; the syntactical 
fact that in Revelation 1:15 the CT reads pepurwme÷nhß, the genitive case of which agrees with absolutely 
nothing in the context, while the TR nominative pepurwme÷noi makes perfect sense;  or, for an obvious 
doctrinal and syntactical error, the gender discordance that takes place when the clearest NT verse on the 
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Selected Texts Where the Deity of Christ is Attacked or Denied in Modern Bible 
Versions Because of Corruptions in the Greek Critical Text, with a Brief Defense of 

the Received Text Readings in These Texts36 
 

Luke 24:52 
 
And they worshipped him, and returned to Jerusalem with great joy (KJV) 
kai« aujtoi« proskunh/santeß aujto/n, uJpe÷streyan ei˙ß ÔIerousalh\m meta» cara◊ß 
mega¿lhß: 
(TR) 
And they returned to Jerusalem with great joy, (RSV) 
Kai« aujtoi« uJpe÷streyan ei˙ß ΔIerousalh/m meta» cara◊ß mega¿lhß (CT-Tisch) 
 
 The words “worshipped him,” indicating the Deity of the resurrected Christ, are 
missing in only one Greek manuscript, codex D, one of the worst Greek MSS in 
existence.  All the rest of the Greek copies—thousands of them—have the words. 
 

John 1:18 
 
No man hath seen God at any time; the only begotten Son, which is in the bosom of the 
Father, he hath declared him. (KJV) 
Qeo\n oujdei«ß e̊w¿rake pw¿pote: oJ monogenh\ß ui˚o/ß, oJ w·n ei˙ß to\n ko/lpon touv 
patro/ß, ėkei √noß ėxhgh/sato. (TR) 
Various modern versions change “the only begotten Son” to “only begotten god/God” 
(cf. NWT) 
Qeo\n oujdei«ß e̊w¿raken pw¿pote: monogenh\ß qeo\ß oJ w·n ei˙ß to\n ko/lpon touv 
patro\ß ėkei √noß ėxhgh/sato. (CT) 
 
Arians employ the “only begotten god” reading to affirm that Christ is a secondary deity 
that was created by the true God.  Furthermore, classical Trinitarian truth affirms that 
Christ is begotten as Son, not as God—the Person of the Son, not the Divine essence, is 
begotten.  Over 99% of Greek MSS have the Received Text reading.37  Even one of the 

                                                                                                                                            
Trinity, the Johannine Comma, 1 John 5:7, is removed, and the neuter nouns pneuvma, u¢dwr, and ai–ma 
are associated with masculine trei √ß . . . oi˚ marturouvnteß . . . oi˚ trei √ß. 
36  The list above is by no means comprehensive; other texts, exist, such as 1 John 3:16:  “Hereby 
perceive we the love of God, because he laid down his life for us” (KJV), e˙n tou/twˆ e˙gnw¿kamen th\n 
aÓga¿phn touv Qeouv, o¢ti e˙kei √noß uJpe«r hJmw ◊n th\n yuch\n aujtouv e¶qhke, TR;  “By this we know love, 
that he laid down his life for us” (ESV), e˙n tou/twˆ e˙gnw¿kamen th\n aÓga¿phn, o¢ti e˙kei √noß uJpe«r hJmw ◊n 
th\n yuch\n aujtouv e¶qhken, CT, are also present.  Note that the NKJV rejects the KJV and follows the 
critical text in 1 John 3:16, removing the Deity of Christ to read “By this we know love, because He laid 
down His life for us” with the critical text.  The KJV/TR reading has some Greek MSS support and is also 
supported by various ancient versions, such as the Latin Vulgate. 
37  Modalists such as Oneness Pentecostals would also naturally prefer the critical text reading to the 
Received Text, because the Textus Receptus affirms that Christ, as Son, eternally exists in the bosom of the 
Father (oJ w·n ei˙ß to\n ko/lpon touv patro/ß), supporting Christ’s status as the eternal Son and refuting the 
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editors of the critical Greek text noted:  “It is doubtful that the author would have written 
monogenh\ß qeo\ß, which may be a primitive, transcriptional error in the Alexandrian 
tradition.”38  The first mention of the “begotten god” reading appears in a fragment 
ascribed to the Gnostic heretic Valentinus.  The Old Latin, the Vulgate, the Georgian, and 
the Slavonic versions have the Received Text reading, and the patristic writers Tertullian, 
Hippolytus of Rome, Athanasius, Chrysostom, Origen, Eusebius, Gregory of Nyssa, and, 
Basil of Caesarea also provide support.  Arius, on the other hand, employed “only 
begotten god.” 
 

John 3:13 
 

And no man hath ascended up to heaven, but he that came down from heaven, even the 
Son of man which is in heaven. (KJV) 
kai« oujdei«ß aÓnabe÷bhken ei˙ß to\n oujrano/n, ei˙ mh\ oJ ėk touv oujranouv kataba¿ß, oJ 
ui˚o\ß touv aÓnqrw¿pou oJ w·n ėn twˆ◊ oujranw ˆ◊. (TR) 
No one has ascended into heaven except the who descended from heaven, the Son of 
Man. (ESV) 
kai« oujdei«ß aÓnabe÷bhken ei˙ß to\n oujrano\n ei˙ mh\ oJ ėk touv oujranouv kataba¿ß, oJ 
ui˚o\ß touv aÓnqrw¿pou. (CT) 
  
 The KJV/TR reading teaches that Christ is Omnipresent God even during His 
earthly ministry;  He is the Son of Man who is in a particular location, and omnipresent 
Deity who is both on earth and in heaven at the same time.  The critical text removes this 
testimony to Christ’s Deity.  99% of Greek MSS possess the KJV/TR reading, which is 
also supported by all ancient Latin and Syriac versions, the Coptic, Ethiopic, Georgian, 
and all Armenian versions.  The KJV/TR is also supported by patristic writers such as 
Hippolytus, Athanasius, Didymus, Aphraates, Eustathius, Chrysostom, Theorodret, Cyril, 
Paulus Bishop of Emesa, Theodore of Mopsuestia; Amphiochius, Severus, Theodorus 
Heraclitus, Ambrose, Novatian, Hilary, Victorinus, Jerome, Cassian, Vigilius, Zeno, 
Marius, and Augustine, among others. 
 

Acts 20:28 
 
Take heed therefore unto yourselves, and to all the flock, over the which the Holy Ghost 
hath made you overseers, to feed the church of God, which he hath purchased with his 
own blood.  (KJV) 
prose÷cete ou™n e̊autoi √ß kai« panti« twˆ◊ poimni÷wˆ, ėn wˆ— uJma◊ß to\ Pneuvma to\ 
›Agion e¶qeto ėpisko/pouß, poimai÷nein th\n ėkklhsi÷an touv Qeou v, h§n 
periepoih/sato dia» touv i˙di÷ou aiºmatoß. (TR) 
Pay careful attention to yourselves and to all the flock, in which the Holy Spirit has made 
you overseers, to care for the church of the Lord, which he obtained with the blood of 
his Own. (ESV marg.) 

                                                                                                                                            
modalist notion that Christ only became Son at the time of His assumption of a human nature in the 
incarnation. 
38  Pg. 170, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament, (4th rev. ed.).  B. M. Metzger & 
United Bible Societies. London:  United Bible Societies, 1994. 
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prose÷cete e̊autoi √ß kai« panti« twˆ◊ poimni÷wˆ, ėn wˆ— uJma◊ß to\ pneuvma to\ a‚gion 
e¶qeto ėpisko/pouß poimai÷nein th\n ėkklhsi÷an touv Kuri÷ou, h§n periepoih/sato 
dia» touv aiºmatoß touv i˙di÷ou. (CT-Tisch) 
 
 Only 4% of Greek MSS follow the critical text reading “Lord.”  The Received 
Text reading has more Greek MSS support, while many Greek MSS follow the conflated 
reading “church of the Lord and God,” which, although inaccurate, also provides further 
evidence for the presence of the word “God” in the original, showing that Jesus Christ is 
God.  Only 4% of Greek MSS do not call Christ “God” in this passage.  Furthermore, 
Paul uses the expression “church of God” eleven times, while never using the expression 
“church of the Lord,” an expression that is actually absent from the New Testament 
entirely. 
 The variant at the end of the verse allows the critical text to be translated “the 
blood of his Own,” making the “God” or “Lord” be a different Person from the One who 
has blood.  The TR reading is in 95% of Greek MSS. 
 

Romans 9:5 
 
Whose are the fathers, and of whom as concerning the flesh Christ came, who is over all, 
God blessed for ever. Amen. (KJV) 
w—n oi˚ pate÷reß, kai« ėx w—n oJ Cristo\ß to\ kata» sa¿rka, oJ w·n ėpi« pa¿ntwn, Qeo\ß 
eujloghto\ß ei˙ß tou\ß ai˙w ◊naß. aÓmh/n. (TR) 
to them belong the patriarchs, and of their race, according to the flesh, is the Christ. God 
who is over all be blessed for ever. Amen. 
(RSV) 
w—n oi˚ pate÷reß kai« ėx w—n oJ Cristo\ß to\ kata» sa¿rka. oJ w·n ėpi« pa¿ntwn qeo\ß 
eujloghto\ß ei˙ß tou\ß ai˙w ◊naß, aÓmh/n. 
(CT) 
 
 Here the critical text corrupts the punctuation of the passage to remove the fact 
that Romans 9:5 is recognizing that Christ is over all as the eternally blessed God. 

Note the excerpt below from my notes on the Greek exegesis of the book of 
Romans explaining why this is erroneous: 
KJV: Whose are the fathers, and of whom as concerning the flesh Christ came, who is over all, God 
blessed for ever. Amen. 
RSV: to them belong the patriarchs, and of their race, according to the flesh, is the Christ. God who is over 
all be blessed for ever. Amen. (similar renderings are found in the text of other modern versions (NEB, 
etc.), or mentioned in the footnotes in various modern versions, such as the NIV, HCSB, etc.) 
The KJV punctuates the verse as does the TR: 
w—n oi˚ pate÷reß, kai« e˙x w—n oJ Cristo\ß to\ kata» sa¿rka, oJ w·n e˙pi« pa¿ntwn, Qeo\ß eujloghto\ß ei˙ß 
tou\ß ai˙w ◊naß. aÓmh/n. 
The UBS (until the most recent edition, when it switched, Moo affirms) punctuated the verse as follows, in 
a way that accords with the translation of the RSV: 
w—n oi˚ pate÷reß, kai« e˙x w—n oJ Cristo\ß to\ kata» sa¿rka, oJ w·n e˙pi« pa¿ntwn Qeo\ß eujloghto\ß ei˙ß 
tou\ß ai˙w ◊naß, aÓmh/n. 
The difference is the comma in the TR after pa¿ntwn, and the period/comma after ai˙w ◊naß.  The difference 
that makes the TR affirm the Deity of Christ in this verse, while the UBS/CT does not affirm it, is the 
comma/lack of a comma after pa¿ntwn.  The affirmation of Christ’s Deity in Romans 9:5 in the TR, and 
the lack of such an affirmation in the CT, is typical of the theological slant of the two Greek New 
Testaments (cf. Acts 20:28; 1 Timothy 3:16; John 3:13; 1 John 5:7; Revelation 1:8, 11; etc.).  The CT 
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cannot begin to build lists like this for the TR. 
So which is correct?  Does Romans 9:5 affirm the Deity of Christ, or not? (much of the discussion below 
come from Cranfield on Romans in the International Critical Commentary) 
 The arguments against the Deity of Christ in Romans 9:5, and in favor of either, “who is over all.  
God be blessed for ever, Amen.” or, “God who is over all be blessed for ever, Amen.” or “He who is over 
all, God, be blessed for ever, Amen.” are mainly two. 

1.) Four uncial manuscripts (A B C L)—note the inclusion of Vaticanus (B)—have a point after sa¿rka, either 
by the first hand or by subsequent correctors, as do a handful of miniscules. 

2.) To quote Metzger’s Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament, “nowhere else in his genuine 
epistles [Tit 2:13 is generally regarded as deutero-Pauline] does Paul ever designate ho Christos as Theos. 
In fact, on the basis of the general tenor of his theology it was considered tantamount to impossible that 
Paul would have expressed Christ’s greatness by calling him God blessed for ever.”  This heretical, 
modernistic, junk “reason” is the main one for the UBS punctuation.  Note that this “reason” also assumes 
the validity of another CT corruption, namely in Romans 14:10-12 changing judgment seat of “Christ” (v. 
10) who is “God” (v. 12), into “judgment seat of God” (v. 10, 12).  One with a TR notes that only a few 
chapters after Romans 9:5, in the same book, Paul exceedingly unequivocally identifies Christ as Theos.  
The TR has 98% of MSS agreeing with it in reading “Christ” in v. 10, while “God” is supported by Aleph, 
A, B, and C (supporting the idea that these were Arianizing MSS). 
 In favor of the Deity of Christ in Romans 9:5: 

1.) The arguments against it are exceedingly poor.  The punctuation argument neglects the fact that “the 
presence of marks of punctuation in early manuscripts of the New Testament is so haphazard that one 
cannot infer with confidence the construction given by the punctuator to the passage.  For example, in Ro 
9:2-4 codex Alexandrinus has a colon after mega¿lh in ver. 2, one between Cristouv and uJpe«r and another 
after sa¿rka in ver. 3, and one after ΔIsrahli √tai in v. 4.  Codex Vaticanus has a colon at the end of Ro 
9:3, after both occurrences of ΔIsrah/l in ver. 6, after ΔAbraa¿m in ver. 7, ÔRebe÷kka in ver. 10, and aujtouv 
in ver. 22!”  Besides, Vaticanus and its allies are exceedingly corrupt MSS in general, frequently adding, 
dropping, switching, etc. words, and they appear to have been under Arian influence, through their regular 
omission or corruption of texts dealing with the Deity of Christ (1 Timothy 3:16; Acts 20:28 [note, both by 
Paul]; Jude 4; John 3:13; 1:18; cf. Revelation 1:8, 11, etc.)  Furthermore, no one is certain objectively about 
who put these punctuation marks in—the date of the punctuation, even as the date of the Vaticanus MSS 
itself, is not based upon objective external evidence. 

2.) In particular in regard to the rendering “God who is over all be blessed for ever, Amen,” as in the RSV, the 
correct Greek for “God who is over all” would be oJ e˙pi« pa¿ntwn Qeo¿ß, without the w·n. 

3.) The argument that Paul does not call Christ Theos is inherently modernistic, assumes Titus 2:13 is not 
inspired, goes against overwhelming evidence in 1 Timothy 3:16, assumes Paul did not say what the MSS 
evidence indicates in Acts 20:28, ignores Paul’s frequent ascription of passages about Jehovah in the OT to 
the Lord Jesus, assumes that the Holy Spirit would not inspire what Paul was penman for to call Christ 
Theos, although the Spirit led John (John 20:28; 1:1; etc.), Peter (2 Peter 1:1), and the other NT writers to 
do so, and has many other problems.  Any translation or Greek testament that accepts the Arian position on 
Romans 9:5 is influenced by theological liberalism and apostasy, rather than objectivity of evidence. Note 
that in 1 Timothy 3:16 failing to call Christ “God manifest in the flesh” (Qeo\ß e˙fanerw¿qh e˙n sarki÷) has 
a grammatical issue (o§ß w/o antecedent) stating that some unknown person appeared in a body (o§ß 
e˙fanerw¿qh e˙n sarki÷), again in 1 Timothy 3:16 the TR has the overwhelming majority of MSS. 

4.) The positive evidence for “who is over all, God blessed for ever, Amen” is overwhelming.39 
a.) Pauline doxologies are generally either an integral part of the preceding sentence or else closely connected 

with it (the doxology referring to a person named in the preceding sentence), and do not stand in complete 
asyndeton, as, according to the Arian view of the punctuation, Romans 9:5 would do.  Compare, e. g., 1:25; 
11:36; 2 Cor 11:31; Gal 1:5; 2 Tim 4:18. 

 b.) Whenever baruk or its Greek equivalent eujloghto/ß is used in the Bible in an independent doxology, it 
is always (apart from one known exception:  in the LXX version of Psalm 68[LXX: 67]:19—apparently a 
duplicate translation/LXX textual corruption—it is also worth seeing if there are textual variants in the 

                                                
39  One other alternative translation that favors the Deity of Christ is “who is God over all, blessed for 
ever, Amen,” connecting Qeo\ß with e˙pi« pa¿ntwn.  However, the translation that is found in the KJV is to 
be preferred.  
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LXX on this—has been inserted before eujloghto\ß ku/rioß)40 the first word of the sentence, and the same 
rule is regularly applied also in extra-Biblical Jewish usage.  Compare, e. g., Gen 9:26; 1 Sam 25:32; Ps 
28:6 (LXX 27:6); 31:21-22 (LXX 30:21);41  41:13 (LXX, 40:14); 66:20 (LXX, 65:20) Luke 1:68; 2 Cor 
1:3; Eph 1:3; 1 Pet 1:3; 1QM 13:2; 14:4; and in the Eighteen Bendedictions.  It should be remembered how 
characteristic of Jewish worship this ‘Blessed be . . .’ formula is.  This is a very strong, indeed, a conclusive 
argument in favor of the Trinitarian position on Romans 9:5. Qeo\ß eujloghto\ß ei˙ß tou\ß ai˙w ◊naß is not a 
doxology, but a description of Christ. 

 c.) the expression eujloghto\ß ei˙ß tou\ß ai˙w ◊naß is twice besides used by Paul, and each time 
unquestionably not in an ascription of praise, but in an assertion regarding the subject of the sentence; 
Romans 1:25;42 2 Cor 11:31;  whereas he twice uses the phrase eunlogetos ho Theos, as an ascription of 
praise, without joining ei˙ß tou\ß ai˙w ◊naß.  If one looks at 2 Corinthians 11:31 (oJ Qeo\ß kai« path\r touv 
Kuri÷ou hJmw ◊n ΔIhsouv Cristouv oi•den, oJ w·n eujloghto\ß ei˙ß tou\ß ai˙w ◊naß, o¢ti ouj yeu/domai.), not 
only the same phrase as in Romans 9:5 is employed, but the same construction with oJ w·n occurs, and there 
the whole refers to the subject of the sentence. No one would here submit that the participle in this context 
was a wish or exclamation, or that it introduced an entirely new person. No one would deny that it refers 
back to the previous subject, and that surely is the correct way to view the same construction in Rom 9:5. 

 c.) The use of to\ kata» sa¿rka in v. 5a suggests that an antithesis is going to follow. 
 d.) An independent doxology would be rather surprising at this point, since, though a recital of Israel’s 

privileges might well ordinarily have been an occasion for such a doxology, in this case they have been 
mentioned in order to emphasize the grieviousness of the Jews’ disobedience. (A dependent doxology like 
that of 1:25 would be a different matter and would be perfectly natural). 

 e.) The only natural way to take oJ w·n in the position it holds in the collocation of words forming vv. 3-5 is 
as the equivalent of hos estin, “who is.” 

 f.) The great majority of patristic writers took Romans 9:5 as evidence for the Deity of Christ, including 
Irenaeus, Justin Martyr, Hippolytus, Tertullian, Origen, Chrysostom, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret, 
                                                
40  Note the underlined phrase at the end of 67:18 (LXX), which corresponds with nothing in Hebrew, 
and probably is simply a copyist error, reduplicating the next phrase (the eujloghto\ß ku/rioß) and 
therefore does not undermine the argument below by any means: 
Psa. 67:19 aÓne÷bhß ei˙ß u¢yoß hjØcmalw¿teusaß ai˙cmalwsi÷an e¶labeß do/mata e˙n aÓnqrw¿pwˆ kai« ga»r 
aÓpeiqouvnteß touv kataskhnw ◊sai ku/rioß oJ qeo\ß eujloghto/ß  
Psa. 67:20 eujloghto\ß ku/rioß hJme÷ran kaqΔ hJme÷ran kateuodw¿sei hJmi √n oJ qeo\ß tw ◊n swthri÷wn 
hJmw ◊n dia¿yalma 
BLXX (67:18) Thou art gone up on high, thou hast led captivity captive, thou hast received gifts for man, 
yea, for they were rebellious, that thou mightest dwell among them. BLXX (67:19) Blessed be the Lord 
God, blessed be the Lord daily; and the God of our salvation shall prosper us. Pause. 
41 Gen. 9:26 kai« ei•pen eujloghto\ß ku/rioß oJ qeo\ß touv Shm kai« e¶stai Canaan pai √ß aujtouv  
1Sam. 25:32 kai« ei•pen Dauid thvØ Abigaia eujloghto\ß ku/rioß oJ qeo\ß Israhl o§ß aÓpe÷steile÷n se 
sh/meron e˙n tau/thØ ei˙ß aÓpa¿nthsi÷n mou  
Psa. 27:6 eujloghto\ß ku/rioß o¢ti ei˙sh/kousen thvß fwnhvß thvß deh/sew¿ß mou  
Psa. 30:22 eujloghto\ß ku/rioß o¢ti e˙qauma¿stwsen to\ e¶leoß aujtouv e˙n po/lei periochvß 
Psa. 40:14 eujloghto\ß ku/rioß oJ qeo\ß Israhl aÓpo\ touv ai˙w ◊noß kai« ei˙ß to\n ai˙w ◊na ge÷noito 
ge÷noito 
Psa. 65:20 eujloghto\ß oJ qeo/ß o§ß oujk aÓpe÷sthsen th\n proseuch/n mou kai« to\ e¶leoß aujtouv aÓpΔ 
e˙mouv 
Luke 1:68 Eujloghto\ß Ku/rioß oJ Qeo\ß touv ΔIsrah/l, o¢ti e˙peske÷yato kai« e˙poi÷hse lu/trwsin twˆ◊ 
lawˆ◊ aujtouv, 
2Cor. 1:3 Eujloghto\ß oJ Qeo\ß kai« path\r touv Kuri÷ou hJmw ◊n ΔIhsouv Cristouv, oJ path\r tw ◊n 
oi˙kti÷rmwn kai« Qeo\ß pa¿shß paraklh/sewß, 
Eph. 1:3 Eujloghto\ß oJ Qeo\ß kai« path\r touv Kuri÷ou hJmw ◊n ΔIhsouv Cristouv, oJ eujlogh/saß hJma ◊ß 
e˙n pa¿shØ eujlogi÷a pneumatikhØv e˙n toi √ß e˙pourani÷oiß e˙n Cristwˆ◊:  
1Pet. 1:3 Eujloghto\ß oJ Qeo\ß kai« path\r touv Kuri÷ou hJmw ◊n ΔIhsouv Cristouv, oJ kata» to\ polu\ 
aujtouv e¶leoß aÓnagennh/saß hJma ◊ß ei˙ß e˙lpi÷da zw ◊san diΔ aÓnasta¿sewß ΔIhsouv Cristouv e˙k 
nekrw ◊n, 
42 25 oiºtineß meth/llaxan th\n aÓlh/qeian touv Qeouv e˙n twˆ◊ yeu/dei, kai« e˙seba¿sqhsan kai« 
e˙la¿treusan thØv kti÷sei para» to\n kti÷santa, o¢ß e˙stin eujloghto\ß ei˙ß tou\ß ai˙w ◊naß. aÓmh/n. 
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Theophylact, Ambrosiaster, Augustine, and Pelagius.  This was also the common view of later interpreters. 
  Alford concludes his comments on Romans 9:5 by stating that the Trinitarian view of the passage 

“is then not only that most agreeable to the usage of the Apostle, but the only one admissible by the rules of 
grammar and arrangement.  It also admirably suits the context: for, having enumerated the historic 
advantages of the Jewish people, he concludes by stating one which ranks far higher than all,—that from 
them sprung, according to the flesh, He who is God over all, blessed for ever.” 
So the doxology of Romans 9:5 is actually affirming, first, Christ’s lordship over all things (cf. 14:9; Phil 
2:10)—the pa¿ntwn is a neuter, but an inclusive one which includes persons as well as things (cf. the 
neuter singular in Jn 6:37, 39; 17:24 and the neuter plural in 1 Cor 1:27f (in the light of 1:26); Col 1:16), 
and secondly His divine nature as Theos. 
 

1 Corinthians 10:9 
 
Neither let us tempt Christ, as some of them also tempted, and were destroyed of 
serpents. (KJV) 
mhde« ėkpeira¿zwmen to\n Cristo/n, kaqw»ß kai÷ tineß aujtw ◊n ėpei÷rasan, kai« 
uJpo\ tw ◊n o¡fewn aÓpw¿lonto. (TR) 
Nor let us try the Lord, as some of them did, and were destroyed by the serpents. 
(NASV) 
mhde« ėkpeira¿zwmen to\n ku/rion, kaqw»ß kai÷ tineß aujtw ◊n ėpei÷rasan, kai« uJpo\ 
tw ◊n o¡fewn aÓpw¿lonto. (CT-WH) 
 
 1 Corinthians 10:9 indicates that when the nation of Israel tempted Jehovah in 
their wilderness wanderings, they were really tempting Christ, identifying Jesus Christ as 
Jehovah (Numbers 21:5-6; Exodus 17:2, 7).  The critical text weakens this identification 
of Christ with Jehovah by substituting the reading Lord for Christ, allowing anti-
Trinitarians to identify the Lord with God the Father. 
 The Received Text reading is supported by the vast majority of Greek MSS, 
including the oldest MS in existence (P46), as well as the Old Latin, Vulgate, Syriac, 
Sahidic, and Bohairic versions, and patristic writers from all geographical portions of 
Christiandom from Irenaeus onward. 
 

Colossians 3:16 
 
Let the word of Christ dwell in you richly in all wisdom; teaching and admonishing one 
another in psalms and hymns and spiritual songs, singing with grace in your hearts to the 
Lord. (KJV) 
oJ lo/goß touv Cristouv ėnoikei÷tw ėn uJmi √n plousi÷wß ėn pa¿shØ sofi÷â: 
dida¿skonteß kai« nouqetouvnteß e̊autou/ß, yalmoi √ß, kai« u¢mnoiß, kai« wˆÓdai √ß 
pneumatikai √ß, ėn ca¿riti â‡donteß ėn thØv kardi÷â uJmw ◊n twˆ◊ Kuri÷w ˆ. 
(TR) 
 
Let the word of Christ richly dwell within you, with all wisdom teaching and 
admonishing one another with psalms and hymns and spiritual songs, singing with 
thankfulness in your hearts to God. (NASV) 
ÔO lo/goß touv Cristouv ėnoikei÷tw ėn uJmi √n plousi÷wß, ėn pa¿shØ sofi÷â 
dida¿skonteß kai« nouqetouvnteß e̊autou/ß, yalmoi √ß u¢mnoiß wˆÓdai √ß pneumatikai √ß 
ėn thØv ca¿riti â‡donteß ėn tai √ß kardi÷aiß uJmw ◊n twˆ◊ qewˆ◊: (CT) 
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 Colossians 3:16 indicates that worship in song is directed to the “Lord” Jesus 
Christ, indicating His Deity.  The reference to the Son as “Lord” in v. 16 is confirmed by 
v. 17 also:  “And whatsoever ye do in word or deed, do all in the name of the Lord Jesus, 
giving thanks to God and the Father by him.”  The critical text removes this testimony to 
Christ’s Deity by changing “Lord” to “God,” that is, the Father.  96% of Greek MSS 
support the Textus Receptus, as do the ancient Old Latin and Gothic versions and other 
ancient witnesses. 
 

1 Timothy 3:16 
 
And without controversy great is the mystery of godliness: God was manifest in the 
flesh, justified in the Spirit, seen of angels, preached unto the Gentiles, believed on in the 
world, received up into glory. (KJV) 
kai« oJmologoume÷nwß me÷ga ėsti« to\ thvß eujsebei÷aß musth/rion: Qeo\ß ėfanerw¿qh 
ėn sarki÷, ėdikaiw¿qh ėn pneu/mati, w‡fqh aÓgge÷loiß, ėkhru/cqh ėn e¶qnesin, 
ėpisteu/qh ėn ko/smwˆ, aÓnelh/mfqh ėn do/xhØ. (TR) 
Great indeed, we confess, is the mystery of godliness: He was manifested in the flesh, 
vindicated by the Spirit, seen by angels, proclaimed among the nations, believed on in the 
world, taken up in glory. (ESV) 
kai« oJmologoume÷nwß me÷ga ėsti«n to\ thvß eujsebei÷aß musth/rion: o§ß ėfanerw¿qh 
ėn sarki÷, ėdikaiw¿qh ėn pneu/mati, w‡fqh aÓgge÷loiß, ėkhru/cqh ėn e¶qnesin, 
ėpisteu/qh ėn ko/smwˆ, aÓnelh/mfqh ėn do/xhØ. (CT) 
 
 The Received Text reading is in the overwhelming majority of manuscripts—
99%. Furthermore, not one known Greek MSS on earth reads “he.”  The critical Greek 
text actually reads the pronoun “who,” which is bad grammar.  The CT reading is in four 
MSS (0.6%)—at most.  In fact, one of these four (Alexandrinus) actually read “God” but 
was then changed into “who,” and another one (Sinaiticus) also testifies to the reading 
“God.”  Therefore, the English translation of the CT reads “he,” since “who” does not 
make any sense.  One must choose between 99% of the MSS and proper grammar or 
0.6% (at most) of MSS and bad grammar.  The bad grammar made one Greek MS (the 
corrupt codex D) change the Greek pronoun from hos to ho to eliminate the bad grammar 
that is present when “God” is removed from the passage.  Patristic writers such as 
Gregory of Nyssa, Didymus, Chrysostom, Theodoret, and Euthalius also support the 
Received Text.  Furthermore, there is no great mystery in a male human being having 
human flesh, but God being manifest in the flesh is certainly a great mystery. 
 

1 John 5:7-8 
 
For there are three that bear record in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy 
Ghost: and these three are one. 8 And there are three that bear witness in earth, the 
Spirit, and the water, and the blood: and these three agree in one. (KJV) 
o¢ti trei √ß ei˙si«n oi˚ marturouvnteß ėn twˆ◊ oujranwˆ◊, oJ path/r, oJ lo/goß, kai« to\ 
›Agion Pneuvma: kai« ou ∞toi oi˚ trei√ß eºn ei˙si. 8 kai« trei√ß ei˙si«n oi˚ 
marturouvnteß ėn thØv ghØv, to\ Pneuvma, kai« to\ u¢dwr, kai« to\ ai–ma: kai« oi˚ trei √ß 
ei˙ß to\ e≠n ei˙sin. (TR) 
For there are three that testify: 8 the Spirit and the water and the blood; and these three 
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agree. (ESV) 
o¢ti trei √ß ei˙sin oi˚ marturouvnteß, 8 to\ pneuvma kai« to\ u¢dwr kai« to\ ai–ma, kai« 
oi˚ trei √ß ei˙ß to\ eºn ei˙sin. (CT) 
 
 The critical text eliminates this tremendous testimony to the Trinity.  Evidence for 
the inspiration of 1 John 5:7 is provided at more length at the end of this article. 
 

Jude 4 
 

For there are certain men crept in unawares, who were before of old ordained to this 
condemnation, ungodly men, turning the grace of our God into lasciviousness, and 
denying the only Lord God, and our Lord Jesus Christ. (KJV) 
pareise÷dusan ga¿r tineß a‡nqrwpoi, oi˚ pa¿lai progegramme÷noi ei˙ß touvto to\ 
kri÷ma, aÓsebei √ß, th\n touv Qeouv hJmw ◊n ca¿rin metatiqe÷nteß ei˙ß aÓse÷lgeian, kai« 
to\n mo/non despo/thn Qeo/n, kai« Ku/rion hJmw ◊n ΔIhsouvn Cristo\n aÓrnou/menoi. 
(TR) 
For certain people have crept in unnoticed who long ago were designated for this 
condemnation, ungodly people, who pervert the grace of our God into sensuality and 
ldeny our only Master and Lord, Jesus Christ. (ESV) 
pareise÷dusan ga¿r tineß a‡nqrwpoi, oi˚ pa¿lai progegramme÷noi ei˙ß touvto to\ 
kri÷ma, aÓsebei √ß, th\n touv qeouv hJmw ◊n ca¿rita metatiqe÷nteß ei˙ß aÓse÷lgeian kai« 
to\n mo/non despo/thn kai« ku/rion hJmw ◊n ΔIhsouvn Cristo\n aÓrnou/menoi. 
(CT) 
 
 The Greek grammar in Jude 4, where a single article is found in the phrase “the 
only Lord [despotes] God and our Lord [kurios] Jesus Christ” indicates that Christ is the 
Lord God because of the Granville-Sharp rule.  The critical text eliminates this testimony 
to Christ’s Deity by eliminating the word “God” from the text, rejecting the very large 
majority of MSS. 
 

Revelation 1:8, 11 
 

I am Alpha and Omega, the beginning and the ending, saith the Lord, which is, and 
which was, and which is to come, the Almighty. . . . Saying, I am Alpha and Omega, 
the first and the last: and, What thou seest, write in a book, and send it unto the seven 
churches which are in Asia; unto Ephesus, and unto Smyrna, and unto Pergamos, and 
unto Thyatira, and unto Sardis, and unto Philadelphia, and unto Laodicea. (KJV) 
ΔEgw¿ ei˙mi to\ A kai« to\ W, aÓrch\ kai« te÷loß, le÷gei oJ Ku/rioß, oJ w·n kai« oJ h™n kai« 
oJ ėrco/menoß, oJ pantokra¿twr. . . . legou/shß, ΔEgw¿ ei˙mi to\ A kai« to\ W, oJ 
prw ◊toß kai« oJ e¶scatoß: kai÷, ≠O ble÷peiß gra¿yon ei˙ß bibli÷on, kai« pe÷myon tai √ß 
e̊pta» ėkklhsi÷aiß tai √ß ėn ΔAsi÷â, ei˙ß ⁄Efeson, kai« ei˙ß Smu/rnan, kai« ei˙ß 
Pe÷rgamon, kai« ei˙ß Qua¿teira, kai« ei˙ß Sa¿rdeiß, kai« ei˙ß Filade÷lfeian, kai« ei˙ß 
Laodi÷keian. (TR) 
“I am the Alpha and the Omega,” says the Lord God, “who is and who was and who is to 
come, the Almighty.” . . . saying, “Write what you see in a book and send it to the seven 
churches, to Ephesus and to Smyrna and to Pergamum and to Thyatira and to Sardis and 
to Philadelphia and to Laodicea.” (ESV) 
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ΔEgw¿ ei˙mi to\ a‡lfa kai« to\ w°, le÷gei ku/rioß oJ qeo/ß, oJ w·n kai« oJ h™n kai« oJ 
ėrco/menoß, oJ pantokra¿twr. . . . legou/shß: o§ ble÷peiß gra¿yon ei˙ß bibli÷on kai« 
pe÷myon tai √ß e̊pta» ėkklhsi÷aiß, ei˙ß ⁄Efeson kai« ei˙ß Smu/rnan kai« ei˙ß 
Pe÷rgamon kai« ei˙ß Qua¿teira kai« ei˙ß Sa¿rdeiß kai« ei˙ß Filade÷lfeian kai« ei˙ß 
Laodi÷keian. (CT) 
 The Received Text identifies Christ, the speaker in 1:8, 11, as the Almighty, the 
Alpha and the Omega, the beginning and the ending, the first and the last.  The critical 
text, by adding the word “God” in v. 8 and omitting the phrases highlighted above in v. 8 
and v. 11, change the speaker in v. 8 from Christ to the Father, and remove the testimony 
to Christ’s Deity from this passage. 
 There is excellent Greek MSS support for the Received Text reading (which is 
also receives support from other sources; e. g., in v. 8, the Old Latin, the Vulgate, and 
other witnesses).  While the textual situation in the book of Revelation is complicated, the 
Received Text tends to follow the largest single group of MSS.  “Hoskier declared, 
concerning the TR text of Revelation:  “I may state that if Erasmus had striven to found a 
text on the largest number of existing MSS [manuscripts] in the world of one type, he 
could not have succeeded better. . . . Here then is a powerful example of God’s guiding 
providence in preserving the text of Revelation.”43 
 

Revelation 20:12 
 
And I saw the dead, small and great, stand before God; and the books were opened: and 
another book was opened, which is the book of life: and the dead were judged out of 
those things which were written in the books, according to their works. (KJV) 
kai« ei•don tou\ß nekrou/ß, mikrou\ß kai« mega¿louß, e̊stw ◊taß ėnw¿pion touv Qeou v, 
kai« bibli÷a hjnewˆ¿cqhsan: kai« bibli÷on a‡llo hjnewˆ¿cqh, o¢ ėsti thvß zwhvß: kai« 
ėkri÷qhsan oi˚ nekroi« ėk tw ◊n gegramme÷nwn ėn toi √ß biblioiß, kata» ta» e¶rga 
aujtw ◊n. (TR) 
And I saw the dead, great and small, standing before the throne, and books were opened. 
Then another book was opened, which is rthe book of life. And the dead were judged by 
what was written in the books, according to what they had done. (ESV) 
kai« ei•don tou\ß nekrou/ß, tou\ß mega¿louß kai« tou\ß mikrou/ß, e̊stw ◊taß ėnw¿pion 
touv qro/nou. kai« bibli÷a hjnoi÷cqhsan, kai« a‡llo bibli÷on hjnoi÷cqh, o¢ ėstin thvß 
zwhvß, kai« ėkri÷qhsan oi˚ nekroi« ėk tw ◊n gegramme÷nwn ėn toi √ß bibli÷oiß kata» ta» 
e¶rga aujtw ◊n. (CT) 
 
Since Jesus Christ is the One sitting on this throne, the Received Text declares that He is 
“God,” while the critical text changes “God” to “throne.”  Concerning the MSS evidence 
in the book of Revelation, see the comments on Revelation 1:8, 11 above. 
 

Evidence for the inspiration and preservation of 1 John 5:7 
 
 In contrast to the other verses above, only a minority of Greek MSS contain the 
reading that is found in the Textus Receptus in 1 John 5:7—the definite majority of Greek 

                                                
43  Pg. 16, 26, pg. 16, When the KJV Departs from the “Majority” Text, Jack Moorman, 2nd ed. 
Collingswoord, NJ:  Bible For Today, 1988. 
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MSS do not contain the verse.  Why, then, should it be accepted as part of the Word of 
God and a testimony to the Trinity? 
 
1.) In God’s providence, God had the verse placed in the Textus Receptus, which true 
churches have received as containing all the words given by miraculous inspiration and 
preserved providentially.  Since the Holy Spirit has led His churches to receive this verse 
(cf. John 17:8; 1 Timothy 3:15), it is part of the canonical NT text. 
 
2.) There are readings found in the critical text that have far less evidence than 1 John 
5:7, yet are accepted on CT principles (cf. 2 Corinthians 5:3, where the CT follows 1 
Greek MS); in Luke 3:33, the CT reading is not found in any Greek MS known on earth). 
 
3.) Only 14 of the c. 500 Greek MSS that lack 1 John 5:7 predate the ninth century, while 
there are many early witnesses in favor of 1 John 5:7.  Consider the following chart (from 
an article by Jesse Boyd): 
 
Historical Breakdown of Hostile Evidence  
2/498 °© 4th century (a, B) = 0.4% of hostile evidence  
2/498 °© 5th century (A, 048) = 0.4% of hostile evidence  
1/498 °© 6th century (0296) = 0.2% of hostile evidence  
0/498 °© 7th century = 0.0% of hostile evidence  
1/498 °© 8th century (Y+) = 0.2% of hostile evidence  
8/498 °© 9th century (K, L, P, 049, 1424+, 1841+, 1862, 1895) = 1.6% of hostile evidence  
484/498 °© post 9th century = 97.2% of hostile evidence  
                      30 mss. °© 10th century  
                      80 mss. °© 11th century  
                      79 mss. °© 12th century  
                      98 mss. °© 13th century  
                     119 mss. °© 14th century  
                      55 mss. °© 15th century  
                      15 mss. °©16th century  
                      6 mss. °© 17th century  
                      1 mss. °© 18th century  
Historical Breakdown of Favorable Evidence  
A.D. (ca.)      200 °© Tertullian  
                      250 °© Cyprian  
                      318 °© Athanasius  
                      350 °© Idacius Clarus  
                      380 °© Priscillian  
                      385 °© Gregory of Nazanzius  
                      390 °© Jerome  
                      450 °© Contra Varimadum  
                      450 °© Latin mss. m  
                      485 °© Council of Carthage  
                      485 °© Victor of Vitensis  
                      500 °© Latin mss. r  
                      527 °© Fulgentius  
                      570 °© Cassiodorus  
                      636 °© Isidore of Seville  
                      650 °© Codex Pal Legionensus  
                      700 °© Jaqub of Edessa  
                      735 °© mss. used by Venerable Bede  
                      850 °©  Codex Ulmensis 
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*In addition to the aforementioned favorable evidence, the Comma can be traced back through the 
Waldensian Church to the translation of the Old Italic in the 2nd century.  Moreover, in the 7th century, at 
least 12 Old Latin mss contain the passage; at least 21 in the 8th century, and at least 189 in the 9th 
century.  Over 6,000 Old Latin manuscripts remained unexamined to this day.  It is also probable that the 
Comma was found in the Old Syriac tradition as far back as its translation.  The Armenian and Slavonic 
versions bear witness to the Comma in several copies, and the German versions prior to Luther bear 
consistent testimony to it. 
 
RESULT:    The Johannine Comma enjoys at least 19 pieces of concrete favorable evidence predating the 
ninth century; hostile witnesses, on the other hand, can only claim 14 Greek manuscripts and an argument 
from silence with regard to the patristic evidence.  
 

4.) The removal of 1 John 5:7 creates a grammatical error in the Greek text, one 
recognized, for example, by the early Greek patristic writer Gregory of Nazianzus c. A. 
D. 380.  Concerning the CT reading, Gregory stated:  “[The apostle John] has not been 
consistent in the way he has happened upon his terms; for after using Three in the 
masculine gender he adds three words which are neuter, contrary to the definitions and 
laws which you and your grammarians have laid down” (Oration 32:19).  That is, there is 
a clear disagreement in the gender of the words in the critical Greek text between 1 John 
5:7-8, so that the words “there are three who bear witness [masculine gender]” are 
followed by the three words in the neuter gender, “the Spirit and the water and the 
blood.”  Note the difference below (Bold print below are the words omitted from the TR.  
The gender discordance in the CT has been underlined): 

1 John 5:6-9, TR: 
1John 5:6 ou ∞to/ß e˙stin oJ e˙lqw»n diΔ u¢datoß kai« aiºmatoß, ΔIhsouvß oJ Cristo/ß: oujk e˙n twˆ◊ 
u¢dati mo/non aÓllΔ e˙n twˆ◊ u¢dati kai« twˆ◊ aiºmati. kai« to\ Pneuvma¿ e˙sti to\ marturouvn, o¢ti 
to\ Pneuvma¿ e˙stin hJ aÓlh/qeia.  
1John 5:7 o¢ti trei √ß ei˙si«n oi˚ marturouvnteß e˙n twˆ◊ oujranwˆ◊, oJ path/r, oJ lo/goß, kai« to\ 
›Agion Pneuvma: kai« ou ∞toi oi˚ trei √ß eºn ei˙si.  
1John 5:8 kai« trei √ß ei˙si«n oi˚ marturouvnteß e˙n thØv ghØv, to\ Pneuvma, kai« to\ u¢dwr, kai« 
to\ ai–ma: kai« oi˚ trei √ß ei˙ß to\ e ≠n ei˙sin.  
1John 5:9 ei˙ th\n marturi÷an tw ◊n aÓnqrw¿pwn lamba¿nomen, hJ marturi÷a touv Qeouv mei÷zwn 
e˙sti÷n: o¢ti au¢th e˙sti«n hJ marturi÷a touv Qeouv, h§n memartu/rhke peri« touv ui˚ouv aujtouv. 
1 John 5:6-9, CT: 
1John 5:6 ou ∞to/ß e˙stin oJ e˙lqw»n diΔ u¢datoß kai« aiºmatoß, ΔIhsouvß Cristo/ß, oujk e˙n twˆ◊ 
u¢dati mo/non aÓllΔ e˙n twˆ◊ u¢dati kai« e˙n twˆ◊ aiºmati: kai« to\ pneuvma¿¿ e˙stin to\ marturouvn, 
o¢ti to\ pneuvma e˙stin hJ aÓlh/qeia.  
1John 5:7 o¢ti trei √ß ei˙sin oi˚ marturouvnteß,  
1John 5:8 to\ pneuvma kai« to\ u¢dwr kai« to\ ai–ma, kai« oi˚ trei √ß ei˙ß to\ eºn ei˙sin.  
1John 5:9 ei˙ th\n marturi÷an tw ◊n aÓnqrw¿pwn lamba¿nomen, hJ marturi÷a touv qeouv mei÷zwn 
e˙sti÷n: o¢ti au¢th e˙sti«n hJ marturi÷a touv qeouv o¢ti memartu/rhken peri« touv ui˚ouv aujtouv. 

Note in the TR that the three heavenly witnesses are “the witness of God,” v. 9, 
and the consubstiantiality of the Persons of the Trinity, rather than a mere unity of 
agreement, is seen in the difference between the oi˚ trei √ß eºn ei˙si and the oi˚ trei √ß ei˙ß 
to\ e≠n ei˙sin of the earthly witnesses.  Note that the gender discordance in the CT is not 
properly explicable based on a personification of pneuvma because of v. 6: to\ pneuvma¿¿ 
ėstin to\ marturouvn.  
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In the Received Text, there is no problem of gender discordance, but proper 
grammar is employed.  Since the Apostle John, under inspiration, did not write bad 
grammar, the Received Text reading of 1 John 5:7 is correct.44 
 Note the following explanation: 
The full text [of 1 John 5:7] follows with the disputed word in brackets: 

HOTI TREIS EISIN HOI MARTUROUNTES (EN TO OURANO, HO PATER, HO LOGOS, KAI TO 
HAGION PNEUMA; KAI HOUTOI HOI TREIS HEN EISI. KAI TREIS EISIN HOI MARTUROUTES 
EN TE GE) TO PNEUMA, KAI TO HUDOR, KAI TO HAIMA; KAI HOI TREIS EIS TO HEN EISIN. 

The internal evidence against the omission is as follows: 

1. The masculine article, numeral and participle HOI TREIS MARTUROUNTES, are made to agree 
directly with three neuters, an insuperable and very bald grammatical difficulty. If the disputed words 
are allowed to remain, they agree with two masculines and one neuter noun HO PATER, HO LOGOS, KAI 
TO HAGION PNEUMA and, according to the rule of syntax, the masculines among the group control the 
gender over a neuter connected with them. Then the occurrence of the masculines TREIS 
MARTUROUNTES in verse 8 agreeing with the neuters PNEUMA, HUDOR and HAIMA may be 
accounted for by the power of attraction, well known in Greek syntax. 

2. If the disputed words are omitted, the 8th verse coming next to the 6th gives a very bald and 
awkward, and apparently meaningless repetition of the Spirit's witness twice in immediate 
succession. 

3. If the words are omitted, the concluding words at the end of verse 8 contain an unintelligible 
reference. The Greek words KAI HOI TREIS EIS TO HEN EISIN mean precisely--"and these three agree 
to that (aforesaid) One." This rendering preserves the force of the definite article in this verse. Then what is 
"that One" to which "these three" are said to agree? If the 7th verse is omitted "that One" does not appear, 
and "that One" in verse 8, which designates One to whom the reader has already been introduced, has not 
antecedent presence in the passage. Let verse 7 stand, and all is clear, and the three earthly witnesses testify 
to that aforementioned unity which the Father, Word and Spirit constitute. 

4. John has asserted in the previous 6 verses that faith is the bond of our spiritual life and victory 
over the world. This faith must have a solid warrant, and the truth of which faith must be assured is 
the Sonship and Divinity of Christ. See verses 5,11, 12, 20. The only faith that quickens the soul and 
overcomes the world is (verse 5) the belief that Jesus is God's Son, that God has appointed Him our Life, 
and that this Life is true God. God's warrant for this faith comes: FIRST in verse 6, in the words of the 
Holy Ghost speaking by inspired men; SECOND in verse 7, in the words of the Father, the Word and the 
Spirit, asserting and confirming by miracles the Sonship and unity of Christ with the Father.; THIRD in 
verse 8, in the work of the Holy Ghost applying the blood and water from Christ's pierced side for our 
cleansing. FOURTH in verse 10, in the spiritual consciousness of the believer himself, certifying to him 
that he feels within a divine change. 

                                                
44  Note that in the TR that the three heavenly witnesses are “the witness of God,” v. 9, and the 
consubstiantiality of the Persons of the Trinity, rather than a mere unity of agreement, is seen in the 
difference between the oi˚ trei √ß eºn ei˙si and the oi˚ trei √ß ei˙ß to\ e ≠n ei˙sin of the earthly witnesses.  Note 
also that the gender discordance in the CT is not properly explicable based on a personification of pneuvma 
because of v. 6: to\ pneuvma¿¿ e˙stin to\ marturouvn. 
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How harmonious is all this if we accept the 7th verse as genuine, but if we omit it the very keystone of 
the arch is wanting, and the crowning proof that the warrant of our faith is divine (verse 9) is struck 
out. (Summarised from Discussions of Robert Lewis Dabney, The Banner of Truth Trust, 1967, by the 
Trinitarian Bible Society, 217 Kingston Road, London, SW19, 3NN England; reprinted in in September 16, 
1998 (Fundamental Baptist Information Service, P.O. Box 610368, Port Huron, MI 48061, 
fbns@wayoflife.org) 

The following document also provides ancient testimony to the genuineness of 1 John 
5:7, and explains why it is omitted in many Greek MSS: 

 Jerome’s Prologue to the Canonical Epistles45 
 

The order of the seven Epistles which are called canonical is not the same among the Greeks who 
follow the correct faith and the one found in the Latin codices, where Peter, being the first among the 
apostles, also has his two epistles first. But just as we have corrected the evangelists into their proper order, 
so with God’s help have we done with these.  The first is one of James, then two of Peter, three of John and 
one of Jude. 

Just as these are properly understood and so translated faithfully by interpreters into Latin without 
leaving ambiguity for the readers nor [allowing] the variety of genres to conflict, especially in that text 
where we read the unity of the trinity is placed in the first letter of John, where much error has occurred at 
the hands of unfaithful translators contrary to the truth of faith, who have kept just the three words water, 
blood and spirit in this edition omitting mention of Father, Word and Spirit in which especially the 
[universal] faith is strengthened and the unity of substance of Father, Son and Holy Spirit is attested. 

In the other epistles to what extent our edition varies from others I leave to the prudence of the 
reader.  But you, virgin of Christ, Eustocium, when you ask me urgently about the truth of scripture you 
expose my old age to being gnawed at by the teeth of envious ones who accuse me of being a falsifier and 

                                                
45  The translation below was made by Thomas Caldwell, S. J. of Marquette University in 
Milwaukee, WI.  The translation comes from the Codex Fuldensis (c. A. D. 541-546).  This Latin codex is 
available at http://books.google.com, and the Latin text above is found on pg. 399.  The preface claims to 
be by Jerome, the translator of the Latin Vulgate.  The prologue has textual critical value because it bears 
on the question of the authenticity of the Johannine Comma, 1 John 5:7 (“For there are three that bear 
record in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost: and these three are one.”).  If the preface is 
indeed by Jerome, it would provide evidence that there were Greek copies in his day that contained the 
Comma, and that Jerome thought that others who seem to have held to heretical doctrine had removed the 
verse from their manuscripts.  Such a belief on Jerome’s part would explain the presence of the Comma in 
the overwhelming majority of copies of the Latin Vulgate.  There is certainly evidence for the Comma in 
the Old Latin Bible and various other sources before Jerome.  If the Prologue is not by Jerome, whoever 
wrote it would still make the assertion that the Comma was originally present but was removed by 
unfaithful and heretical scribes.  Of course, both Jerome and the copyist of the codex Fuldensis died many 
centuries ago and nobody today can ask them what actually happened.  It is certainly true that many 
opponents of the genuineness of the Comma would dismiss out of hand the possibility that this Prologue 
truly comes from Jerome based on the assumption that there cannot be genuine evidence so early for the 
Comma, just as they dismiss Cyprian’s quotation of the Comma in A. D. 251 (“The Lord says, ‘I and the 
Father are one;’ and again it is written of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, ‘And these 
three are one.’”  On The Unity of the Church, Treatise 1:6. Trans. Church Fathers:  The Ante-Nicene 
Fathers, ed. Alexander Roberts & James Donaldson.) on the assumption that Cyprian simply cannot have 
quoted it, since it allegedly did not yet exist.  However, the fact that many people dismiss the evidence of 
this Prologue to the Comma from unreasonable biases does not of itself mean that the work did indeed 
come from Jerome’s hand. 
 It should also be noted that there seem to be some problems with the Latin of the prologue found 
in the codex, whether as a result of errors in the modern scanning of the text, ancient copyist errors, or for 
other reasons.  Those who know Latin should be able to evaluate these matters. 
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corruptor of the scriptures.  But in such work I neither fear the envy of my critics nor deny the truth of 
scripture to those who seek it. 
 
End of Prologue 
 

PROLOGUS IN EPISTULAS CANONICAS.                                          399 
 
Non ita ordo est apud graecos qui integre sapiunt et fidem rectam sectantur· Epistularam septem quae 
canonicae nuncupantur· ut in latinis codicibus inuenitur quod petrusprimus est in numero apostolorum 
primae sint etiam eius 5 epistulae in ordine ceterarum· Sed sicut euangelistas dudum ad ueritatis lineam 
correximus ita has proprio ordine deo nos iuuante reddidimus Est enim prima earum una iacobi· petri duae· 
iohannis tres· et iudae una 10 Quae sicut ab eis digestae sunt ita quoque ab interpraetibus fideliter in 
latinum eloquium uerterentur nec ambiguitatem legentibus facerent nec sermonum se uarietas inpugnaret· 
illo praecipue loco ubi de unitate trinitatis in prima iohannis epistula positum legimus in qua est ab 
infidelibus 15 translatoribus multum erratum esse fidei ueritate conperimus trium tantummodo uocabula 
hoc est aquae sanguinis et spiritus in ipsa sua editione potentes et patri uerbique ac spiritus testimonium 
omittentes» In quo maxime et fides catholica roboratur et patris et fili et spiritus sancti una diuinitatis 20 
substantia conprobatur· In ceteris uero epistulis quantum nostra aliorum distet editio lectoris prudentiae 
derelinquo· Sed tu uirgo christi eusthocium dum a me inpensius scribturae ueritatem inquiris meam 
quodammodo senectutem inuidorum dentibus conrodendam exponis qui me falsarium corruptoremque 25 
sanctarum pronuntiant scribturarum· Sed ego in tali opere nec aemulorum meorum inuidentiam pertimesco 
nec sanctae scribturae ueritatem poscentibus denegabo 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
EXPL· PROLOGUS· INC· 
 
There is also a popular myth circulating that Erasmus promised to add 1 John 5:7 to his 
edition of the Greek New Testament if a single copy with the verse could be found.  A 
copy was then allegedly forged, and Erasmus added 1 John 5:7, supposedly, based on this 
forged copy. However, none of this happened—it is simpy a myth.  Note the article 
below: 
 

WHY DID ERASMUS ADD THE JOHANNINE COMMA TO HIS 3RD EDITION  
GREEK NEW TESTAMENT? 

There are two popular myths regarding Erasmus and 1 John 5:7 that are parroted by modernists, 
evangelicals, and even fundamentalists today who defend the modern versions against the KJV. 

The first myth is that Erasmus promised to insert the verse if a Greek manuscript were produced. 
This is stated as follows by Bruce Metzger: “Erasmus promised that he would insert the Comma 
Johanneum, as it is called, in future editions if a single Greek manuscript could be found that contained the 
passage. At length such a copy was found-- or made to order” (Metzger, The Text of the New Testament, 1st 
and 2nd editions). The second myth is that Erasmus challenged Edward Lee to find a Greek manuscript that 
included 1 John 5:7. This originated with Erika Rummel in 1986 in her book Erasmus’ Annotations and 
was repeated by James White in 1995 (The Truth about the KJV-Only Controversy). 

In A History of the Debate over 1 John 5:7,8, Michael Maynard records that H.J. de Jonge, the 
Dean of the Faculty of Theology at Rijksuniversiteit (Leiden, Netherlands), has refuted both myths. de 
Jonge, a recognized specialist in Erasmian studies, refuted the myth of a promise in 1980, stating that 
Metzger’s view on Erasmus’ promise “has no foundation in Erasmus’ work. Consequently it is highly 
improbable that he included the difficult passage because he considered himself bound by any such 
promise.” He has also refuted the new myth of a challenge (which Rummel devised in reaction to the burial 
of the promise myth). In a letter of June 13, 1995, to Maynard, de Jonge wrote: I have checked again 
Erasmus’ words quoted by Erika Rummel and her comments on them in her book Erasmus’ Annotations. 
This is what Erasmus writes [on] in his Liber tertius quo respondet ... Ed. Lei: Erasmus first records that 
Lee had reproached him with neglect of the MSS. of 1 John because Er. (according to Lee) had consulted 
only one MS. Erasmus replies that he had certainly not used only one ms., but many copies, first in 
England, then in Brabant, and finally at Basle. He cannot accept, therefore, Lee’s reproach of negligence 
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and impiety. 
‘Is it negligence and impiety, if I did not consult manuscripts which were simply not within my reach? I 
have at least assembled whatever I could assemble. Let Lee produce a Greek MS. which contains what my 
edition does not contain and let him show that that manuscript was within my reach. Only then can he 
reproach me with negligence in sacred matters.’ 
From this passage you can see that Erasmus does not challenge Lee to produce a manuscript etc. What 
Erasmus argues is that Lee may only reproach Erasmus with negligence of MSS if he demonstrates that 
Erasmus could have consulted any MS. In which the Comma Johanneum figured. Erasmus does not at all 
ask for a MS. Containing the Comma Johanneum. He denies Lee the right to call him negligent and 
impious if the latter does not prove that Erasmus neglected a manuscript to which he had access. In short, 
Rummel’s interpretation is simply wrong. The passage she quotes has nothing to do with a challenge. Also, 
she cuts the quotation short, so that the real sense of the passage becomes unrecognizable. She is absolutely 
not justified in speaking of a challenge in this case or in the case of any other passage on the subject 
(emphasis in original) (de Jonge, cited from Maynard, p. 383). 

Jeffrey Khoo observes further: “Yale professor Roland Bainton, another Erasmian expert, agrees 
with de Jonge, furnishing proof from Erasmus’ own writing that Erasmus’ inclusion of 1 John 5:7f was not 
due to a so-called ‘promise’ but the fact that he believed ‘the verse was in the Vulgate and must therefore 
have been in the Greek text used by Jerome’” (Jeffrey Khoo, Kept Pure in All Ages, 2001, p. 88).  

Edward F. Hills, who had a doctorate in textual criticism from Harvard, testifies: “...it was not 
trickery that was responsible for the inclusion of the Johannine Comma in the Textus Receptus, but the 
usage of the Latin speaking Church” (Hills, The King James Version Defended). 

In the 3rd edition of The Text of the New Testament Bruce Metzger corrected his false assertion 
about Erasmus as follows: “What is said on p. 101 above about Erasmus’ promise to include the Comma 
Johanneum if one Greek manuscript were found that contained it, and his subsequent suspicion that MS 61 
was written expressly to force him to do so, needs to be corrected in the light of the research of H. J. 
DeJonge, a specialist in Erasmian studies who finds no explicit evidence that supports this frequently made 
assertion” (Metzger, The Text of The New Testament, 3rd edition, p. 291, footnote 2). The problem is that 
this myth continues to be paraded as truth by modern version defenders. 
[Distributed by Way of Life Literature's Fundamental Baptist Information Service, a listing for Fundamental Baptists and other fundamentalist, Bible-believing Christians. Our goal in this particular aspect of our 
ministry is not devotional but is TO PROVIDE INFORMATION TO ASSIST PREACHERS IN THE PROTECTION OF THE CHURCHES IN THIS APOSTATE HOUR. This material is sent only to those who 
personally subscribe to the list. If somehow you have subscribed unintentionally, following are the instructions for removal. To SUBSCRIBE or UNSUBSCRIBE or CHANGE ADDRESSES go to http:// 
www.wayoflife.org/fbis/subscribe.html. We take up a quarterly offering to fund this ministry, and those who use the materials are expected to participate (Galatians 6:6). Some of these articles are from O Timothy 
magazine, which is in its 22nd year of publication. Way of Life publishes many helpful books. The catalog is located at the web site: http://www.wayoflife.org/catalog/catalog.htm Way of Life Literature, P.O. Box 
610368, Port Huron, MI 48061. 866-295-4143, fbns@wayoflife.org (e-mail). We do not solicit funds from those who do not agree with our preaching and who are not helped by these publications, but for those who 
are OFFERINGS can be made at http://www.wayoflife.org/fbns/offering.html PAYPAL offerings can be made to https://www.paypal.com/xclick/business=dcloud%40wayoflife.org ] 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
How Long Were the Original Manuscripts Around? Considerations on 

the NT Autographa and Early NT Apographa from Scripture and 
Patristic Writers 

 
I. Scriptural Presuppositions 

 

 Scripture teaches the verbal, plenary preservation of the verbally, plenarily 

inspired autographa (Psalm 12:6-7), the availability of the preserved text to every 
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generation of the people of God (Isaiah 59:21), who, institutionalized in Israel in the Old 

Testament era and in the church during the age of grace, are responsible for that 

preservation (Romans 3:2; Matthew 28:18-20).46  The church of the New Testament (NT) 

is the autonomous assembly of immersed saints organized to carry out the Lord’s work. 

Her belief and practice would be that of modern Bible-believing and practicing Baptist 

churches.  Such congregations, in accord with Christ’s promise (Matthew 16:18), have 

existed in a continuous succession from the time Christ originated them during His 

earthly ministry (John 1:35),47 during which they have, by God’s grace, fulfilled their 

responsibility to protect and propagate accurate apographs of the Textus Receptus (TR), 

the modern text-type identical with the originally inspired manuscripts.  These 

Bibliological and ecclesiological axioms, established by God in His Word, constitute the 

first principles the unbiased48 historian must bring to his evaluation of ecclesiastical and 

textual-critical history. 

 

II. NT and Patristic Considerations Concerning the Autographs and the Textus Receptus 

 

                                                
46  See Thou Shalt Keep Them, ed. Kent Brandenburg (El Sobrante, CA: Pillar and Ground 
Publishing, 2003) for a book-length justification of these and the other Bibliological postulates referenced 
in this paragraph. 
47  For a detailed ecclesiological exposition from a good systematic theology, see Landmarks of 
Baptist Doctrine, vol. 4, Robert J. Sargent, Oak Harbor, WA:  Bible Baptist Church Publications, 1990, 
pgs. 481-596.  Biblical ecclesiology has traditionally been denominated Landmarkism. 
48  An impossible “neutrality” concerning the truths of Scripture that relate to history, ecclesiology, or 
any other aspect of life, which leads one to pass over God’s declarations on these matters in one’s 
evaluation of historical evidences, is not unbiased;  it is a wicked refusal to fully submit to the reality of the 
one true God revealed in the Bible.  Atheistic rejection of such historically relevant truths is also utterly 
unreasonable and biased.  True objectivity and unbiased historiography requires that one be in full 
agreement with the God of truth, who alone created the world, set up its laws, and orders all things that 
come to pass after the counsel of His own will (Psalm 111:10; Proverbs 1:7; 9:10; 15:33; Isaiah 33:6; 
Ephesians 1:11). 
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 As part of the greatest of commands is to love God with all one’s mind (Matthew 

22:37), believers should attempt to discover the textual history of the preserved text of 

Scripture.  The dominance and universal acceptance of the TR in the church of the 

Reformation era and subsequent centuries has been documented,49 as has its use among 

the true churches of the Middle Ages50 and its towering dominance in the manuscript 

evidence from that period.51  Since God promised to preserve His Word, this Received 

Text must of necessity have been available in early Christian history as well, as copies of 

the TR autographs, written under inspiration by the authors of the NT books, were 

circulated.  However, the early existence of the TR text-type has been questioned by 

advocates of the modern critical NT text (CT).52  The promises of Scripture, which verify 

its existence, should suffice as proof for believers;  however, historical research also 

evidences its presence in early Greek textual evidence, translational evidence, and 

                                                
49  See “The Canonicity of the Received Bible Established from Reformation and Post-Reformation 
Baptist Confessions,” Thomas Ross, for an example. 
50  See Rome and the Bible:  Tracing the History of the Roman Catholic Church and its Persecution 
of the Bible and of Bible Believers, David Cloud, Oak Harbor, WA:  Way of Life Literature, 1997, 2nd ed., 
pgs. 29-30, Crowned With Glory and Honor, Thomas Holland, chapter 3, “Testimony Through Time”;  
Our Authorized Bible Vindicated, Benjamin Wilkinson, chapter 2, “The Bible Adopted by Constantine and 
the Pure Bible of the Waldenses,” Answers to Objections to Our Authorized Bible Vindicated, Benjamin 
Wilkinson, chapter 3, “The Itala and the Bible of the Waldenses,” Robert L. Webb, The Waldenses and the 
Bible, Carthage, IL:  Primitive Baptist Library, n. d. (available at 
http://members.aol.com/dwibclc/waldbib.htm). 
51  See Modern Bibles:  The Dark Secret, Jack Moorman, chapter 6, “The Theory Behind the Shorter 
Bibles,” Forever Settled: A Survey of the Documents and History of the Bible, Jack Moorman, Chapters 15-
17 (both electronically accessed from The Fundamental Baptist CD-ROM Library, David Cloud; Way of 
Life Literature, P.O. Box 610368, Port Huron, MI 48061–0368), among many other sources. 
52  E. g., “All the external evidence suggests that there is no proof that the Byzantine text was in 
existence in the first three centuries.” (Daniel Wallace, “The Majority Text and the Original Text: Are They 
Identical?” Bibliotheca Sacra, 148:590 (Apr 91) p. 166). Interestingly, footnote #46 of his own article 
states that patristic quotations supported the Byzantine Text against the Alexandrian in earlier writers such 
as Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Hippolytus, Methodius, etc;  his qualifications, “external” 
evidence, “suggests,” no “proof,” are also of note.  Wilbur Pickering demonstrates that the Majority Text 
dominated supposed alternative text types centuries earlier and necessarily existed in the second century 
(Identity of the New Testament Text, chapter 6; electronically accessed). 
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patristic citations.53  A patristic study of evidences for the longevity of the autographa, as 

well as of early copying practices, is also worthy of examination.  The years the original 

manuscripts were extant reduce the gap between the time of initial inspiration and the era 

when even the most extreme CT partisans must acknowledge the existence of the 

Traditional Text.  Furthermore, in light of modern neo-evangelical and CT 

fundamentalist denials of the Biblical imperative of the availability of every Word of 

Scripture (Matthew 4:4),54 the longer the autographs existed, the longer the period that all 

who believe in inerrancy, regardless of their belief in or opposition to the doctrine of 

preservation, must acknowledge the continued existence and availability of every word of 

the NT.  For at least as long as the originals were extant, one could examine them and be 

absolutely certain of every word of his Greek Bible.  The possibility of such a 

comparison would also inhibit the ability of textual aberrations, both unintentional and 

intentional, to affect the nature of the general stream of manuscript (MSS) evidence.  A 

patristic analysis on these issue, with a preliminary consideration of the NT background, 

is consequently in order. 

 

III. New Testament Witness to the Transmission of the Autographa 

 

In accord with Christ’s prayer (John 17:8), the saints and the churches 

immediately received the books of the New Testament as they were given by inspiration.  

The seven churches recognized the Revelation of John as Scripture immediately upon 

                                                
53  Forever Settled, Moorman, pgs. 65-128. 
54  “Scripture does not state how God has preserved the text” (Wallace, “The Majority Text and the 
Original Text,” pg. 156). 
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receipt of the book (Revelation 1:11), the Thessalonians immediately received the Word 

of God, for they were believers (1 Thessalonians 2:13), and, led by the Spirit, churches in 

general received the scripture, which they knew was being penned in their day (Romans 

16:25-26; 1 Corinthians 14:37;  Ephesians 3:4-5;  1 Thessalonians 2:13;  1 Peter 1:12, 25; 

2 Peter 3:2; Luke 1:3) as the ascended Christ gave it (John 16:13).  When Paul wrote 1 

Timothy in the early 60s, he recognized Luke’s gospel, which had been composed only a 

few years earlier, as “scripture” equal in authority to the books of Moses (1 Timothy 

5:18; Luke 10:7; Deuteronomy 25:4).  Paul’s declaration concerning the inspiration of 

“all Scripture” in 2 Timothy 3:16 consequently refers to both the Old Testament (OT) 

canon and the NT, which, by the time of the inspiration of 2 Timothy, God had, other 

than the Johannine writings, almost entirely revealed to man.  Peter (2 Peter 3:2) refers to 

the OT books (v. 2a) and the NT books (v. 2b), and calls the collection of “all epistles” 

by the apostle Paul55 scripture, equal to “the other scriptures,” (2 Peter 3:15-16), the OT 

(1 Peter 2:6);  all of this OT and NT scripture is affirmed to be as sure as the audible 

voice of God speaking from heaven (2 Peter 1:16-21).56  John closes the NT canon with 

the solemn warning of Revelation 22:18-19 (cf. Proverbs 30:5-6), evidencing his 

recognition, one with which his audience would have concurred, of the inspiration of his 

                                                
55  Lewis Foster (“The Earliest Collection of Paul’s Epistles,” Journal of the Evangelical Theological 
Society (JETS), 10:1 (Winter 1967) p. 44-54) argues very plausibly that Luke first collected Paul’s epistles 
into a canonical whole.  He also mentions that “in antiquity to retain copies of letters dispatched to far 
places was customary. Because of the uncertainty of the postal system and because of the desirability to 
have a dependable record of what was originally written in case question should later be raised about the 
correspondence—both of these reasons fully justified the common practice of making copies of 
correspondence.” (Foster, “Earliest Collection,” pg. 50). Since the church at Philippi sought to collect the 
epistles of Ignatius during Polycarp’s lifetime (pg. 280, The Apostolic Fathers, Kirsopp Lake, vol. 1.  Loeb 
Classical Library ed. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1952), certainly churches were collecting 
the inspired corpus as well. 
56  Consider further that the epistle Paul wrote to the audience of 2 Peter (which was the same as the 
audience of 1 Peter, 2 Peter 3:1), the Jewish diaspora (1 Peter 1:1), must be the epistle to the Hebrews, 
since no other Pauline letter is addressed to them.  Paul is therefore the author of Hebrews, and this epistle 
was recognized, along with the other 13 in his corpus, as canonical immediately. 
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work (cf. John 21:24) and the completion of the New Testament.  The saints recognized 

the NT as an inspired treasure immediately upon its composition.57 

 The assembly of the NT into a cohesive unit also began very early;58  as 2 Peter 

3:15-16 indicates, the process was far advanced before Peter’s death c. A. D. 68, and so 

even before the revelation of the final NT books.  The NT writings were copied and 

distributed from church to church (Revelation 1:3).  Paul wrote Galatians to “the 

churches of Galatia” (Galatians 1:2), which would involve the copying of his epistle.  

Colossians 4:16 provides a striking example of this practice.  Paul commanded that his 

newly inspired epistle to the church at Colossae be read in that church (v. 16a),59 then 

copied and read in the church of the Laodiceans (v. 16b).  At the same time, the 

Colossian congregation was to “read the epistle from Laodicea” (v. 16c).  That church, 

which had not received an inspired autograph,60 had copied another assembly’s canonical 

                                                
57  Wilbur Pickering, in his Identity of the New Testament Text, chapter 5 (electronically accessed), 
has a good discussion of early recognition of the inspiration and canonicity of the NT in his section, “Were 
the N. T. Writings Recognized?” 
58  Physical evidence for such early compilation exists.  The “identification of papyrus fragment 5 
from Qumran cave 7 with Mark 6:52-53 . . . [makes] the probability that 7Q4 is to be identified with 1 Tim. 
3:16, 4:1,3 and 7Q8 with James 1:23-24 . . . very strong. . . . That someone should have such a collection of 
New Testament writings at such an early date may suggest their early recognition as Scripture and even 
imply an early notion of a New Testament canon” (Appendix B, The Identity of the New Testament Text, 
Pickering).  A theologically liberal critique of the identification of these papyri with the NT is found in 
“That’s no Gospel, It’s Enoch! Identification of Dead Sea Scrolls Challenged,” Peter W. Flint (Bible 
Review, Peter W. Flint, April 2003, pgs. 37ff.). 
59  This public reading of the epistles placed them on an equal level to the Old Testament, which was 
also read in the assemblies of the saints (Deuteronomy 31:11;  Acts 13:15;  1 Timothy 4:13).  Furthermore, 
we must conclude that individual believers were not satisfied with public reading of the Scriptures in the 
weekly assembly, but aspired to own their own personal copies, that, as the noble Bereans, they might all 
search the Scriptures daily (Acts 17:11). 
60  It has been supposed by some, based on the subscription to 1 Timothy, “the first to Timothy was 
written from Laodicea, which is the chiefest city of Phrygia Pacatiana,” that this epistle from Laodicea was 
1 Timothy.  While, if this is the case, two generations, instead of three or more, are specified in Colossians 
4:16, it would still demonstrate the proliferation of NT copies—and would show that an inspired epistle 
specifically directed to the man Timothy was immediately received by God’s people as something with 
universal and binding validity. 
 A pseudepigraphical “epistle of Paul to the Laodiceans” is extant, but it is universally recognized 
as a forgery.  The text is reproduced in the introduction to Colossians in Notes on the New Testament by 
Albert Barnes (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1998 (reprint of 1884-5 ed.)). 
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epistle, which was being read in their church;  the Colossians were to take this epistle, 

copy it, and read it in their own assembly.  At least three generations of transmission are 

documented here:  the original church which received the inspired letter, the copy made 

for the Laodiceans, and the copy of that copy now brought to the Colossian church;  if the 

Laodiceans had not transcribed their epistle directly from an autograph, even further 

epistolary generations are required.  Furthermore, the apostolic precept for such 

multiplication of canonical copies of epistles in Colossians 4:16 would certainly have 

spurred other assemblies to follow a similar practice—nor did Paul begin to encourage 

such copying only upon penning Colossians 4:16 (note 1 Thessalonians 5:27—not that 

church alone, but “all the holy brethren,” are to get this epistle; cf. John’s blessing on 

those who read and hear his book, Revelation 1:3, which required the distribution and 

multiplication of copies); he would have already exhorted the churches to such an end.  1 

Timothy 6:3 indicates the early circulation of the gospel records—canonical and 

authoritative (cf. 5:18) “words of our Lord Jesus Christ,” were available, and opposition 

to them brought one under church discipline (6:5).61  Paul’s “yet not I, but the Lord” (1 

Corinthians 7:10) suggests that both the apostle and the Corinthians had at least one 

gospel in their possession.  When churches exchanged members, traveling evangelists 

passed through, Paul or others visited assemblies on missionary journeys, and on vast 

numbers of other occasions, the distribution of NT Scripture would certainly have been in 

progress.  Even apart from the exercitation of Colossians 4:16, the church’s recognition 

of the new inestimable treasure given her from God by inspiration, and its vast 

                                                
61  The CT attacks church discipline by removing “from such withdraw thyself,” aÓfi÷staso aÓpo\ 
tw ◊n toiou/twn, from 1 Timothy 6:5. 
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importance in the Christian life (cf. Romans 10:17; Matthew 4:4) would of itself have 

been a powerful motivation to multiply apographs. 

Great care was taken to preserve the inspired documents, as the church recognized 

her role as the guardian of Divine truth (Matthew 28:18-20; 1 Timothy 3:15; 4:6; 6:20; 2 

Timothy 1:14; 2:2).  Accuracy in copying was considered extremely important 

(Revelation 22:18-19).  As a result, accurate replicas of the inspired documents were 

distributed as rapidly as Christianity itself.62  New Testament evidence buttresses the 

believer’s confidence in God’s promises to preserve the autographa for all generations;  

the widespread distribution of accurate apographs of the recognized, canonical NT books 

validates the promised impossibility of their successful universal corruption. 

 

IV. General Considerations Concerning Patristic Testimony 

                                                
62  An interesting archeological confirmation of this rapid spread is the Rylands Fragment of John 
P52,  which is dated to the first third of the second century.  The existence of a codex of John in an obscure 
Egyptian village c. A. D. 125 illustrates the speed with which the NT books were distributed.  (see JETS, 
10:1 (Winter 1967), pg. 42).  “Pantaenus [went] to convert the Hindoos, and, whatever his success or 
failure there, he brought back reports that Christians were there before him, the offspring of St. 
Bartholomew’s preaching; and, in proof thereof, he brought with him a copy of St. Matthew’s Gospel in the 
Hebrew tongue, which became one of the treasures of the church on the Nile” (Clement of Alexandria, 
Stromata, Elucidations II: “Pantaenus and his school,” AN:II:12480).  This testifies to the presence of 
Scripture in India in the first century through the witness of the apostle Bartholomew (Matthew 10:3). 
Further information about the collection of the NT canon is found in “Factors Promoting the Formation of 
the New Testament Canon,” Wilber T. Dayton, and “The Canon of the Gospels,” Merrill C. Tenney, JETS 
10:1 (Winter 1967) pgs. 28-35, 36-44 respectively. All citations of Ante-Nicene patristic writings, unless 
otherwise specified, come from Church Fathers—The Ante-Nicene Fathers (AN), ed. Alexander Roberts & 
James Donaldson, American reprint of the Edinburgh ed.; electronic text from the Christian Classics 
Ethereal Library (http://www.ccel.org), as hypertexted, corrected, and prepared by Oak Tree Software, Inc. 
for Accordance Bible Software (http://www.accordancebible.com),  version 1.1.  Citations of Nicene or 
Post-Nicene writers come from either Church Fathers—The Nicene and Post Nicene Fathers, First Series 
(NPN-1) or Church Fathers—The Nicene and Post Nicene Fathers, Second Series (NPN-2), ed. Philip 
Schaff, T & T Edinburgh.  These texts have also been accessed electronically from an Accordance software 
module based on the Christian Classics Ethereal Library text (also version 1.1).  Citations will state the 
module (AN/NPN-1/NPN-2), the chapter division, and the paragraph # from Accordance for that module.  
In the passage above concerning Pantaenus, AN:II:12480 means the Ante-Nicene Accordance module, 
chapter 2 in the “Elucidations” section connected with Clement’s Stromata, paragraph #12480 in the Ante-
Nicene module.  In footnote #18, AN:XXXVI:20373 means the Ante-Nicene Accordance module is cited, 
chapter 36 in The Prescription Against Heretics, paragraph #20373 in the Ante-Nicene module. 
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 Patristic testimony, although it has limitations, provides contemporary 

information about early Christian history, and consequently has definite value in the 

study of events of its era.  A Christian writer who lived not long after the composition of 

the gospels would be more likely to advance correct theories about their origin than 

would, say, a German rationalistic critic writing eighteen hundred years ex post facto.  

Nevertheless, patristic compositions are manifestly inferior to the NT in matters of 

history.  First, they are uninspired.  Second, unlike Scripture, God has not promised to 

preserve them, so textual questions can arise which make their current texts uncertain.  

Third, assuming a lack of Catholic or other heretical interpolation in our current texts, 

many patristic writers held to dangerous doctrinal errors, which tended to increase in 

number as their distance from the first century increased;  baptismal regeneration appears 

very early, and idolatry, hierarchicalism, the real presence, and other Popish errors 

quickly followed.  Believers who opposed the Babylonian apostasy were labeled heretics, 

and their writings were destroyed.  Many extant ante-Nicene writers, and certainly those 

after the Constantinian revolution, must not be considered members of true churches of 

Christ, nor among the number who have received the NT gospel of justification by faith 

alone.  Despite these drawbacks, valuable historical testimony, including textual-critical 

material, may be gleaned from their compositions. 

 

V. Patristic testimony to the continued existence of the autographa 

 

 Tertullian, in his The Prescription Against Heretics, states: 
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Come now, you who would indulge a better curiosity, if you would apply it to the 
business of your salvation, run over the apostolic churches, in which the very 
thrones of the apostles are still pre-eminent in their places, in which their own 
authentic writings are read, uttering the voice and representing the face of each of 
them severally. Achaia is very near you, (in which) you find Corinth. Since you 
are not far from Macedonia, you have Philippi; (and there too) you have the 
Thessalonians. Since you are able to cross to Asia, you get Ephesus. Since, 
moreover, you are close upon Italy, you have Rome, from which there comes 
even into our own hands the very authority (of apostles themselves). How happy 
is its church, on which apostles poured forth all their doctrine along with their 
blood! Where Peter endures a passion like his Lord’s! Where Paul wins his crown 
in a death like John’s where the Apostle John was first plunged, unhurt, into 
boiling oil, and thence remitted to his island-exile! See what she has learned, what 
taught, what fellowship has had with even (our) churches in Africa! One Lord 
God does she acknowledge, the Creator of the universe, and Christ Jesus (born) of 
the Virgin Mary, the Son of God the Creator; and the Resurrection of the flesh; 
the law and the prophets she unites in one volume with the writings of evangelists 
and apostles, from which she drinks in her faith.63  

The Prescription was written c. A. D. 200.64  Schaff indicates that the phrase “authentic 

writings” here (Latin, authenticae), “may refer to the autographs or the Greek originals,” 

or at the very least to “full unmutilated copies as opposed to the garbled ones of the 

heretics.”65 There is no definite reason why the phrase would not refer to the autographs 

themselves;  this would suit Tertullian’s argument, that “the Christian Scriptures . . . are a 

deposit, committed to and carefully kept by the church,”66 which the heretics have 

perverted, better than the alternative sense.  What would better prove heretical corruption 

of Scripture than a reference to the still extant autographs themselves?67  However, the 

                                                
63  AN:XXXVI:20373. 
64  Pg. 941, “Tertullianus,” in A Dictionary of Christian Biography, ed. Henry Wace & William C. 
Piercy, Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1994 (reprint of A Dictionary of Christian Biography and Literature, 
pub. John Murray, London, 1911). 
65  Footnotes cite by module number, footnote number, and paragraph number.  The patristic work 
will also be cited if it is not clear.  This note is AN:383:20808, that is, the Ante-Nicene module, footnote 
#383 (to Tertullian’s Prescription Against Heretics), paragraph #20808 in the module. 
66  AN:XXXVII:20374.  This is the title to the section of Tertullian’s work, and it accurately details 
his point, although these are not his ipsissima verba. 
67  Many other patristic writers likewise affirmed that heretics deliberately corrupted Scripture; for 
example, “The Arians are repeatedly charged by St. Ambrose with falsifying and manipulating Scripture 
for their own ends . . . the same charge is a common one against all heretical bodies in early days” 
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second sense would still support a long period of accurate transmission, for “full 

unmutilated copies” requires an absence of corruption.  Tertullian continues, “What of 

our own have we introduced, that we should have to take it away again, or else add to it, 

or alter it, in order to restore to its natural soundness anything which is contrary to it, and 

contained in the Scriptures? What we are ourselves, that also the Scriptures are (and have 

been) from the beginning.”68  His argument assumes the orthodox, unlike their heretical 

opponents, possess uncorrupted Scripture.  Tertullian affirms that the autographs, or at 

least copies a very small number of generations from them, were still preserved in the 

churches that had received them at the beginning of the third century. 

 Furthermore, Tertullian, in book four of his Five Books Against Marcion, while 

arguing against Marcionite alteration of Scripture, declares: 

On the whole, then, if that is evidently more true which is earlier, if that is earlier 
which is from the very beginning, if that is from the beginning which has the 
apostles for its authors, then it will certainly be quite as evident, that that comes 
down from the apostles, which has been kept as a sacred deposit in the churches 
of the apostles. Let us see what milk the Corinthians drank from Paul; to what rule 
of faith the Galatians were brought for correction; what the Philippians, the 
Thessalonians, the Ephesians read by it; what utterance also the Romans give, so 
very near (to the apostles), to whom Peter and Paul conjointly bequeathed the 
gospel even sealed with their own blood. We have also St. John’s foster 
churches.69 

Context points to the conclusion that the “sacred deposit” kept in the “churches of the 

apostles” would include the autographical MSS, the uncorrupted foundation of apostolic 

doctrine and the counterpoint to the corruptions of Marcion and his disciples. He likewise 

affirms that the “the (Gospels) of the apostles have come down to us in their integrity . . . 

[and] Luke’s Gospel [which was doctored by Marcion] also has come down to us in like 

                                                                                                                                            
(Prolegomena to St. Ambrose: “On the Doctrine of St. Ambrose,” NPN-2:IV:58093).  Many of the CT’s 
corruptions are deliberate alterations of the TR originated by Arians and others to support their heresies. 
68  AN:XXXVIII:20377. 
69  AN:V:22264. 
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integrity until the sacrilegious treatment of Marcion.”70  In his Prescription Against 

Heretics, Tertullian speaks of the “Christian Scriptures . . . [as] my property. I have long 

possessed it; I possessed it before you [heretics of his day]. I hold sure title-deeds from 

the original owners themselves, to whom the estate belonged. I am the heir of the 

apostles. Just as they carefully prepared their will and testament, and committed it to a 

trust, and adjured (the trustees to be faithful to their charge), even so do I hold it.”71  He 

considered the Scriptures he used “sure title-deeds from the original owners,” which were 

“carefully prepared” and passed down uncorrupted from the apostolic churches to the 

African churches where he ministered.  Tertullian, in these texts, appears to affirm that 

the originals were still extant in the apostolic churches in his day, while faithful copies 

made from them were widely circulated. 

Irenaeus, who probably wrote his Against Heresies between A. D. 180-185,72 while 

discussing the reading “666” concerning the mark of the beast and the presence of a 

variant reading of “616,”73 stated: 

1. Such, then, being the state of the case, and this number being found in all the 
most approved and ancient copies [of the Apocalypse], and those men who saw 
John face to face bearing their testimony [to it]; while reason also leads us to 
conclude that the number of the name of the beast, [if reckoned] according to the 
Greek mode of calculation by the [value of] the letters contained in it, will amount 
to six hundred and sixty and six; that is, the number of tens shall be equal to that 
of the hundreds, and the number of hundreds equal to that of the units (for that 

                                                
70  AN:V:22264. 
71  AN:XXXVII:20375 
72  “Irenaeus,” pg. 520-521, A Dictionary of Christian Biography. 
73  “666” is certainly the correct reading, as even CT advocates aver;  it is “strongly supported by P47 
a A P 046 051 all extant minuscules itgig vg syrph, h copsa, bo arm al” (A Textual Commentary on the Greek 
New Testament, Bruce M. Metzger (New York, NY: American Bible Society, 1994; 2nd ed.), note on 
Revelation 13:18).  Nevertheless, the Revised Standard Version notes on Revelation 13:18 that “other 
ancient authorities read six hundred and sixteen,” while the New Revised Standard Version, New Living 
Translation, English Standard Version, and New American Standard Version, among others, reference this 
undoubted corruption as well.  The Antichrist will doubtless appreciate these modern Bible versions for 
confusing the issue of the number of his name. 
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number which [expresses] the digit six being adhered to throughout, indicates the 
recapitulations of that apostasy, taken in its full extent, which occurred at the 
beginning, during the intermediate periods, and which shall take place at the end), 
— I do not know how it is that some have erred following the ordinary mode of 
speech, and have vitiated the middle number in the name, deducting the amount 
of fifty from it, so that instead of six decads they will have it that there is but one. 
[I am inclined to think that this occurred through the fault of the copyists, as is 
wont to happen, since numbers also are expressed by letters; so that the Greek 
letter which expresses the number sixty was easily expanded into the letter Iota of 
the Greeks.]74 Others then received this reading without examination; some in 
their simplicity, and upon their own responsibility, making use of this number 
expressing one decad; while some, in their inexperience, have ventured to seek 
out a name which should contain the erroneous and spurious number. Now, as 
regards those who have done this in simplicity, and without evil intent, we are at 
liberty to assume that pardon will be granted them by God. But as for those who, 
for the sake of vainglory, lay it down for certain that names containing the 
spurious number are to be accepted, and affirm that this name, hit upon by 
themselves, is that of him who is to come; such persons shall not come forth 
without loss, because they have led into error both themselves and those who 
confided in them. Now, in the first place, it is loss to wander from the truth, and to 
imagine that as being the case which is not; then again, as there shall be no light 
punishment [inflicted] upon him who either adds or subtracts anything from the 
Scripture, under that such a person must necessarily fall. Moreover, another 
danger, by no means trifling, shall overtake those who falsely presume that they 
know the name of Antichrist. For if these men assume one [number], when this 
[Antichrist] shall come having another, they will be easily led away by him, as 
supposing him not to be the expected one, who must be guarded against. 
2. These men, therefore, ought to learn [what really is the state of the case], and 
go back to the true number of the name, that they be not reckoned among false 
prophets. But, knowing the sure number declared by Scripture, that is, six hundred 
sixty and six, let them await[.]75 

                                                
74  This bracketed sentence is followed by footnote #258 in AN, which reads, “That is, X into EI, 
according to Harvey, who considers the whole of this clause as an evident interpolation. It does not occur in 
the Greek here preserved by Eusebius (Hist. Eccl., 5:8).”  While it is true that this sentence is not in the 
section quoted by Eusebius, in his Ecclesiastical History 5:8 he quotes Irenaeus as follows:  “Now since 
this is the number in all the good and ancient copies, and since those who have seen John face to face 
testify, and reason teaches us that the number of the name of the beast appears according to the numeration 
of the Greeks by the letters in it . . .”  And going on later he says concerning the same point, “We therefore 
will not take the risk of making any positive statement concerning the name of the Antichrist [and he 
continues the quote]” (Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History, trans. Kirsopp Lake).  Eusebius leaves out much 
more than this one clause—he skips from the first part of book 5 chapter XXX:1 to near the end of XXX:3 
(AN:XXX:7331-7333), with the evident intention of not quoting the entire passage.  That a particular 
clause within the section skipped does not occur, because the entire section is missing, is a weak argument 
for an interpolation. 
75  AN:XXX:7331-2. 
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A footnote in the Ante-Nicene Fathers text to the “in all the most approved and ancient 

copies” clause in this quotation reads, “en pasi toiß spoudaioiß kai arcaioiß 

antigrafoiß. This passage is interesting, as showing how very soon the autographs of 

the New Testament must have perished, and various readings crept into the mss. of the 

canonical books.”76  Does this clause indicate indeed that the autographs were already 

gone?  A number of factors suggest otherwise.  First, the conclusion is entirely an 

argument from silence. That the autographa are not specifically mentioned does not 

necessitate their nonexistence.  Second, Irenaeus wonders that anyone receives the 

corrupt reading 616—after all, the correct number is in “all the most approved and 

ancient copies.”  As the autograph of the Revelation, by definition, was only in one place, 

but a great number of copies had been made from it (a definite implication from Irenaeus’ 

declaration, and one in favor of a correct textual transmission), his statement apparently 

relates to the ease of access to one of these “approved” and “ancient” copies, which 

would have corrected misunderstanding concerning the apocalyptic number for those 

who were proclaiming 616. An indirect indication of the loss of the less easily accessible 

original was not in view.  Third, what surely made these copies “approved” was the 

certainty of their identity with the autograph, which would certainly have been much 

easier to establish if it was still extant, rather than lost.  The word antigrafoß was used 

for a “certified copy of an official document”77; these copies could have been made 

                                                
76  Footnote #252, AN:Footnotes:7610. 
77  Antigrafeia/oß, Greek-English Lexicon, H. G. Liddell & R. Scott, (9th ed. w/rev. supplement.  
New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 1996).  The word is also used in a more general sense.  Among 
the apostolic “fathers,” the word appears in MPoly 22:2; 23:5; Pap 29:1. (cited from the Accordance 
module Apostolic Fathers: Greek Texts and English Translations, ed. Michael W. Holmes (Grand Rapids, 
MI: Baker Books, 1999); Module version 1.1.)  Note also 1 Esdr 2:19; 6:7; 8:8; Esth 13:1; 3:14; 4:8; 16:1, 
19; 8:13; 1 Mac 8:22; 11:31, 37; 12:5, 7, 19, 23; 14:20, 23, 27, 49; 15:24; and Bar 6:0 in the LXX.  The 
word does not appear in the NT. 
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directly from the original penned by John the apostle, or at least had a verifiable and short 

genealogy to the autograph.  It is noteworthy that “all” of these approved copies, not 

“most” or “almost all,” read 666; this also suggests their common recent derivation from 

the original.  Fourth, Irenaeus had absolute certainty concerning the correct text;  666 was 

“the true number . . . the sure number,” and partisans for the alternative were worthy of 

“no light punishment” who will “necessarily fall” as “false prophets” for adding or taking 

away from Scripture (Revelation 22:18-19).  Even those who unknowingly advocate the 

wrong number require “pardon.”78  His certainty concerning the correct text is consistent 

with yet extant autographs.  Fifth, “those men who saw John face to face” were still a 

controlling factor limiting textual alteration;  they apparently were able to verify the 

correct text and were interested in doing so.  Irenaeus’ statement concerning the existence 

and distribution of authoritative “approved and ancient copies,” which he knew with 

certainty reflected the Johannine autograph, does not demonstrate the early loss of the 

original and the rapidity of universal textual deterioration—it rather testifies to the 

opposite. 

 Caius, who apparently flourished in Rome at the beginning of the third century,79 

in a work against the heresy of Artemon, stated: 

The sacred Scriptures [the followers of Artemon] have boldly falsified, and the 
canons of the ancient faith they have rejected, and Christ they have ignored, not 
inquiring what the sacred Scriptures say, but laboriously seeking to discover what 
form of syllogism might be contrived to establish their impiety. And should any 
one lay before them a word of divine Scripture, they examine whether it will 
make a connected or disjoined form of syllogism; and leaving the Holy Scriptures 
of God, they study geometry, as men who are of the earth, and speak of the earth, 
and are ignorant of Him who cometh from above. Euclid, indeed, is laboriously 
measured by some of them. And Aristotle and Theophrastus are admired; and 

                                                
78  If Irenaeus were alive today, would he not consider the textual controversy a separating issue? 
79  “Caius,” pg. 141-2, A Dictionary of Christian Biography. 
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Galen, forsooth, is perhaps even worshipped by some of them. But as to those 
men who abuse the arts of the unbelievers to establish their own heretical 
doctrine, and by the craft of the impious adulterate the simple faith of the divine 
Scriptures, what need is there to say that these are not near the faith? For this 
reason is it they have boldly laid their hands upon the divine Scriptures, alleging 
that they have corrected them. And that I do not state this against them falsely, 
any one who pleases may ascertain. For if any one should choose to collect and 
compare all their copies together, he would find many discrepancies among them. 
The copies of Asclepiades, at any rate, will be found at variance with those of 
Theodotus. And many such copies are to be had, because their disciples were very 
zealous in inserting the corrections, as they call them, i.e., the corruptions made 
by each of them. And again, the copies of Hermophilus do not agree with these; 
and as for those of Apollonius, they are not consistent even with themselves. For 
one may compare those which were formerly prepared by them with those which 
have been afterwards corrupted with a special object, and many discrepancies will 
be found. And as to the great audacity implied in this offence, it is not likely that 
even they themselves can be ignorant of that. For either they do not believe that 
the divine Scriptures were dictated by the Holy Spirit, and are thus infidels; or 
they think themselves wiser than the Holy Spirit, and what are they then but 
demoniacs? Nor can they deny that the crime is theirs, when the copies have been 
written with their own hand; nor did they receive such copies of the Scriptures 
from those by whom they were first instructed in the faith, and they cannot 
produce copies from which these were transcribed. And some of them did not 
even think it worthwhile to corrupt them; but simply denying the law and the 
prophets for the sake of their lawless and impious doctrine . . . they sunk down to 
the lowest abyss of perdition.80 

Caius assails his opponents for their corruption of Scripture, evidencing that such 

alteration of the words “dictated by the Holy Spirit” was considered a damnable crime.  

One of the ways he proves that his opponents, rather than his own party, were the 

corruptors of the text, is his statement that the heretics were not able to indicate the 

source of their own copies.81  The allegation that the Artimonians “cannot produce copies 

from which [their own] were transcribed” would be empty if the orthodox were not 

                                                
80  The work is now lost; fragments have been preserved in Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History 5:28.  
The text that follows comes from Fragments of Caius: Against the Heresy of Artemon, AN:III:48591. 
81  Requiring others to provide the sources of their copies was a test of accuracy employed by others 
as well.  For example, Jerome, while arguing with Rufinus over falsifications in the latter’s translation of 
Origen’s Peri ÔArcwn, stated, “At all events, to cut short a long discussion, I can point out whence I 
received the Peri ÔArcwn, namely, from those who copied it from your manuscript. We want in like 
manner to know whence your copy of it came; for if you are unable to name any one else as the source 
from which it was derived, you will yourself be convicted of falsifying it” (Jerome’s Apology for Himself 
Against the Books of Rufinus, book 2, NPN-2:23:20687).  
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themselves able to demonstrate that their copies matched the autographs.  This suggests 

that the originals were still extant in Caius’ day. 

 An explicit reference to the continued existence of an autograph is found in 

fragments from the writings of Peter, bishop of Alexandria from A. D. 300-311:82 
But after His public ministry He did not eat of the lamb, but Himself suffered as 
the true Lamb in the Paschal feast, as John, the divine and evangelist, teaches us 
in the Gospel written by him, where he thus speaks: “Then led they Jesus from 
Caiaphas unto the hall of judgment: and it was early; and they themselves went 
not into the judgment-hall, lest they should be defiled, but that they might eat the 
passover.” And after a few things more. “When Pilate therefore heard that saying, 
he brought Jesus forth, and sat down in the judgment-seat, in a place that is called 
the Pavement, but in the Hebrew, Gabbatha. And it was the preparation of the 
passover, and about the third hour,” as the correct books render it, and the copy 
itself that was written by the hand of the evangelist, which, by the divine grace, 
has been preserved in the most holy church of Ephesus, and is there adored by the 
faithful.83 

Another slightly different version of this fragment from Peter renders the section 

particularly of note as: 

Now it was the preparation, about the third hour, as the accurate books have it, 
and the autograph copy itself of the Evangelist John, which up to this day has by 
divine grace been preserved in the most holy church of Ephesus, and is there 
adored by the faithful.84 

Peter testifies that the original MSS of the gospel of John, the “copy itself that was 

written by the hand of the evangelist,” was still extant and available in the church at 

Ephesus to “the faithful,” and was used for textual-critical purposes, such as the “third” 

hour variant here referenced. 

Peter’s reference to the “third” hour is a problem, since eºkth, not tri÷th, is 

undoubtedly the correct reading.  “Sixth” is not only the reading of the preserved Textus 

Receptus, but of the Nestle-Aland text as well;  textual critics of all persuasions affirm the 

                                                
82  Pg. 831-2, “Petrus I,” A Dictionary of Christian Biography.  
83  AN:V:I:52950. 
84  AN:V:II:52951. 
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evidence for this reading is overwhelming.85  Several solutions are possible.  First, Peter 

could simply be wrong about the reading of the autograph at Ephesus.  This, however, 

would undermine his credibility concerning the continued presence of the original.  

Second, a copy with the incorrect reading replaced the genuine autograph at Ephesus, and 

Peter accepted the substitute copy as the autograph.  This would change the patristic 

testimony in this passage from an affirmation of textual stability and continuity to one 

that suggested widespread textual corruption.  Third, the patristic fragment itself could 

contain the error—perhaps the bishop of Alexandria originally wrote six, and the reading 

three is a product of an erroneous scribal transcription.  The practice of substituting the 

similar Greek numeral letters gamma and episemon for the words three and six,  and the 

consequent ease of a copyist mistake,86 is used to explain the interchange of the numbers 

in NT MSS—why could not such a substitution have occurred in the very poorly attested 

fragments of Peter of Alexandria?  Peter’s actual work is not extant—its modern 

reproduction depends upon quotations in later writings.87  The reading three in the current 

text of Peter could easily be corrupt;  a copyist could have substituted it in for an original 

numeral letter six accidentally, or, perhaps influenced by Mark 15:25 or NT MSS that 

read three in John 19:14, deliberately altered his copy of the text of the Alexandrian 

bishop.  If such a numerical substitution in the patristic text took place, its testimony to 
                                                
85 “The manuscript evidence is overwhelmingly in support of eºkth (P66 a * B E H I K M S U W Y G 

Q L P ƒ1 ƒ13 all minuscules [except four, with one with tri÷th in the margin] Old Latin vg syrp, h, pal copsa, 

bo arm eth geo pers al),” A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament, 2nd ed., Metzger, Note on 
John 19:14.  Note also the commentaries of Alford, Barnes, Clark, Gill, Henry, and Robertson on John 
19:14 and Mark 15:25.  The CT does alter the TR w‚ra de« w‚sei« eºkth to w‚ra hjvn wJß eºkth, but neither 
text inserts tri÷th. 
86  The sources mentioned in the previous footnote discuss this practice.  Irenaeus, evaluating the 
666/616 variant in Revelation 13:18, specifically mentions that “numbers also are expressed by letters” by 
“copyists,” which, he states, can easily lead to numerical confusion (Against Heresies, book 5, 
AN:XXX:1:7331). 
87  AN:Footnotes:15:53032; AN:Footnotes:31:53048.  Also note the Translator’s Introductory Notice 
to Peter of Alexandria, AN:52703-52706. 
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the longevity of the autograph at Ephesus is essentially undiminished.  The witness of 

Peter of Alexandria to a still extant autograph in the early fourth century, although 

vitiated by the uncertain origin and significance of the reading three, is still remarkable.  

Augustine of Hippo, in his Reply to Faustus the Manichean, c. A. D. 400,88 seems to 

indicate the continued existence of the NT autographa even in his day: 

Augustin replied: As I said a little ago, when these men are beset by clear 
testimonies of Scripture, and cannot escape from their grasp, they declare that the 
passage is spurious. The declaration only shows their aversion to the truth, and 
their obstinacy in error. Unable to answer these statements of Scripture, they deny 
their genuineness. But if this answer is admitted, or allowed to have any weight, it 
will be useless to quote any book or any passage against your errors. It is one 
thing to reject the books themselves, and to profess no regard for their authority, 
as the Pagans reject our Scriptures, and the Jews the New Testament, and as we 
reject any books peculiar to your sect, or any other heretical sect, and also the 
apocryphal books, which are so called, not because of any mysterious regard paid 
to them, but because they are mysterious in their origin, and in the absence of 
clear evidence, have only some obscure presumption to rest upon; and it is 
another thing to say, This holy man wrote only the truth, and this is his epistle, but 
some verses are his, and some are not. And then, when you are asked for a proof, 
instead of referring to more correct or more ancient manuscripts, or to a greater 
number, or to the original text, your reply is, This verse is his, because it makes 
for me; and this is not his, because it is against me. . . . Accordingly, should there 
be a question about the text of some passage, as there are a few passages with 
various readings well known to students of the sacred Scriptures, we should first 
consult the manuscripts of the country where the religion was first taught; and if 
these still varied, we should take the text of the greater number, or of the more 
ancient. And if any uncertainty remained, we should consult the original text. This 
is the method employed by those who, in any question about the Scriptures, do 
not lose sight of the regard due to their authority, and inquire with the view of 
gaining information, not of raising disputes.89 

Augustine states that the ultimate ability in a textual dispute to “consult the original text” 

remains an option.  Had a statement such as this occurred in a writer two or three 

centuries earlier, one would naturally conclude that he referred to the MSS originally 

penned under inspiration;  in light of the date of his testimony, it might be supposed that 

                                                
88  NPN-1:Intro:15615. 
89  NPN-1:XI:2:15785. 
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he referred only to the original language of the NT documents, rather than the common 

Latin Bible.  However, the context militates against this possibility. Augustine is 

defending the legitimacy or spurious nature of textual readings, not translational 

accuracy.  Furthermore, the original language would naturally be consulted in matters of 

Biblical interpretation long before one went through the much greater difficulty of 

acquiring and comparing “more correct or more ancient manuscripts” or “a greater 

number,” but here reference to the original is only mentioned “if any uncertainty 

remained” after first pursuing these other options.  Such a reference to the original is the 

ultimate and decisive answer to the Manichean argument that “This holy man wrote only 

the truth, and this is his epistle, but some verses are his, and some are not.”  If the 

“original” referred only to the original language, a resort to further more correct, ancient, 

or numerous manuscripts could be required, only now in Greek instead of in Latin.  The 

context makes it clear that Augustine makes the stunning assertion that, around A. D. 

400, the original copies of the New Testament were still extant and available for 

consultation in the churches founded by the apostles.90  

 God promised to perfectly preserve Scripture (Psalm 12:6-7; Matthew 24:35; 

etc.).  Scripture has therefore been perfectly preserved, the Omnipotent’s testimony 

superceding all requirements of historical testimony.  Since the logic of preservation 

                                                
90  He tells his Manichean opponent Faustus that “if he produces his own manuscripts of the apostolic 
writings, he must also obtain for them the authority of the churches founded by the apostles themselves, by 
showing that they have been preserved and transmitted with their sanction” (NPN-1:XII:4:15962).  These 
churches would have the ultimately authoritative manuscripts.  However, Jerome’s letter to Pope Damascus 
in A. D. 383 gives no indication that the NT autographs had survived;  it appears to presuppose their loss 
(Prefaces to the Vulgate Version of the New Testament: The Four Gospels, NPN-2:The Four 
Gospels:41486ff.).  While authoritative MSS with very short lineal derivation from the autographs were 
very likely extant and available, unless MSS such as these satisfy Augustine’s assertions, he is probably 
incorrect if he affirms the continued existence of the autographs themselves in his day. 
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requires that the Textus Receptus is the preserved text,91 the autographs represented a TR 

text, and the copies made from it were TR MSS.  However, patristic testimony suggests 

that the original MSS, not to mention faithful copies made directly from them, were 

extant for centuries.  Since even anti-Byzantine critics admit that the traditional NT text 

began by the fourth century its rise to unquestioned dominance, evidence that the 

autographa or copies made directly from it likely existed into that century eliminates the 

gap between the inspiration of the TR and the period of its unquestioned ascendancy. 

 

VI. Patristic Testimony to Careful Copying Practices 

 

 Patristic declarations demonstrate that they inherited the apostolic concern for 

accurate copying.  Polycarp declared that “whosoever perverts the oracles of the Lord . . . 

is the first-born of Satan.”92  Concern for accurate copying and transmission of Scripture 

continued from his day on through the later periods of church history, so that, for 

example, the Council in Trullo (A. D. 692) decreed it “unlawful for anyone to corrupt or 

cut up a book of the Old or New Testament . . . or to hand it over for destruction to any 

other like persons: unless to be sure it has been rendered useless either by bookworms, or 

by water, or in some other way. He who henceforth shall be observed to do such a thing 

shall be cut off for one year. Likewise also he who buys such books (unless he keeps 

                                                
91  This essay is not the place to prove this presupposition.  See Thou Shalt Keep Them, ed. Kent 
Brandenburg, El Sobrante, CA:  Pillar and Ground Publishing, 2003, for a book-length treatment. 
92  The Epistle of Polycarp to the Philippians, AN:7:553.  Irenaeus reports in his Against Heresies 
(Book 3, AN:3:5693) that “Polycarp himself replied to Marcion [the infamous corrupter of the NT text], 
who met him on one occasion, and said, ‘Dost thou know me?’ [with] ‘I do know thee, the first-born of 
Satan.’”  Polycarp would certainly have given this pungent title to those who corrupt the words of 
Scripture, not to those alone who teach falsely. 
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them for his own use, or gives them to another for his benefit to be preserved) and has 

attempted to corrupt them, let him be cut off.”93 Tertullian argued: 

Now, what is there in our Scriptures which is contrary to us? What of our own 
have we introduced, that we should have to take it away again, or else add to it, or 
alter it, in order to restore to its natural soundness anything which is contrary to it, 
and contained in the Scriptures? What we are ourselves, that also the Scriptures 
are (and have been) from the beginning. Of them we have our being, before there 
was any other way, before they were interpolated by you [heretics]. Now, 
inasmuch as all interpolation must be believed to be a later process, for the 
express reason that it proceeds from rivalry which is never in any case previous to 
nor home-born with that which it emulates, it is as incredible to every man of 
sense that we should seem to have introduced any corrupt text into the Scriptures, 
existing, as we have been, from the very first, and being the first, as it is that they 
have not in fact introduced it who are both later in date and opposed (to the 
Scriptures).94 

Alteration of Scripture by the orthodox to suit their purposes is unthinkable and 

“incredible”;  no redaction, recension, restorative lower criticism, or any other forms of 

alteration are necessary, since “the unmutilated text of our own copy”95 retained the 

“natural soundness” it had “from the beginning.”  Any changes in the extant Scripture 

were the exclusive province of heresy.  Tertullian demonstrates both the importance the 

orthodox placed upon accurate copying and their affirmation of success in this endeavor. 

 Comparisons with the originals, or with known accurate copies, was a common 

practice for patristic works, and certainly for the Bible as well.  For example, three Gallic 

bishops sent their copy of Leo’s Tome back to him, requesting: 

Therefore, if you deem it worth while, we entreat your holiness to run through and 
correct any mistake of the copyist in this work, so valuable both now and in the 
future, which we have had committed to parchment, in our desire to preserve it . . 
. so that not only many holy bishops our brethren throughout the provinces of 
Gaul, but also many of your sons among the laity, who greatly desire to see this 

                                                
93  Canon LXVIII, NPN-2:LXVIII:85928. 
94  The Prescription Against Heretics, AN:XXXVIII:20377. 
95  Five Books Against Marcion, AN:V:XIII:24131. 
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letter for the revelation of the Truth, may be permitted, when it is sent back to us, 
corrected by your holy hand, to transcribe, read and keep it.96 

The authoritative source was sought for, and when accurate readings from it were 

ascertained, further copies were made from the definitive replica. 

 Examples of careful copying of patristic writings indicate the nature of the 

replication that would have a fortiori been employed for the NT.  The Encyclical Epistle 

of the Church at Smyrna Concerning the Martyrdom of the Holy Polycarp, likely 

composed c. A. D. 155-160,97 was sent from “the Church of God which sojourns at 

Smyrna, to the Church of God sojourning in Philomelium,”98 with the intent that after “ye 

have yourselves read this Epistle, be pleased to send it to the brethren at a greater 

distance, that they also may glorify the Lord, who makes such choice of His own 

servants.”99  It was intended for widespread copying and distribution.  Near the end, it 

reads, “Evarestus . . . wrote this Epistle . . . these things Caius transcribed from the copy 

of Irenaeus (who was a disciple of Polycarp), having himself been intimate with Irenaeus. 

And I Socrates transcribed them at Corinth from the copy of Caius. . . . And I again, 

Pionius, wrote them from the previously written copy, having carefully searched into 

them.”100  The record of scribal names and the mention of “carefully search[ing]” into the 

matters at hand indicate concern with the accurate transcription of this record of 

martyrdom.  The Word of God would have received no less. 

                                                
96  The Letters and Sermons of Leo the Great, Bishop of Rome, Letter LXVIII (NPN-2:II:73025).  
This letter was written at some point during his papacy, A. D. 440-461 (A Dictionary of Christian 
Biography, pg. 644). 
97  “Polycarpus,” pgs. 846-850, A Dictionary of Christian Biography. 
98  AN:Intro:661. 
99  AN:XX:701. 
100  AN:XX:701-AN:XXII:707. 
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 Irenaeus, writing c. A. D. 190 or later,101 at the conclusion of his (now lost) 

treatise De Ogdoade,102 stated: 

I adjure thee, who shalt transcribe this book, by our Lord Jesus Christ, and by His 
glorious appearing, when He comes to judge the living and the dead, that thou 
compare what thou hast transcribed, and be careful to set it right according to this 
copy from which thou hast transcribed; also, that thou in like manner copy down 
this adjuration, and insert it in the transcript.103 

This warning recalls the statement with which the apostle John closed the Revelation and 

the canon (22:18-19), and provides physical evidence that Irenaeus and his 

contemporaries took copying seriously.104  If an uninspired and now lost patristic writing 

generated such a severe aduration, how much the more would copies of Scripture been 

replicated with tremendous care? 

 Rufinus, in his prologue to his translation of the works of Origen c. A. D. 400,105 

makes a similar, yet even stronger statement than Irenaeus: 

                                                
101  “Irenaeus,” pg. 523, A Dictionary of Christian Biography. 
102  The fragment appears in Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History, 5:20. 
103  Cited in “Fragments From the Lost Writings of Irenaeus,” AN:I:7709;  cf. Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical 
History (books I-V), 5:20, trans. Kirsopp Lake.  Cambridge, MA: Loeb Classical Library, Harvard 
University Press, 2001. 
104  This does not mean, of course, that every copyist in the ancient church period did a marvelous job.  
Jerome, writing to Lucinius (Letter LXXI;  NPN-2:5:34465), states that “As for my poor works which from 
no merits of theirs but simply from your own kindness you say that you desire to have; I have given them to 
your servants to transcribe, I have seen the paper-copies made by them, and I have repeatedly ordered them 
to correct them by a diligent comparison with the originals. For so many are the pilgrims passing to and fro 
that I have been unable to read so many volumes. They have found me also troubled by a long illness from 
which this Lent I am slowly recovering as they are leaving me. If then you find errors or omissions which 
interfere with the sense, these you must impute not to me but to your own servants; they are due to the 
ignorance or carelessness of the copyists, who write down not what they find but what they take to be the 
meaning, and do but expose their own mistakes when they try to correct those of others.”  Of course, this 
sloppiness is not at all excused or endorsed—and these men were copying Jerome’s works, not God’s 
Word.  It is noteworthy that Jerome, at the end of this paragraph, says, “The new testament I have restored 
to the authoritative form of the Greek original,” when he had shortly before used the word “originals” to 
refer to the first copy of his own work from his own hand.  Jerome elsewhere affirms that “study of holy 
scripture. . . . requires plenty of books and silence and careful copyists and above all freedom from alarm 
and a sense of security” (The Letters of St. Jerome, Letter CXXVI, To Marcellinus and Anapsychia, NPN-
2:2:34964), prioritizing accurate replication of MSS, such as Jerome doubtless enforced among his “pupils 
devoted to the art of copying” (The Letters of St. Jerome, Letter V, To Florentinus, NPN-2:2:33809). 
105  “Rufinus,” pg. 878-9, A Dictionary of Christian Biography. NPN-2 states that this was the 
“Preface to the Translations of Origen’s Books Peri« ÔArcw ◊n Addressed to Macarius, at Pinetum, A. D. 
397 (NPN-2:Preface:19909). 
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And, verily, in the presence of God the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Spirit, I adjure and beseech every one, who may either transcribe or read these 
books, by his belief in the kingdom to come, by the mystery of the resurrection 
from the dead, and by that everlasting fire prepared for the devil and his angels, 
that, as he would not possess for an eternal inheritance that place where there is 
weeping and gnashing of teeth, and where their fire is not quenched and their 
worm dieth not, he add nothing to Scripture, and take nothing away from it, and 
make no insertion or alteration, but that he compare his transcript with the copies 
from which he made it, and make the emendations and distinctions according to 
the letter, and not have his manuscript incorrect or indistinct, lest the difficulty of 
ascertaining the sense, from the indistinctness of the copy, should cause greater 
difficulties to the readers.106 

Elsewhere Rufinus, reiterating this warning he had made about alteration of his 

translation of Origen, declares: 

Of this I solemnly warn every one who may read or copy out these books, in the 
sight of God the Father, the Son and the Holy Ghost, and adjure him by our belief 
in the kingdom which is to come, by the assurance of the resurrection from the 
dead, and by that eternal fire which is prepared for the devil and his angels, 
[emphasis in source text]— I adjure him, as he would not have for his eternal 
portion that place where there is weeping and gnashing of teeth, where their worm 
dieth not and their fire is not quenched, that he should add nothing to this writing, 
take away nothing, insert nothing, and change nothing.107 

                                                
106  AN:Prologue of Rufinus:34705.  The section of the prologue as found in the works of Rufinus, 
Preface to the Translations of Origen’s Books (NPN-2:Preface to the Translations:19912), reads as follows: 
“This only I require of every man who undertakes to copy out these books or to read them, in the sight of 
God the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, and adjure him by our faith in the coming kingdom, by the 
assurance of the resurrection of the dead, by the eternal fire which is prepared for the devil and his angels 
(even as he trusts that he shall not possess as his eternal inheritance that place where there is weeping and 
gnashing of teeth, and where their fire will not be quenched and their worm will not die) that he should 
neither add nor take away, that he should neither insert nor change, anything in that which is written but 
that he should compare his copy with that from which it is copied and correct it critically letter for letter, 
and that he should not keep by him a copy which has not received correction or criticism, lest, if his copy is 
not thus distinct, the difficulty of the meaning may beget a still greater obscurity in the mind of the 
readers.”  Alongside a number of less important differences, this latter version of the preface makes the 
imprecation clearly refer to the alteration of Rufinus’ translation of Origen, rather than Scripture, by 
changing what AN reads as “he add nothing to Scripture, and take nothing away from it” to the NPN-2 “he 
should neither insert or change, anything in that which is written.”  The warning of the preface does indeed 
relate directly to Rufinus’ translation—which fits the context—rather than to the NT directly, as the quote 
above from the AN version might seem to indicate.  Nevertheless, such concern provides an a fortiori 
argument for patristic concern for copying the Bible. 
107  The Apology of Rufinus, Book 1, NPN-2:16:20031. 
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Emphasizing the point yet further elsewhere, and adding a number of interesting details, 

including specific directions concerning accuracy in copying the very letters and 

punctuation,108 Rufinus states: 

In the sight of God, the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, I adjure and require 
everyone who shall either read or copy these books of mine, by his belief in a 
kingdom to come, by the mystery of the resurrection from the dead, by the eternal 
fire which is “prepared for the devil and his angels;” as he hopes not to inherit 
eternally that place where “there is weeping and gnashing of teeth,” and where 
“their worm dieth not and the fire is not quenched,” let him add nothing to what is 
written, let him subtract nothing, let him insert nothing, let him alter nothing, but 
let him compare his transcript with the copies from which it is made, let him 
correct it to the letter, and let him punctuate it aright. Every manuscript that is not 
properly corrected and punctuated he must reject: for otherwise the difficulties in 
the text arising from the want of punctuation will make obscure arguments still 
more obscure to those who read them.109 

The extreme strength of these adjurations concerning copyist accuracy, with their 

expansive Divine imprecations and detailed copyist directions, points to a tremendous 

concern for faithful MSS transmission in Rufinus’ day.  Copyists knew that alteration of 

the text was a crime worthy of eternal torment, something that by no means should be 

taken lightly. 

 

VII. Conclusion 

 

 Since the God of truth has promised to preserved His Word, Scripture has not 

been lost or corrupted—in the Textus Receptus which underlies the KJV Christ’s 

churches and saints possess a perfect replica of the autographa.  While the inherent 

limitations of history make empirical demonstration of this proposition impossible, 

                                                
108  Since other writings were punctuated, could Scripture MSS from this time (A. D. 398—see The 
Letters of St. Jerome: Letter LXXX, From Rufinus to Macarius, NPN-2:Intro:34540) have been punctuated 
as well? 
109  The Letters of St. Jerome: Letter LXXX, From Rufinus to Macarius (NPN-2:3:34543). 
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factual data can testify to its historical rationality.  Scripture proves the immediate 

recognition of the Greek canon by the churches, and the early and widespread 

dissemination of NT documents.  Post-Biblical patristic data suggest that the autographs, 

authoritative manuscripts immediately derived from them, and others only a few 

generations from the directly inspired originals, remained extant for centuries.  Patristic 

writings also evince a widespread concern for copyist accuracy.  These testimonies verify 

the presuppositionally certain safe passage of the Received Text from the original records 

of holy men of God moved by the Holy Ghost, through the ancient church period, into its 

medieval, reformation, and post-reformation textual dominance. 
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A New Testament Instance where the Critical Text rejects All 
Manuscript Evidence 

 
It should be noted, as one can ascertain by examining the textual apparatus at 

walkinhiscommandments.com by Dr. Pickering, that in Luke 3:33, the TR, following 
99%+  of MSS evidence, has the reading touv ΔAra¿m, while the UBS reading touv ΔAdmi«n 
touv ΔArni« is not found in ANY GREEK MSS ON THE FACE OF THE EARTH, not 
even one.  If one rejects the 99% + of MSS evidence, there are single MSS that give 6 
alternative readings.  The UBS puts together the first part of the Aleph MS’s reading and 
the first part of MS B’s reading to create something in no Greek MSS anywhere, then 
rejects the 99%+ reading as corrupt.  It also creates a new person (who in the world is 
“Arni”?) 

It is thus not true that the modern Greek critical text position is consistent with the 
view that all of God’s words are preserved somewhere, in at least one manuscript.  This is 
apart from the fact that the Bible teaches not only that every word God inspired is 
preserved (Psalm 12:6-7; Matthew 5:18; 24:35) but that those preserved words would be 
available to every generation and preserved through the use of the Lord’s people and 
churches (Isaiah 59:21; Matthew 4:4; 28:18-20; Revelation 22:18-19). 

 

Notes on the Bibliology of Joshua 

 
Joshua 1:1:  “the LORD spake” (see also Jos 3:7, 4:1, 4:8, 4:15, 5:2, 5:6, 5:9, 5:15, 6:2, 
7:10, 7:14, 8:1, 8, 18, 10:8, 11:6, 23, 13:1, 14:6, 10, 12, 23:14) 
 This phrase, and similar ones such as “the LORD said,” deal with the non-written 
revelation given to Joshua and to others.  The Pentateuch, penned by Moses, was 
complete and in the possession of Israel (1:8).  (It is possible that they also had the 
canonical book of Job, but this is not explicitly referred to in Joshua.  This does not prove 
that they were not in possession of it;  Psalm 90 had also already been written, and if 
written and later inscripturated sources were used for genealogical tables in 1 Chronicles, 
some of these were likely extant, but no reference to them appears in Joshua.)  This non-
written Word of God was in perfect accord with the written Word of God— indeed, what 
we have preserved of such oral revelation now is written revelation.  The agreement 
between the two is manifest in Joshua 1:1-9: 

1 Now after the death of Moses the servant of the LORD it came to pass, that the 
LORD spake unto Joshua the son of Nun, Moses' minister, saying, 2 Moses my 
servant is dead; now therefore arise, go over this Jordan, thou, and all this 
people, unto the land which I do give to them, [even] to the children of Israel. 3 
Every place that the sole of your foot shall tread upon, that have I given unto 
you, as I said unto Moses. 4 From the wilderness and this Lebanon even unto the 
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great river, the river Euphrates, all the land of the Hittites, and unto the great sea 
toward the going down of the sun, shall be your coast. 5 There shall not any man 
be able to stand before thee all the days of thy life: as I was with Moses, [so] I 
will be with thee: I will not fail thee, nor forsake thee. 6 Be strong and of a good 
courage: for unto this people shalt thou divide for an inheritance the land, which 
I sware unto their fathers to give them. 7 Only be thou strong and very 
courageous, that thou mayest observe to do according to all the law, which 
Moses my servant commanded thee: turn not from it [to] the right hand or [to] 
the left, that thou mayest prosper whithersoever thou goest. 8 This book of the 
law shall not depart out of thy mouth; but thou shalt meditate therein day and 
night, that thou mayest observe to do according to all that is written therein: for 
then thou shalt make thy way prosperous, and then thou shalt have good success. 
9 Have not I commanded thee? Be strong and of a good courage; be not afraid, 
neither be thou dismayed: for the LORD thy God [is] with thee whithersoever 
thou goest. 

The instruction given to Joshua in v. 2 is in perfect agreement with the previously given 
oral and then written revelation of Numbers 27:12-23.  Verse 3 is a reference to Deut 
11:24 (cf. Josh 14:9);  here Jehovah quotes the revelation He had earlier spoken and had 
by that time caused to be written in Deuteronomy.  Verse four recalls the spoken and now 
inscripturated promises of Gen 15:18-21, Ex 23:31, and elsewhere.  The fifth verse refers 
to Deu 7:24, 31:8.  Verse 6 hearkens back to Deu 31:6-8, 23.  Furthermore, the Lord 
refers to His oath, now inscripturated, to the fathers of the nation that He would give 
them the land (Gen 12:1ff, 13:14-17, etc.);  the Lord’s oral revelation refers to His written 
record authoritatively.  Verse seven notes that the revelation of the first five books was 
not just generically given;  it was for “thee,” for Joshua as an individual.  A comparison 
with v. 8 indicates that “the law which Moses my servant commanded thee” refers to the 
“book of the law,” the complete canon of Scripture to that point, and not to some other 
set of personal directions by Moses to Joshua.  This inscripturated material was not to be 
varied from “to the right or to the left,” but followed to its minute details.  Joshua obeyed 
this command, according to Jos 11:15.  Verse seven also refers to Deut 5:32, 28:14, and 
29:9.  Verse eight compares with De 30:14 and general references to obey the law, such 
as De 5:29ff.  Verse nine refers to De 20:1, 31:7, 8, Gen 28:15.  From the vast 
accumulation of references to previously given, and then written, revelation, the absolute 
consonance of genuine new material from Jehovah with written oracles is powerfully 
demonstrated (cf. Deut 18:15-22, 13:1-5).  This is in accord with God’s immutable 
nature. 
 References in oral communication that state the Lord “said” various items 
necessitate vowel points in the inscripturated text;  Jehovah spoke words, not consonants 
alone.  N sntnc cn b md f cnsnnts nly, that is, no sentence can be made of consonants 
only.  Consonants alone cannot be pronounced, and so cannot constitute a spoken, oral 
revelation.  Moses commanded words (Jos 1:13).  Joshua read “all the words of the law... 
according to all that is written in the book of the law.  There was not a word of all that 
Moses commanded, which Joshua read not before all the congregation...” (Jos 8:34-
35).110  In English, the consonants “bt” could represent the “pointed” words bat, but, bet, 
                                                
110  One notes that Joshua 8:30-35 was a fulfillment of the command of Deuteronomy 27:1-8 to write 
all the words of the Pentateuch on stones in the land of Israel. The command in Deuteronomy 27:8 requires 
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beet, boat, and so on.  Hebrew has at least as great a diversity of possible significances 
from consonants without vowels.  Were the volumes of the Pentateuch entirely without 
vowels, there was no way that Joshua would have been able to read “all the words,” so 
that “there was not a word of all that Moses commanded, which Joshua read not,” apart 
from an additional divine miracle that enabled him to supply every set of vowels 
correctly;    consonants alone could not be pronounced in the first place.  Furthermore, 
since it is stated that “all the words...[were] written in the book of the law,” it is plain that 
full words, not consonants alone, were recorded.  The book of Joshua was also written in 
full words, not simple consonants (Jos 24:26-27), as was the rest of the divine revelation 
given in Hebrew.  This attests to the doctrine of verbal, not consonantal, inspiration for 
the Hebrew Old Testament. 
 Other terms for the Scripture in Joshua illuminate a variety of its facets.  The 
word “commandment” appears eight times in the book, in 1:18, 8:8, 15:13, 17:4, 21:3, 
22:3, 5, 9, translated from the Hebrew peh (hp, Strong’s #06310), with the primary 
meaning of “mouth”— it appears so 340 times in the English OT, and only 37 times as 
“commandment”;  the next most common definition, “edge,” (appearing 35 times), is 
related to the primary meaning, “mouth.”  Apart from the places where it is translated 
“commandment,” the word appears in Joshua in the following places: 
“This book of the law shall not depart of of thy mouth” (1:8) 

                                                                                                                                            
that Joshua wrote a copy of the Hebrew text with vowels. The verse reads, “And thou shalt write upon the 
stones all the words of this law very plainly.” (:b̀EfyEh r¶EaA;b taäøΩzAh hñ∂rwø;tAh yöérVbî;d_lD;k_t̀Ra MyGˆnDbSaDh_lAo ∞D;tVbAtDk◊w). One 
notes that the only other reference to writing plainly in Scripture is Habakkuk 2:2:  “And the LORD 
answered me, and said, Write the vision, and make it plain upon tables, that he may run that readeth it”  
(:wáøb aérwõøq X…wërÎy NAo¶AmVl twóøjU;lAh_lAo r™EaDb…w NwYøzDj bwâøtV;k rRmaYø¥yÅw ‹hÎOwh◊y yˆn§EnSoÅ¥yÅw).  Why would not the way of making the 
Law “very plain” so that “he may run that readeth it” be by writing a pointed copy?  Would the people be 
able to “write upon [the stones] all the words of [the] law” (Deuteronomy 27:3) so that they could “keep all 
the commandments” (27:1) in them with an unpointed copy?  How would they know whether or not they 
were forbidden to boil goats in their mother’s milk (bDlDj) or fat (bRlEj), for example (Exodus 23:19; 34:26; 
Deuteronomy 14:21), since, without vowels, the two words are exactly the same (blj), and there is nothing 
in the context of the texts that would prove the one or the other reading is correct?  How could they obey 
this command, when written on the stones by Joshua? 

A pro-vowel point interpretation of Deuteronomy 27:8 is also supported from the Targummim on 
Deuteronomy 27:8.  Targum Neofiti reads, “And you shall write on the stones all the words of this Torah, 
written, inscribed [qyqj, Peal passive participle, “being engraven”] and explained well [vrpm, Pael passive 
participle, “being specified” + tway, “rightly, properly”], so as to be read [arqtm, Ithpeel participle from 
yrq, thus, “to call by name”] and translated into seventy languages” (:Nvl Myobvb Mgrtmw arqtmw vrpmw 

qyqj bytk hdh htyrwa ymgtp lk ty hyynba lo Nwbtktw).  If the Torah was to be “engraven” and “specified” 
on the stones so that “all the words” would be able to be “called by name” and accurately translated into 
seventy languages, specific, vocalizable words, including vowels, would have been required.  The Targum 
Pseudo-Jonathan (Targum Yerushalmi I) on Deuteronomy 27:8 reads, “And you shall write on the stones 
all the words of this Torah, an engraved and distinct writing, read in one language and translated into 
seventy languages” (Nynvyl Nyobyvb Mgrtymw Nvyl djb yrqtm vrpmw qyqj btk adj atyyrwa ymgtyp lk ty 

aynba lo Nwbwtkytw).  Here again the Targumic wording supports a vocalized text being engraved on the 
tablets.  Compare also Targum Yerusalmi II, where Fragment Targum Paris reads :NCyl NyobCb Mgrwtmw 

NCyl djb yrqtm abf Crpmw qqj btk adh atyrwa jbC ylym lk ty aynba lo Nwbtktw and Fragment Targum 
Vatican reads :NCyl NyobwCb Mgrwtmw yrqtm tybf Crpmw qyqj btk adh atyyrwa jbC ylym lk ty ayynba lo 

Nwbtkytw.  Compare also the very early MS AA discovered in the Cairo Geniza: :NCl NyobwCb Mgrtmw NCl 

djb yrqtm tway Crpmw qyqj btk adh htyrwa ylm lk ty hynba lo Nwbtktw. (cf. also MS D). 



 142 

“... neither shall any word proceed out of your mouth” (6:10) 
“they utterly destroyed all that was in the city... with the edge of the sword.” (6:21) 
“... they were all fallen on the edge of the sword... smote it with the edge of the sword” 
(8:24) 
“... they gathered themselves together... with one accord” (9:2) [i. e., “with one mouth”] 
“... the men... asked not counsel at the mouth of the LORD.” (9:14) 
“... Roll great stones upon the mouth of the cave...” (10:18) 
“...Open the mouth of the cave...” (10:22) 
“... and laid great stones in the cave’s mouth” (10:27) 
“... Joshua... smote it with the edge of the sword... he utterly destroyed... all the souls” 
(10:28, 30, 32, 35, 37, 39, 11:11, 12, 14) 
“... describe it according to the inheritance of them...” (18:4, Heb. “to/for the mouth of 
their inheritance, idiomatic) 
“... smote it with the edge of the sword...” (19:47) 
“... according the word of the LORD they gave him the city which he asked...” (19:50) 
“...the children of Reuben... Gad... and... Manasseh... departed... according to the word of 
the LORD by the hand of Moses.” (22:9) 
The use of peh in Joshua demonstrates that the Scriptures are indeed words that 
“proceed[] out of the mouth of God” (Mt 4:4).  The “commandment (Heb. peh) of the 
LORD” in 17:4 (cf. Num 36:2) deals with the daughters of Zelophehad, whom Jehovah 
had commanded Moses to give inheritance within Israel (Num 27:1ff., Num 36:1ff.).  
The commandments of the Scripture, given in words, are from the mouth of God, so the 
words are His words.  The authoritative message is not concealed in a hidden meaning 
behind the words, for they are not the utterances of mere men, which must be 
spiritualized to discover divine truth.  Nor do the words become authoritative when they 
“speak to you,” but they constitute God’s commands always and forever.  By the time of 
Josh 17:4, the originally oral command had been converted to Scripture, so the 
“command” or “mouth” of the Lord was found in the written words, just as in the direct, 
presumably oral communication.  See also 21:2 + Num 35:1ff.  The phrase, the “word 
(peh) of the LORD by the hand of Moses” (22:9) also relates to originally oral 
commandments inscripturated in the Pentateuch (Num 32:28ff., Deut 3:12ff.).  The 
humanly penned writings (“by the hand of Moses”) were the words from the mouth of the 
LORD (“the word (peh) of the LORD”).  
 The “book of the law of Moses” (Josh 8:31, cf. 1:8, 8:34, 23:6, 24:26) refers to 
the entirety of the Pentateuchal revelation.  In chapter eight, when they “read all the 
words of the law” (v. 34), this is said to include “all that Moses commanded” (v. 35, cf. 
Deut 31:11-12).  Although v. 34 speaks of the reading of “the blessings and the cursings,” 
this has a wider scope than Dt 27-30;  blessings (Gen 1:22, 9:1, 12:2, etc.) and cursings 
(Gen 8:21, 12:3) span the books of Moses.  The fact that this phrase is encompassed by 
“all the words of the law” and “all that is written in the book of the law” gives further 
support from the immediate context for the recitation of a much greater section of 
inspired writing than a few chapters in Deuteronomy.  The quote in v. 31 relates to Ex 
20:24-25, Deut 27:5-7, so it cannot prove, by itself, that the passage quoted is greater 
than portions of the fifth book of the Pentateuch, for one could argue that it referred to 
that alone. 
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 When Israel is commanded to “do all that is written in the book of the law of 
Moses,” from which she is commanded to “turn not aside therefrom to the right hand or 
to the left” in Josh 23:6, reference to the entirety of the five books of Moses is again 
natural.  The strictures in 1:7-8 to “observe to do according to all the law, which Moses 
my servant commanded thee,” and that “this book of the law shall not depart out of thy 
mouth;  but thou shalt meditate therein day and night, that thou mayest observe to do 
according to all that is written therein,” would be exceedingly odd should they refer only 
to parts of the revelation already given.  Certainly the promise of blessings from God if 
Deut 30:10 is fulfilled, namely, to “hearken unto the voice of the LORD thy God, to keep 
his commandments and his statutes which are written in this book of the law...” cannot 
refer to anything less than the entirety of the inscripturated revelation;  to begin to obey a 
part, to leave other parts undone, brought a curse (Deut 27:26), not divine favor.  Moses 
is seen explicitly recording material in a variety of Pentateuchal settings (Ex 17:14, 24:7, 
De 31:24).  It is said that “Moses wrote this law, and delivered it unto the priests the sons 
of Levi, which bare the ark of the covenant of the LORD, and unto all the elders of 
Israel” (Deut 31:9), and commanded them to read the entirety before all Israel every 
seven years (31:10-13).  After “Moses had made an end of writing the words of this law 
in a book, until they were finished, [] Moses commanded the Levites, which bare the ark 
of the covenant of the LORD, saying, ‘Take this book of the law, and put it in the side of 
the ark of the covenant of the LORD your God, that it may be there for a witness against 
thee.’ ” (Deut 31:24-26).  This preservation of the Law in the tabernacle and among the 
elders must deal with the whole canon up to this point in time.  The rediscovery of the 
book of the Law in the days of Josiah (2 Ch 34:14-15) employs language consonant with 
that of Joshua to refer to the entirety of the Mosaic revelation;  the division of the 
Scriptures into Law (the books of Moses) and Prophets (Mt 7:12, 22:40, Lu 16:16, Jn 
1:45, Ac 13:15, Rom 3:21), or Law of Moses, Prophets, and Psalms (Lu 24:44) has its 
definitional seed within the book of the Law itself. 
 The fact that the “book of the law” in Joshua refers to the whole of the Pentateuch 
requires a number of conservative historical conclusions.  The command in Joshua 1:8 to 
not depart from, meditate upon, and obey the book of the law, before the crossing of 
Jordan or the conquest of Canaan has begun, demonstrates that the whole book was 
penned by Moses.  Redactional higher critical theories are nullified, and evangelical 
attempts to attribute only the body of the book to Moses, while leaving perceived difficult 
sections to later editors, require a rejection of the clear and literal sense of Scripture, 
alongside a rejection of the doctrine of verbal, plenary preservation (Ps 12:6-7, Mt 5:18, 
24:35).  Correct interpretation of words requires a correct understanding of the context;  
ultimately, every section of the Bible influences the interpretation of every other part, and 
the alteration of any of it reflects upon the understanding of all the rest.  Furthermore, 
commands not to “add unto the word which I command you, neither shall ye diminish 
ought from it,” (Dt 4:2) are rendered senseless.  Were the book of Joshua 1:8 anything 
less than the complete Pentateuch received by God’s people today, what he was to not let 
depart out of his mouth, meditate upon day and night, and observe to do everything in, 
was different in content and so different in meaning than God’s Word today, an anti-
orthodox and unacceptable conclusion. 
 The immediate acceptance of the book of the law as it was given by Moses 
demonstrates that the idea of a canon of inspired writings did not need to wait for a 
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church or rabbinical council to bestow God’s authority— the inscripturated words of the 
Lord were to be accepted, prized, studied, and loved from the moment they were given as 
much as they were for the centuries and millennia to follow.  No evolutionary 
development of authority is found in Scripture, so such concepts must be rejected.  
Joshua 24:26 proves that this immediate acceptance of inspired writings as God’s Word 
did not apply to the books of Moses alone;  having read, meditated upon, and attempted 
to observe Pentateuchal commands not to add or take away anything from  God’s Word 
(Dt 4:2, 12:32), Josh 24:26 demonstrates that Joshua added the book that bears his name 
to the canon of Scripture in front of the whole nation and by the tabernacle sanctuary.  
The option that only certain sections of the current book were composed in Joshua’s day, 
and later editors compiled the whole (contrast Josh 6:25, 14:14), is unreasonable because 
of the inspired provisions against adding or diminishing a word from God-breathed words 
and larger grammatical and syntactical structures.  Obviously Joshua would not add 
uninspired words to those that were in the book of the law;  he must have added inspired 
material.  Consequently, that he wrote the book that bears his name, which was accepted 
as a divinely inspired, authoritative writing by the nation and its spiritual leaders from the 
moment of its composition, is the necessary conclusion from the verse.  This pattern of 
inspiration and immediate canonical recognition, set by the books of Moses and the first 
of the former Prophets, seen in later Old Testament times (cf. Jer 36), and demanded 
fifteen-hundred years later in the New Testament (1 Tim  5:18, 1 Cor 14:37, 2 Pe 3:16, 
Rev 22:18-19), constitutes the Scriptural pattern of the saints recognizing and receiving 
the Word of God immediately after it is recorded (cf. Jn 17:8).  No period of gradual 
acquisition of authority, or gradual composition by successive editors until an “inspired” 
product is pulled together, finds support in Scripture. 
 Many other Bibliological lessons may be learned from a study of the book of 
Joshua.  One of the most important is, since God has provided such a rich revelation of 
Himself in God-breathed Scripture, that men should make application the command to 
Joshua to their own personal lives:  “This book of the law shall not depart out of thy 
mouth;  but thou shalt meditate therein day and night, that thou mayest observe to do 
according to all that is written therein:  for then thou shalt make thy way prosperous, and 
then thou shalt have good success” (Joshua 1:8). 
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  rps la Kyla ytrbd rCa Myrbdh lk ta Kl btk rmal larCy yhla
 

“The word that came to Jeremiah from the LORD, saying, Thus speaketh the LORD God 

of Israel, saying, Write thee all the words that I have spoken unto thee in a book...” (Jer 

30:1-2).  When God revealed Himself so to Jeremiah, did the prophet write down the 

pointed Hebrew text above,111 with the addition of accent marks, or only the unpointed 

consonants—or perhaps even only those consonants without the so-called vowel letters?  

Certainly the answer to a question of this kind has large theological and hermeneutical 

significance.  Can a solely consonantal text serve as the perspicuous, final, and ultimate 

authority in all matters pertaining to God, or does its ambiguity lead to the necessity of 

church tradition to properly understand the Word of God?  How does the pointing, or lack 

thereof, of the text influence the doctrine of inspiration?  Would the addition of points, 

accents, and other things to a supposedly consonantal original text violate “Ye shall not 

add unto the word which I command you” (Deut 4:2) and mean that the Old Testament 

was not “by [God’s] singular care and providence kept pure in all ages”?112  Such 

questions as these shake the foundations of Christianity, and, in the theological ferment 

that followed the Reformation, formed the subject of heated debate.  Indeed, the 

argument is not completely over;  while the overwhelming majority of modern Hebrew 

scholarship believes in the Masoretic addition of the points, some sections of 

fundamentalism still hold to a pointed autographa.113  

                                                
111  Note that the Hebrew Textus Receptus, the 2nd edition of the Bomberg Masoretic Text as edited 
by Ben Chayyim, fully pointed the Tetragrammaton, and so printed hÎOwh◊y

 as in the text above; the modern 
critical texts print hÎwh◊y, omitting the cholem, and so differ in the pointing of the Divine Name in thousands 
of places—defenders of the points would therefore generally lament the modern United Bible Societies 
Hebrew text printed above as woefully corrupt, and not that “Hebrew original of the OT which we have 
received and to this day do retain as . . . inspired by God” (The Formula Consensus Helvetica of 1675, 
Canon 2, quoted from TrinJ 11:1 (Spring 1990) p. 115)  The Hebrew Textus Receptus (and Greek Textus 
Receptus, for that matter) are still being distributed by the Trinitarian Bible Society (U. S. A. Branch, 1600 
Leonard St., N. W., Grand Rapids, MI 49504) as they have been since its formation in 1831.  The 1524-
1525 five volume Biblia Rabbinica edited by Ben Chayyim, as originally published with targums, 
Massorah, and rabbinic commentaries, is available from Good Books, 2456 Devonshire Road, Springfield, 
IL, 62703.  It is also worthy of note that “the . . . Hebrew Vorlage . . . of the Targums . . . was very nearly 
the same as that of our ‘received text’ (i. e., the second Bomberg edition)” (pg. 54, A Survey of Old 
Testament Introduction, Gleason L. Archer. rev. ed. Chicago, IL: Moody Press, 1994). 
112  The Westminster Confession of Faith of 1647, 1:8, pg. 604 in Schaff, Creeds of Christiandom, vol 
3., 4th ed., New York, NY:  Harper and Brothers, 1919. 
113  For example, the KJV-only, Landmark Baptist periodical The Plains Baptist Challenger, a 
ministry of Tabernacle Baptist Church of Lubbock, TX, on pgs. 3-8 of its July 1991 edition, reprinted 
George Sayles Bishop’s sermon “Inspiration of the Hebrew Letters and Vowel Points,” which defended the 
coevality of the points and the consonants, from pgs. 43-59 of The Doctrines of Grace and Kindred 
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II. General Background to the Controversy, Including Affairs on the Continent 

 

 Medieval Judaism accepted the inspiration of the Hebrew points114  and generally 

dated them to Moses, although Ezra was often held to have exercised a prophetic role in 

the standardization of the text; 115  the available copies were considered perfectly 

preserved from the time of their original inspiration, and not only consonants and vowels, 

but Masorah and tradition, handed down unchanged from God to the patriarchs to the 

present day.116  However, in 1538 Elias Levita, a famous Jewish grammarian and scholar, 

                                                                                                                                            
Themes, George Sayles Bishop, New York, NY:  Gospel Publishing House, 1919;  note as well his 
“Relative Value of the Old Testament” (pgs. 88-100) and “The Testimony of Scripture To Itself,” pgs. 19-
42.).  Bishop was a contributor to the epoch-making volumes The Fundamentals (“The Testimony of the 
Scriptures to Themselves,” pgs. 80-97, vol. 2, The Fundamentals, eds. R. A. Torrey, A. C. Dixon, etc., 
Grand Rapids, MI:  Baker Books, 1970, reprint of the original 1917 ed. of the Bible Institute of Los 
Angeles) although he did not address the question of the Hebrew vowels in his article in that series apart 
from a statement that “We take the ground that on the original parchment . . . every sentence, word, line, 
mark, point, pen-stroke, jot, tittle was put there by God” (pg. 92, The Fundamentals, vol 2.), which was 
ambiguous enough to satisfy consonant-only fundamentalists.  Furthermore, the young-earth creationist 
organization Answers in Genesis has put John Gill’s dissertation on the originality of the points on the web, 
and the Online Bible has made it a downloadable module (see http://www.onlinebible.net/topics6.html).  
The prominent evangelical, Harry Ironside, affirmed the inspiration of the points based on Matthew 5:18:  
“[From] the inspired word of God . . . ‘not one yod or tittle’ (the smallest letter, or vowel-point) ‘shall pass 
from the law till all be fulfilled.’ How soon difficulties vanish when faith is in exercise! Seemingly 
insuperable objections are swept away in a moment when the light of heaven shines into the soul and on the 
page of Scripture” (pg. 79, Notes on the Book of Proverbs, H. A. Ironside.  Neptune, NJ:  Loizeaux, 1908). 
114  There seem to be very few possible exceptions to this view in medieval Judaism;  the only two 
possible prominent candidates would be the ninth century Natronai ha-Sheni ben Hilai and the twelfth 
century Ibn Ezra (pg. 63, Gray, Edward McQueen, Old Testament Criticism: Its Rise and Progress, New 
York, NY:  Harper & Brothers, 1923, also pg. 44-45, Preface to Massoreth Ha Massoreth, Ginsburg).  
Their testimony is asserted not to be in favor of a Masoretic origin of the points by disputants on the pro-
points side such as Buxtorf and Owen (i. e., pg. 110, Of the Integrity and Purity of the Hebrew and Greek 
Text of the Scripture;  with Considerations on the Prolegomena and Appendix to the Late “Biblia 
Polyglotta,” in vol. IX, The Works of John Owen, ed. Gould, William H, & Quick, Charles W., 
Philadelphia, PA:  Leighton Publications, 1865).  A representative affirmation of the inspiration of the 
points is made by Kimchi: “[T]he vowel-points should . . . not . . . in any way be changed from what they 
were as given to Moses on Sinai” (p. 81a, Michlol, ed. Hechim Fürth, 1793; cited. pg. 122, Massoreth Ha 
Massoreth, Levita, trans. Ginsburg).  Whitfield (pgs. 250ff. Whitfiield, Peter, A Dissertation on the Hebrew 
Vowel-Points, showing that they are an original and essential part of the Language.  Liverpool, 1748) 
shows that the quotations from Ibn Ezra that are alleged to show that he believed in the recent invention of 
the points do not do so, but simply state that the vowels were passed down by the Tiberian Masorites. 
115  It was “the tradition of the Jews, once so popular among the Protestant divines . . . that Ezra, by 
divine inspiration, published an edition of the sacred books, exhibiting in every page and line, an infallibly 
correct and perfect text... This tradition had obtained footing in the church so early as the days of 
Tertullian” (pg. 46, Porter, J. Scott, Principles of Textual Criticism, London, England:  Simms and 
M‘Intyre, 1848.  cf. pgs. 115-117, Whitaker, William, Disputations on Holy Scripture, Morgan, PA:  Soli 
Deo Gloria, 2000, reprint, 1st pub. in 1588). 
116  “At the revival of learning in the west of Europe, a short time before the era of the Reformation . . 
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published his Massoreth Ha-Massoreth,117 which asserted that the vowels had been added 

by the Masorites c. A. D. 500,118  although they represented the true vocalization and 

                                                                                                                                            
. Jewish teachers... seem either to have had or to have affected the most unreasonable opinions as to the 
infallible accuracy with which their scriptures had been handed down;  they held that every letter, vowel-
point, and accent which was found in the modern copies of the Old Testament was of divine authority;  and 
that not a single thing, however minute, had been added, altered, or omitted, since the time of the sacred 
writers.  These opinions were too hastily assumed as true by most of their Christian pupils.” pg. 59, Scott, 
ibid. 
117  This is available in The Library of Biblical Studies, ed. Harry M. Orlinsky, Jacob Ben Chajim Ibn 
Adonijah’s Introduction to the Rabbinic Bible and The Massoreth Ha-Massoreth of Elias Levita, trans. and 
notes by C. D. Ginsburg, 2nd ed., New York, NY:  KTAV, 1968. 
118  Levita’s view did not go unchallenged among the Jews;  Azzariah de Rossi, in his The Light of 
the Eyes of 1574-5, devotes chapter 59 in part 3 to an examination of Levita’s arguments and presents 
historical evidence for his position.  He argued that the existence of the vowels seems to be indicated in the 
Talmud, that the Bahir and Sohar, which he asserts were written before even the Mishna was edited, 
specify the points by name and ascribe a divine origin to them, the analogy with other languages requires 
them, the nature of Hebrew necessitates the permanent existence of the points, the command to write the 
law “very plainly” (Deut 27:8)  requires pointed copies of the text, even if these were not universally made, 
and Jerome appears to refer to the points.  See pg. 52-53, “Life of Elias Levita,” in Ginsburg, ibid. 
 The interpretation of de Rossi appears to have support from the Targummim on Deuteronomy 
27:8.  Targum Neofiti reads, “And you shall write on the stones all the words of this Torah, written, 
inscribed [qyqj, Peal passive participle, “being engraven”] and explained well [vrpm, Pael passive 
participle, “being specified” + tway, “rightly, properly”], so as to be read [arqtm, Ithpeel participle from 
yrq, thus, “to call by name”] and translated into seventy languages” (:Nvl Myobvb Mgrtmw arqtmw vrpmw 

qyqj bytk hdh htyrwa ymgtp lk ty hyynba lo Nwbtktw).  If the Torah was to be “engraven” and “specified” 
on the stones so that “all the words” would be able to be “called by name” and accurately translated into 
seventy languages, specific, vocalizable words, including vowels, would have been required.  The Targum 
Pseudo-Jonathan (Targum Yerushalmi I) on Deuteronomy 27:8 reads, “And you shall write on the stones 
all the words of this Torah, an engraved and distinct writing, read in one language and translated into 
seventy languages” (Nynvyl Nyobyvb Mgrtymw Nvyl djb yrqtm vrpmw qyqj btk adj atyyrwa ymgtyp lk ty 

aynba lo Nwbwtkytw).  Here again the Targumic wording supports a vocalized text being engraved on the 
tablets.  Compare also Targum Yerusalmi II, where Fragment Targum Paris reads :NCyl NyobCb Mgrwtmw 

NCyl djb yrqtm abf Crpmw qqj btk adh atyrwa jbC ylym lk ty aynba lo Nwbtktw and Fragment Targum 
Vatican reads :NCyl NyobwCb Mgrwtmw yrqtm tybf Crpmw qyqj btk adh atyyrwa jbC ylym lk ty ayynba lo 

Nwbtkytw.  Compare also the very early MS AA discovered in the Cairo Geniza: :NCl NyobwCb Mgrtmw NCl 

djb yrqtm tway Crpmw qyqj btk adh htyrwa ylm lk ty hynba lo Nwbtktw. (cf. also MS D). 
 One also notices statements in the Talmud such as:  “Said Mar Zutra, “Read the verse as though 
the vowels yielded not, that they may learn, but that they may teach” (Bavil Tractate Hagigah), which 
certainly look like evidence for the existence of the points at the time of its composition. 
 Furthermore, de Rossi’s contention that the Law would not be “very plain” as mandated in 
Deuteronomy 27:8 without vowels deserves serious consideration.  The verse reads, “And thou shalt write 
upon the stones all the words of this law very plainly.” (:b`EfyEh r¶EaA;b taäøΩzAh hñ∂rwø;tAh yöérVbî;d_lD;k_t`Ra 

MyGˆnDbSaDh_lAo ∞D;tVbAtDk◊w). One notes that the only other reference to writing plainly in Scripture is Habakkuk 2:2:  
“And the LORD answered me, and said, Write the vision, and make it plain upon tables, that he may run 
that readeth it”  (:wáøb aérwõøq X…wërÎy NAo¶AmVl twóøjU;lAh_lAo r™EaDb…w NwYøzDj bwâøtV;k rRmaYø¥yÅw ‹hÎOwh◊y ŷn§EnSoÅ¥yÅw).  Why would not the way 
of making the Law “very plain” so that “he may run that readeth it” be by writing a pointed copy?  Would 
the people be able to “write upon [the stones] all the words of [the] law” (Deuteronomy 27:3) so that they 
could “keep all the commandments” (27:1) in them with an unpointed copy?  How would they know 
whether or not they were forbidden to boil goats in their mother’s milk (bDlDj) or fat (bRlEj), for example 
(Exodus 23:19; 34:26; Deuteronomy 14:21), since, without vowels, the two words are exactly the same 
(blj), and there is nothing in the context of the texts that would prove the one or the other reading is 
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interpretation of the text as originally given by inspiration.119  Among the Jews, Levita’s 

“denying the divine origin and antiquity of the vowel-points was regarded not only as 

heterodoxy, but as a most unpardonable sin.”120  The idea of the recent addition of the 

points was popular among the Catholics, for it lent support to their idea of the superiority 

of the Latin Vulgate to the Hebrew (and Greek) original, formally canonized in the 

Council of Trent,121 and became a tool in anti-Protestant polemic, for the ambiguity 

which resulted from the removal of the points mitigated the Reformers’ doctrine of the  

perspicuity of Scripture and supported the Romanist contention for the necessity of 

infallible interpretation by their organization.122  

 Indeed, many among the Catholics had, to better oppose the Jews, held to the late 

origin of the points for some time in the medieval era.  Raymond Martin (c. 1220-1287), 

the Dominican, argued that the points were added by Ben Naphtali and Ben Asher around 

900-960 and the Emendations of the Scribes were a few of many willful Jewish 

corruptions and perversions of the Hebrew text to erase testimonies to Christianity.  The 

Jewish proselyte to Catholicism Nicholas de Lyra (c. 1270-1340) also asserted the late 

addition of the points.  Jacob Perez de Valencia (c. 1420-1491), an Augustinian hermit, 

                                                                                                                                            
correct? 
119  “Levita did not question the validity of the vowel sounds, but only the vowel signs.” (pg. 308, The 
Theology of Post-Reformation Lutheranism, vol. 1: A Study of Theological Prolegomena, Robert D. Preus 
(Saint Louis, MS: Concordia, 1970).  Advocates of the inspiration of the vowel points found Levita’s 
affirmation that “the Vowels and Accents, with which every Word was to be pronounced, and all the 
Dageshes, and other Points, to regulate the reading, should be retained . . . by Tradition and Memory . . . 
[which] is the only Foundation, upon which, Elias Levita and his Followers depend for the Truth of their 
Doctrine . . . is almost as easy to suppose [as] that the whole Text might have been retained [perfectly in 
memory, consonants and all]” (pg. 20, A Dissertation on the Hebrew Vowel-Points, showing that they are 
an original and essential part of the Language, Peter Whitfield.  Liverpool, 1748). 
120  Pg. 156, “The Vowel-Points Controversy in the XVI and XVII Centuries,” B. Pick. Hebraica, 
(Chicago, IL:  University of Chicago Press), 8:3-4 (April-June 1892). 
121  “But if any one receive not, as sacred and canonical, the said books [Bible with Apocrypha] entire 
with all their parts, as they have been used to be read in the Catholic Church, and as they are contained in 
the old Latin Vulgate edition... let him be anathema... Moreover, the same sacred and holy Synod... ordains 
and declares, that the said old and vulgate edition... be... held as authentic;  and that no one is to dare, or 
presume to reject it under any pretext whatever.” The Canons and Decrees of the Council of Trent, Fourth 
Session, April 8, 1546, “Decree Concerning the Canonical Scriptures,”  pg. 82 of Philip Schaff, Creeds of 
Christendom, vol. 2, New York, NY:  Harper & Brothers, 1919. 
122  “no one, relying on his own skill, shall, — in matters of faith, and of morals pertaining to the 
edification of Christian doctrine... presume to interpret the said Scripture contrary to that sense which holy 
mother Church— whose it is to judge of the true sense and interpretation of the holy Scriptures— hath held 
and doth hold;  or even contrary to the unanimous consent of the Fathers;  even though such interpretations 
were never [intended] to be at any time published.  Contraveners shall... be punished with the penalties by 
law established.” (pg. 83, Schaff, ibid.) 
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asserted that “no faith is to be placed in the Holy Scriptures, as the Jews now interpret 

and punctuate them.”123  The body of the first generation of Reformers,124 including 

Luther,125 Calvin,126 and Zwingle, taking up the Catholic viewpoint, now backed with the 

                                                
123  For most of the information in this paragraph, including sources, see pg. 44-47, Preface to 
Massoreth Ha Massoreth, Ginsburg.  De Valencia also stated that “After the conversion of Constantine the 
Great, the Rabbins perceived that great multitudes of Gentiles embraced Christianity with the greatest 
devotion all over the globe;  that the Church prospered very favourably;  and that also of the Jews an 
immense number became convinced of the truth by experience and miracles, whereby their gains and 
revenues were lessened.  Roused by this wickedness, they assembled in great multitudes at the Babylon of 
Egypt, which is called Cairo, where they, with as much secrecy as possible, falsified and corrupted the 
Scriptures, and concocted about five or seven points to serve as vowels, these points having been invented 
by Ravina and Ravashe, two of their doctors.  The same Rabbins also concocted the Talmud.” Ginsburg, 
ibid.  John Owen lists Leo Castrius, Gordonius Huntlaeus, Melchior Canus, Petrus Galatinus, Morinus, 
Salmeron, Pintus, and Mersennus as Catholics who argued that the Old Testament was corrupted by the 
Jews;  Bellarmine, Genebrard, Sixtus Senensis, “with most of the rest of them” argued that the negligence 
of scribes led to its corruption. (pgs. 90-91, Owen, John, Of the Integrity and Purity of the Hebrew and 
Greek Text of the Scripture;  with Considerations on the Prolegomena and Appendix to the Late “Biblia 
Polyglotta,” in vol. IX, The Works of John Owen, ed. Gould, William H, & Quick, Charles W., 
Philadelphia, PA:  Leighton Publications, 1865.) 
124  Bert Loonostra, in “Scholasticism and Hermeneutics,” (pgs. 295-306 of Reformation and 
Scolasticism, eds. Willem J. van Asselt & Eef Dekker, Grand Rapids, MI:  Baker Books, 2001), asserts that 
“as late as 1627 a less rigorous position [than the view that the vowel points were in the original Hebrew 
text] was held by Rivetus... although there was no reason to be afraid that this assumption would cause 
uncertainty about the meaning of the original text.” (pg. 296), and cites Isagoge seu Introduction generalis, 
ad Scripturam Sacram Veteris & Novis Testamenti (Leiden, 1627), 100-5 by A. Rivetus.  Note, however, 
that Rivetus changed his view back to one of the originality of the points after reading Buxtorf Jr.’s reply to 
Cappel’s Anticritica, a fact which Loonstra does not mention;  Turretin asserts that Rivetus was only 
dissuaded from his former position in favor of their originality by the Anticritica in the first place (pg. 122, 
Turretin, Institutes of Elenctic Theology).  Loonstra also asserts that Rivetus’ position was “in line with the 
views of Calvin, Zwingli, and Piscator,” (pg. 296), although Piscator remarked in his commentary on 
Matthew 5:18 that “it appears from this that the Holy Bible in the time of Christ had the points, and that the 
punctuation was approved by our Savior” (quoted from Ginsburg, ibid., cf. pg. 45, Bishop, Doctrines of 
Grace;  Edward McQueen Gray, in his Old Testament Criticism:  Its Rise and Progress From the Second 
Century to the End of the Eighteenth;  A Historical Sketch (New York, NY:  Harper & Brothers, 1923), 
provides the exact Latin passage from Piscator’s 1594 commentary on pgs. 236-237, cf. 65-66.)  Muller 
also, with Loonstra but contrary to Ginsburg, Bishop, and Gray, puts Piscator within a list of those who 
favored the Masoretic origin of the points (pg. 56, “The Debate over the Vowel Points and the crisis in 
orthodox hermeneutics”);  while those who put Piscator with those who support the Mosaic origin of the 
points have his commentary on Matthew 5:18, the men who place him among those who believed in their 
Masoretic origin do not state evidence for their view.  Interestingly, neither side seems to acknowledge the 
existence of another school of thought about his position. 
125  i. e., “At the time of St. Jerome, the points did not as yet exist, and the whole Bible was read 
without them.  I submit that it is the modern Hebrews who affixed them, in order to give a proper sense and 
meaning to the Hebrew language.  However, since they are not friends but enemies of Holy Writ, I often 
utter words which strongly oppose these points” (Luther on Gen 47:31) and “that most dangerous people, 
the Jews, falsify the words of the prophets with the points and distinctions;  and their points, which are 
nothing but a modern invention, most assuredly are not to be preferred to the simple, correct, and 
grammatical sense.” (Comment. on Is 9:6), pg. 49, Ginsburg, ibid. 
126  While Calvin did not take a stand in favor of the inspiration of the vowels, he did follow the 
general consensus of his era and accept as correct the pronunciation Jehovah (cf. Exodus 6:3; Psalm 83:18; 
Isaiah 12:2; 26:4, KJV) for the Tetragrammaton.  “It would be tedious to recount the various opinions as to 
the name ‘Jehovah.’ It is certainly a foul superstition of the Jews that they dare not speak, or write it, but 



 150 

apparently substantial127 arguments of Levita, and not necessarily thinking through all the 

consequences, were happy to, in the name of sola Scriptura, shed what they perceived to 

be mere Rabbinic tradition along with the inventions of Catholicism;  moreover, a desire 

to stay on the good side of the State and so retain life and freedom, and contentions with 

Catholics about pressing matters from the sacraments to the Pope to purgatory would 

naturally seem a higher priority than the examination of Rabbinic literature to dispute the 

origin of Hebrew vowels. 

 However, the church at Rome, displeased with the Reformers’ cry that the Bible, 

unfettered by tradition, was the complete and authoritative Word of God, took Levita’s 

assertion of the recent origin of the points and wielded it against the Protestants, 

affirming that it demonstrated that the Bible could not be understood apart from the 

Catholic church.  For example, John Morinus (1591-1659), Catholic convert from 

Protestantism, represents typical counter-reformation apologetic: 
The reason why God ordained the Scriptures to be written in this ambiguous 
manner [without points] is because it was His will that every man should be 
subject to the Judgment of the Church, and not interpret the Bible in his own 
way.  For seeing that the reading of the Bible is so difficult, and so liable to 
various ambiguities, from the very nature of the thing, it is plan that it is not 
the will of God that every one should rashly and irreverently take upon 
himself to explain it;  nor to suffer the common people to expound it at their 
pleasure; but that in those things, as in other matters respecting religion, it is 
His will that the people should depend upon the priests.128  

Argumentation of this sort helped bring the Protestants, to avoid such damaging 

conclusions, to take the traditional Jewish position and affirm the originality and 

inspiration of the points.  On the Continent, for example, by 1609, Amandus Polanus 

                                                                                                                                            
substitute the name ‘Adonai’; nor do I any more approve of their teaching, who say that it is ineffable, 
because it is nto written according to grammatical rule.  Whithout controversy, it is derived from the word 
hyh, hayah, or hwh, havah, and therefore it is rightly said by learned commentators to be the essential 
name of God, whereas others are, as it were, epithets. Since, then, nothing is more peculiar to God than 
eternity, He is called Jehovah, because He has existence from Himself, and sustains all things by His secret 
inspiration. Nor do I agree with the grammarians, who will not have it prnounced, because its inflection is 
irregular; because its etymology, of which all confess that God is the author, is more to me than an hundred 
rules.” (Harmony of the Law: Commentaries on the Last Four Books of Moses, Arranged in the Form of a 
Harmony vol. 1, comment on Exodus 6:3, John Calvin, trans. Charles William Bingham. elec. acc. John 
Calvin Collection, AGES Digital Software Library, Albany, OR: 1998, ver. 1.0) 
127  In contrast with, for example, the opinion of De Valencia in the previous footnote. 
128  quoted in Ginsburg, pg. 50, from Morinus’ Biblical Exercitations on the Hebrew and Greek Texts 
(Exercitationes biblicae de Hebraici Graecique textus Sinceritate), Exeritat. iv. cap. ii, s. 8, p. 198;  Paris, 
1633. 
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(1561-1610), professor of theology and Old Testament exegesis at the University of 

Basel,129 argued for the inspiration of the points on the basis that Scripture teaches the 

inspiration of words, and not consonants alone, or merely thoughts, and that the faith was 

based on the words of the prophets, not of the Masorites.130  Buxtorf Sr. took the same 

position that year in his Thesaurus Grammaticus.131   The points found numerous 

defenders among men like Gerardus, Junius, Gomarus, Polanus, Whitaker, Ussher, 

Rainolds, Buxtorf Sr. and Jr., Voetius, Deodatus, Lightfoot, and Heidegger.132   Lutherans 

such as Flaccius, Gerhard, who brought “the view into general acceptance among Luthern 

theologians,” 133  and Dannhauer 134   defended the points, and their originality and 

inspiration became a fundamental theological tenet of Reformed high orthodoxy.135  

Furthermore, in contrast with some willingness among the partisans of Rome to engage in 

lower criticism, usually with the intention of undermining the authority of the extant 

original language copies, Protestants generally believed “the original texts of the Old and 

New Testaments [had] come down to us pure and uncorrupted”136 and consequently 

affirmed the preservation of both the New Testament Textus Receptus137 and the 1524-
                                                
129  pg. 861, Elwell, Walter A., ed., Evangelical Dictionary of Theology, Grand Rapids, MI:  Baker 
Books, 1984. 
130  pgs. 296-297, Loonstra, ibid. 
131  pg. 227, Burnett, Stephen G., From Christian Hebraism to Jewish Studies:  Johannes Buxtorf 
(1564-1629) and Hebrew Learning in the Seventeenth Century, Leiden, the Netherlands: E. J. Brill, 1996. 
132  Turretin (himself a prominent apologist for the points) lists in their favor “many celebrated men, 
grammarians as well as theologians, Protestants and papists:  Junius, Illyricus, Reuchlin, Munster, 
Cevalerius, Pagninus, M. Marinus, Polanus, Diodati, Broughton, Muis, Taylor, Bootius, Lightfoot, the great 
majority of modern theologians, and the Buxtorfs” (pg. 116, Institutes of Elenctic Theology, vol. 1, Francis 
Turretin, Trans. George M. Giger, ed. James T. Dennison, Jr., Phillipsburg, NJ:  P & R Publishing, 1992).  
Owen adds to these Glassius, Flacius Illyricus, Whitaker, Hassret, and Wolthius (pg. 90, Of The Integrity  
and Purity of the Hebrew and Greek Text of the Scripture, in vol. 9, The Works of John Owen, ed. Goold & 
Quick, Philadelphia, PA:  Leighton Publications, 1865). 
133  pg. 387, The Theology of Post-Reformation Lutheranism, vol. 1: A Study of Theological 
Prolegomena, Robert D. Preus, Saint Louis, MS: Concordia, 1970. 
134  The entry of the originality of the points into Lutheran dogmatic tradition, with sources for further 
study, appears on pg. 228, 237, 239 of Burnett, From Christian Hebraism to Jewish Studies.  See also pgs. 
307-309, The Theology of Post-Reformation Lutheranism, vol. 1: A Study of Theological Prolegomena, 
Robert D. Preus (Saint Louis, MS: Concordia, 1970. 
135  Richard A. Muller, The Journal of Medieval and Renaissance Studies, “The Debate over the 
Vowel Points and the Crisis in Orthodox Hermeneutics,” 10 (1980) 1, pgs. 55-56. 
136  pg. 106, Turretin, Francis, Institutes of Elenctic Theology, vol. 1, Trans. George M. Giger, ed. 
James T. Dennison, Jr., Phillipsburg, NJ:  P & R Publishing, 1992, originally published in 1679. 
137  This is evident in the fact that Bible translations were made from the TR, in the quotation of 
distinctively Received Text readings in Protestant confessions of faith (i. e, 1 Jn 5:7 in chap. II and Mark 
16:15-16 and Ac 8:37-38 in chapter XXVIII of the Westminster Confession of Faith (pg. 608, 662, Schaff, 
The Creeds of Christiandom, vol. 3); in arguments for Textus Receptus readings and against modern 
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1525 Hebrew Old Testament, the 2nd Rabbinic Bible edited by Jacob ben Chayyim, 

“accepted as the authoritative text (textus receptus) for four hundred years or more... [and 

which] fixed the vowel-letters, the vowel points, and the accents as well.”138  Ben 

Chayyim’s introduction to the Masoretic Textus Receptus139 assumed the vowel points 

                                                                                                                                            
Critical Text readings by prominent men who worked with the form of the Greek text from Erasmus to 
Luther to Calvin to Beza, including 1 John 5:7 (cf. pg. 346, Reformation of Church and Dogma, Jaroslav 
Pelikan, Chicago, IL:  University of Chicago Press, 1985) and the fact that nobody really disputed the 
Elzevirs’ contention when they stated in their preface to their 1633 printing of the text that “You have 
therefore the text now received by all (textum ab omnibus receptum) in which we give nothing changed or 
corrupt” (see pgs. 192-208, The King James Version Defended, Edward F. Hills, Des Moines, Iowa:  
Christian Research Press, 1956.).  Indeed, editors of the modern critical text such as Kurt Aland 
acknowledge that “it is undisputed that from the 16th to the 18th century orthodoxy’s doctrine of verbal 
inspiration assumed th[e] Textus Receptus. It was the only Greek text they knew, and they regarded it as 
the ‘original text.’” (pg. 131, Aland, Kurt, “The Text of the Church?” Trinity Journal, 8:2 (Fall 1987) 131-
144). 
138  pgs. ix, xi-xii, “Prolegomenon” to Ben Chayyim’s Introduction and Levita’s Massoreth Ha-
Massoreth, Norman Snaith, in Orlinsky, Library of Biblical Studies.  Ben Chayyim’s Masoretic Text was 
essentially used universally until Kittel’s 3rd edition of the MT in 1937, which abandoned the Textus 
Receptus for the Leningrad Manuscript.  Furthermore, “his version of the Masorah, which was the first 
printed Masorah, came to be viewed as a codification of the Masorah, as if exclusively it were the standard 
Masorah (which explains why references in the older literature to “the Masorah” or “the printed Masorah” 
refer to the Masorah of the Second Rabbinic Bible” (pg. 25, The Masorah of Biblia Hebraica 
Stuttgartensia:  Introduction and Annotated Glossary, Kelley, Page H., Mynatt, Daniel S., & Crawford, 
Timothy G.,  Grand Rapids, MI:  Eerdmans, 1998).  “Jacob ben Hayyim’s edition, the first printing of the 
Masorah, was accepted as a sort of codification of it. Most of the Miqra’ot Gedolot (“Rabbinic Bibles”) 
printed from his time to our own have copied his Masorah, and the treatises on the Masorah are based on 
it.” (pg. 126, Revell, E. J., trans. & ed., Introduction to the Tiberian Masorah, Israel Yeivin, Chico, CA:  
Scholar’s Press, 1980.) 
139  “The Standard Printed Edition of the Massoretic Text. This is the text of Jacob Ben Chayyim 
published at Venice (1525–1526) in four volumes. This venture was sponsored by D. Bomberg, who had 
previously sponsored his first Rabbinical Bible in 1516–1517. Ben Chayyim’s text, essentially a recension 
of Ben Asher with only an occasional reading from Ben Naphtali, remained unsurpassed among the early 
editions and became standard. This is the so-called editio princeps of the Hebrew Bible, forming the 
standard edition of the Massoretic text. It was frequently reprinted in the sixteenth century. It was used by 
Rudolf Kittel in the first and second editions of his Biblia Hebraica (1905 and 1912)—unhappily, however, 
with tacit emendations in the form of variants from the ancient versions. It was also used by C. D. Ginsburg 
(1894 and 1926). The received text of our standard editions is substantially that of Jacob Ben Chayyim. It is 
the basis of the manual edition of J. Buxtorf (Basel, 1619), and finally of A. Hahn (1832, 1833 and 1868) 
and M. Letteris (Vienna, 1852), that which was reprinted in 1866 by the British and Foreign Bible Society.” 
(pg. 39, “The Text of the Old Testament,” Merrill F. Unger, Bibliotheca Sacra, 108:429 (Jan 51).  Norman 
Snaith mentions that “The text of the 1524-25 Rabbinic Bible, that which was edited by Ibn Adoniyah [i. e., 
Ben Chayyim], came to be recognized as the true masoretic text.  It was followed in Bibles printed in 
Venice during the next ninety years:  e. g., the 1546-48 Bible, that of 1568, and that of 1617-19... Rudolf 
Kittel kept close to the Ibn Adoniyah text in his Biblia Hebraica of 1909, and Ginsburg claimed to do this 
in his text, published by the Trinitarian Bible Society in 1894 and again in 1896;  the same text was used 
for the centenary edition published by the British and Foreign Bible Society in 1911-26.” (Snaith, pg. XII, 
“Prolegomenon,” in The Library of Biblical Studies, Orlinsky.)  Interestingly, Ben Chayyim converted to 
Christianity in 1536, as had the Jewish editor of the first Rabbinic Bible of 1516-1517, Felix Pratensis, in 
1506. 
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were given by inspiration to Moses at Sinai140 and his Massorah finalis included a Jewish 

treatise by Moses the Punctuator that took the same view, and “has since been reprinted 

in all the editions of the Rabbinic Bibles.”141  This could not have been other than a point 

in favor of the Hebrew vowels among the Protestants. 

 The Protestant defense of the vowels viewed the historical question through 

theological lenses;  orthodox presuppositions of the verbal inspiration of the autographa, 

verbal preservation of the available and received text, and Biblical perspicuity pressed 

them to affirm the univocality of Hebrew Scripture and brought the doctrine of the 

inspiration of the points into theological textbooks such as Francis Turretin’s 

influential142  Institutes of Elenctic Theology143 and the statement of faith the Formula 

Consensus144 of 1675, adopted by the Swiss Reformed and Geneva;  indeed, their later 
                                                
140  pgs. 36-57, Introduction to the Rabbinic Bible, Jacob Ben Chayyim, in Orlinsky, ibid. 
141  pgs. 123-124, Massoreth Ha-Massoreth, Levita; cf.  pg. 7, Introduction to the Rabbinic Bible, 
both in Orlinksy, ibid.  Of course, this statement is only necessarily true until the date of the publication of 
the book that made it. 
142  “The influence of Protestant scholasticism was both immediate and long-range... The dominant 
Reformed scholastics... were Beza, Vermigli, Adrianus Heerebout, and, most importantly, Francis Turretin 
(1623-87).  Turretin’s Institutio became the standard work for modern Protestant scholastics, as it was used 
as a textbook to shape the modern Princeton Theology.  Reformed scholasticism in this tradition led to 
what is generally labeled Calvinist orthodoxy” (“Scholasticism, Protestant,” in the Evangelical Dictionary 
of Theology, Elwell, Walter A., ed.,  Grand Rapids, MI:  Baker Books, 1984). 
143  “[The inspiration of the vowel points would not] be difficult to establish... by various arguments, 
[Buxtorf Sr.’s Tiberias, sive commentarius Masorethicus triplex and Buxtorf Jr.’s Anticritica:  seu 
vindiciae veritatis Hebraicae have just been referenced] if appropriate here.  But as this question seems 
rather to be grammatical than theological, we are unwilling to bring it into our field.  Suffer us briefly to 
say that we have always thought the truer and safer way to keep the authenticity of the original text safe 
and sound against the cavils of all profane persons and heretics whatever and to put the principle of faith 
upon a sure and immovable basis, is that which holds the points to be of divine origin, whether they are 
referred to Moses or to Ezra (the head of the great Synagogue).  Therefore, the adversaries err who wish to 
impugn the authority of the Hebrew manuscript from the newness of the points.” (Turretin, Institutes, pg. 
116).  Note that while Turretin affirms that the issue is rather grammatical than theological, he provides 
theological reasons for the inspiration of the points and affirms that the view of “the punctuation [as] a 
merely human invention, depending solely upon human will... if established, would greatly weaken the 
authenticity of the Hebrew manuscript... since vowels are the souls of consonants, a doubtful sense (and in 
fact no sense at all) would constantly arise from the words, unless they were coeval with the consonants” 
(pg. 115).  A concern for Biblical authority undergirded the defense of the points. 
144  The Formula Consensus was composed in Zürich, AD 1675, by John Henry Heidegger, of 
Zurich, and assisted by Francis Turretin, of Geneva, and Lucas Gernler, of Basle.  Its full title was “Form 
of Agreement of the Helvetic Reformed Churches Respecting the Doctrine of Universal Grace, the 
Doctrines Related to It, and Some Other Points.”  Canon II affirms that  “[t]he Hebrew original of the OT 
which we have received and to this day do retain as handed down by the Hebrew Church, “who had been 
given the oracles of God” (Rom 3:2), is, not only in its consonants, but in its vowels—either the vowel 
points themselves, or at least the power of the points—not only in its matter, but in its words, inspired by 
God. It thus forms, together with the Original of the NT[,] the sole and complete rule of our faith and 
practice; and to its standard, as to a Lydian stone, all extant versions, eastern or western, ought to be 
applied, and wherever they differ, be conformed.” (pg. 115, “The Helvetic Formula Consensus (1675): An 
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abrogation of the Formula was the beginning of their decline from Reformed and then 

simple Christian theological orthodoxy.145  These theological presuppositions of the 

verbal inspiration and preservation of the textus receptus were brought to bear in the 

standard-bearing treatises for the originality and inspiration of the points by Buxtorf Sr. 

and Jr.,146  alongside of philological and grammatical exercitation.147  

 While the defenders of the originality of the points were overwhelmingly staunch 

advocates of Protestant orthodoxy, supporters of the Masoretic origin of the points fell 

into two distinct camps;  the first, which took the position of Elias Levita, affirmed that 

the points, although written down in the Christian era, were authoritative expressions of 

the autographal understanding, while the latter, which took the position adopted by a 

prime mover in rationalistic Old Testament textual criticism, Cappellus,148 viewed the 

                                                                                                                                            
Introduction And Translation,” Martin I. Klauber,Trinity Journal 11:1 (Spring 1990), 103–123. 
145 “Jean-Alphonse Turrettini contributed to the demise of what he referred to as Reformed 
scholasticism through the abrogation of the Formula Consensus [in 1706], his emphasis upon the 
fundamental doctrines of Christianity, his use of Cartesian philosophical categories in theological 
discourse, and his desire to present a form of religion that would be credible even to the deist. He defined 
the term Reformed scholasticism primarily in the context of the system of theology epitomized in the 
Formula. Ironically, it was his own father, François Turrettini, who was the main protagonist in favor of the 
creed in Geneva. The elder Turrettini, as professor of theology at the Genevan Academy, was the leader of 
the more conservative theological movement that principally desired to defend the orthodoxy of the Synod 
of Dort against the Remonstrants and the theology of the Academy of Saumur in France [where Louis 
Cappel (1585–1658), the prominent exponent of the Masoretic origin of the points, whom Buxtorf Jr. wrote 
against, taught]. Not only was François Turrettini the leader of the conservative wing, he was the dominant 
personality at the academy and his influence carried considerable weight in forcing any dissenters from his 
views into tacit submission... In his attempts to protect the core of Reformed beliefs, Turrettini opened the 
door toward the very heterodoxy that he feared the most. His most prized follower and student, Jacob 
Vernet, who was to perform the oration at Turrettini’s death in 1737 and who would translate and edit most 
of his works, used his rationalistic methodology to reject the last vestiges of orthodoxy, the mysteries of the 
Incarnation and the Trinity that Turrettini had deemed beyond the scope of reason. In essence, Turrettini’s 
conquest of scholasticism set the stage among the theological faculty for the development of an 
autonomous rationalism that was also characteristic of the Enlightenment.” (pgs. 326-327, 338, “Jean-
Alphonse Turrettini and the Abrogation of the Formula Consensus in Geneva,” Martin I. Klauber, 
Westminster Theological Journal, 53:2 (Fall 1991), 325-338; cf. “Francis Turretin,” pgs. 1116-1117, 
Elwell, Evangelical Dictionary of Theology. 
146  Namely, Buxtorf Sr.’s Tiberias, sive commentarius Masorethicus triplex and Buxtorf Jr.’s 
Anticritica:  seu vindiciae veritatis Hebraicae.  
147  “Buxtorf [Sr.] concluded [Tiberias] by arguing for the religious necessity of divinely inspired 
vowel points.  Countering Levita’s position that the vowel points were not necessary while Hebrew 
remained a living language, Buxtorf argued that without points there was no way to ensure the transmission 
of correct readings and vocalization.  Buxtorf maintained that the vowels are the soul (anima) of textual 
readings, and that divinely inspired consonants alone were not enough to enable interpreters to understand 
the Hebrew Bible... [a]s a Protestant, Buxtorf felt the consequences of such a position were theologically 
dangerous” (pgs. 222-223, Burnett, From Christian Hebraism to Jewish Studies). 
148  cf. pg. 295, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, Emanuel Tov.  Minneapolis, MN: Fortress 
Press, 2001, 2nd ed. 
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points as unauthoritative and the Hebrew text as corrupt.  Levita’s stance was far more 

compatible with orthodoxy than Cappel’s, which degenerated into ever-increasing 

rationalism and heresy149— it also brought on less passionate opposition from the pro-

points side, 150  although those who supported their inspired origin still dissented 

theologically, historically, and philologically.  Levita had stated that no man was to “add 

to nor diminish from anything which the men of the Great Synagogue151 have determined 

as regards plene and defective, Keri and Kethiv, the major and minor letters, the open and 

closed sections of the Pentateuch, &c., &c.  Neither must he gainsay the statements of the 

Massorites respecting the vowel-points and the accents, the number of words which they 

have counted, and marked with mnemonical signs.”152  If one replaced “the Massorites” 

with “the men of the Great Synagogue” in this statement, it could easily be thought to 

have issued from the pen of a Buxtorf.153  In contrast, Cappel argued that with the 
                                                
149  For example, Whitfield wrote:  “I think it necessary . . . to remark upon what Capellus says upon 
the Supposition, that there may be such Differences of reading, without Violence to the Sense . . . [Capellus 
writes, translated into English] ‘What Harm will it be, if we take both the Punctuations, and both the 
resultant Senses?’  I own I think there is a good deal.  Perhaps this might be sometimes allowed in humane 
Compositions;  but the Case is different with regard to Divine Writings. . . . Would it have been equally an 
Execution of the Divine Command, whether Saul had only killed the Males [rDkÎz] of Amalek, or blotted out 
the Memory [rRkEz] of the whole Nation?” (pg. 60, A Dissertation on the Hebrew Vowel-Points; cf. 1 Samuel 
15; Babylonian Talmud, Baba Bathra 21a-b). 
150  i. e., Francis Turretin argues, against those that would undermine the authority of the Hebrew 
received text on lower critical grounds, that “even if the points were lately added... it would not follow that 
the punctuation was a merely human invention, depending solely upon the human will... according to this 
latter hypothesis the points may not have been from the beginning as to form, still it cannot be denied that 
they were always as to sound and value or power,” (pg. 115, Institutes of Elenctic Theology, vol 1), and he 
quotes “the very learned Walton,” who took a position like that of Levita, to affirm that even if the points 
were written down recently (which he does not by any means concede), “the certain and constant sense of 
the Holy Spirit might [still] be gathered” (pg. 116, ibid.).  Articles I-III in the Formula Consensus, which 
deal with bibliology, were specifically directed against the views of Cappel.  
151  The Mishnah in Aboth i.1 names the men of the Great Synagogue (the scribes of Ezra’s time) as 
the successors of the prophets. (Also see Bab. Yoma 9b; Bab. Sotah 48b; Bab. Sanhedrin 11a; Seder Olam 
Rabbah 30 [quoting Prov 22:17]; Jer Taanith 2.1; Jer Makkoth 2.4-8; Bab. Yoma 21b; Bab. Baba Bathra 
12a-b.).” pg. 410, “The Gift of Prophecy in the Old and New Testaments,” F. David Farnell, Bibliotheca 
Sacra  149:596 (Oct 92). 
152  pg. 137, Levita, Massoreth Ha-Massoreth, trans. Ginsburg. 
153  Indeed, Levita even stated “I shall first do battle against those who say that [the points] were 
given on Sinai, and then state who invented them, and when they were originated and affixed to the letters.  
But if anyone should prove to me, by clear evidence, that my opinion is opposed to that of our Rabbins of 
blessed memory, or is contrary to the genuine Kabbalah of the Sohar, I will readily give in to him, and 
declare my opinion as void.” (pg. 121, Levita, Massoreth Ha Massoreth, trans. Ginsburg).  However, the 
Sohar or Zohar clearly does mention the points, a matter which Buxtorf made great use of in his 
Commentarius Masoreticus (cap. ix., p. 74, ed. Basel 1620) against him.  For example, Zohar I, 15b states 
“This... corresponds to the movement given by the accents and notes to the letters and vowel-points which 
pay obeisance to them and march after them like troops behind their kings.  The letters being the body and 
the vowel-points the animating spirit, together they keep step...” (pg. 65, The Zohar, vol. 1., trans. Harry 
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addition of the points, and the alteration of the original form of the Hebrew script,154 

many matres lectiones were eliminated, and the Hebrew textus receptus often required 

emendation.155   The points, a human invention, could be altered when necessary, along 

with the consonants when they presented difficulties— ancient interpreters or translations 

could correct the standard Hebrew text when they seem to be better— even conjectural 

emendation, without any physical evidence, was at times possible.  Indeed, “[t]he 

authority of the Septuagint is above that of the present standard, not only in those places 

where its reading gives a better sense, but also where it gives one as good and 

appropriate, and that because it is the more ancient.  The same can and ought to be said of 

all the codices of the ancient interpreters.”156  The great variations in the Septuagint from 

the standard Hebrew text, such as the fact that the Hebrew of Jeremiah 25-45 roughly 

corresponds to chapters 32-51 in the Greek,157  and the poor quality of much of its 

translation, illustrates how greatly Cappel’s lower critical views undermined the current 

                                                                                                                                            
Sperling & Maurice Simon, London, England:  Soncino Press, 1933).  “[T]he vowel-points proceeded from 
the same Holy Spirit which indited the sacred Scriptures, and that far be the thought to say that the scribes 
made the points, since even if all the prophets had been as great as Moses, who received the law direct from 
Sinai, they could not have had the authority to alter the smallest point in a single letter, though it be the 
most insignificant in the whole Bible” (Zohar on the Song of Solomon, 57 b, ed. Amsterdam, 1701, in “Life 
of Elias Levita,” Ginsburg, pg. 48). 
154  Those who advocate the originality of the points typically also argue for the originality of the 
Hebrew square letters found in the Reformation (and modern) editions of the Hebrew Old Testament and in 
the extant MSS of the Masoretic Text. (see, i. e.,  “Concerning the Antiquity of the Hebrew Letters,” 
chapter 2 of John Gill’s 1767 A Dissertation concerning the Antiquity of the Hebrew Language, Letters, 
Vowel Points, and Accents, originally published in 1767, available at 
http://www.onlinebible.net/topics6.html). Cappellus thought, on the contrary, that the modern forms of the 
Hebrew consonants differed from the ancient shapes, and the script of the autographa was very different.  
The philology of the Reformation also generally held that Hebrew was the original language for reasons 
such as those advanced by Gill;  this view generally disappeared in the twentieth century as evolutionary 
conceptions of the origin of language replaced Biblical presuppositions.  The commonality of this belief is 
evidenced in the preface to the King James Bible, which stated (in the section “Translation necessary”) that 
Hebrew was “the ancientest” tongue without any hint that such a view was even controversial. 
 While modern theological liberalism universally rejects the view that Hebrew was the original 
language, modernist grammarians such as Gesenius nevertheless make statements such as:  “The order, 
names, and numerical values of the letters have passed over from the Phoenicians to the Greeks . . . from 
the Old Semitic” (pg. 30, Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar, ed. & exp. Kautzsch).  While Hebrew is supposedly 
not the original language, letters nevertheless derive from a certain “Old Semitic” tongue.  Biblical 
presuppositions would consider that world languages deviated from ancient Hebrew, the true “Old Semitic” 
language, as a result of the historical facts recorded in Genesis concerning Babel (Genesis 11:9). 
155  It is possible that his views grew more radical over time—or that he simply grew more free in his 
expression of them.  cf. pgs. 55-57, “Life of Elias Levita,” in Ginsburg. 
156  Cappel, De Critica... epistola apologetica in qua Arnoldi Bootii, quoted in F. Turretin, Institutes, 
pg. 118;  pgs. 116-123 constitute Turretin’s of Cappellus’ textual criticism. 
157  cf. pg. 79, Invitation to the Septuagint, Karen H. Jobes & Moisés Silva, Grand Rapids, MI:  Baker 
Books, 2000. 
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Protestant bibliology.  While some maintained it alongside of fundamental Christian 

orthodoxy in other areas, Cappel’s criticism tended to gut Biblical authority, and utterly 

rejected the general orthodox consensus of the time that the available Hebrew and Greek 

apographa, not the autographs alone, were inerrant.158  The positions of Buxtorf, Levita, 

and Cappel all found supporters in England, as on the Continent. 

 

III. The Controversy Within England And Its Results 

 

 The positions that the Hebrew vowel points were coeval with the consonants, that 

they were of Masoretic origin but still authoritative, and that they were of Masoretic 

origin and consequently unauthoritative all found representatives in England.  The latter 

view was generally held by the Catholics and used to support an infallible church and the 

superiority of the Vulgate in controversy with English Protestants, as with their 

Continental counterparts; if “the Hebrew tongue [is] a very nose of wax, to be turned by 

men which way they please, and to be so given of God on purpose that men might subject 

their consciences to [the] infallible [Roman Catholic] church,”159 then Sola Scriptura 

must necessarily be abandoned.  For the sake of an infallible, available Bible which could 

provide a sound basis for opposition to an infallible church, English Protestants early rose 

to the defense of the originality of the Hebrew points.  William Fulke160  maintained their 

                                                
158  cf. pg. 433, Post-Reformation Reformed Dogmatics, Richard A. Muller, Grand Rapids, MI:  
Baker Books, 1993. 
159  Morinus, Exercit. lib. i. exer. i. cap ii., cited in John Owen, Of the Integrity and Purity of the 
Hebrew and Greek Text of the Scripture, in vol. IX, The Works of John Owen, ed. Gould, William H, & 
Quick, Charles W., Philadelphia, PA:  Leighton Publications, 1865.  Morinus lived from 1591 to 1659, 
renounced Protestantism, and joined the Catholics in 1618.  see pg. 50, “Life of Elias Levita,” Ginsburg. 
160  “[I]t is without perhaps, or peradventure, that not one iota or prick of the law of God can perish, 
by the testimony of our Saviour Christ, Matthew v.  . . . [A]ll the accents and Hebrew points . . . Christ . . . 
will never suffer to perish. . . . [Since] our Saviour Christ hath promised that never a prick of the law shall 
perish, we may understand the same also of the prophets, who have not received the vowels of the latter 
Jews, but even of the prophets themselves. . . . [W]e acknowledge the text of the Old Testament in Hebrew 
and Chaldee [Aramaic] . . . as it is now printed with vowels, to be the only fountain, out of which we must 
draw the pure truth of the Scriptures of the Old Testament” (pg. 55-56, 578, 78). Parker society ed. 
Cambridge: 1843).  Fulke even cites “an excellent learned papist . . . Arias Montanus” (pg. 55) who also 
believed in the inspiration of the vowels and accents.  Fulke was appointed Lecturer in Hebrew at St. 
John’s College in 1567, and he continued to teach in England at various institutions afterwards.  It is not 
certain exactly when or how he came to believe in the originality and inspiration of the points, but certainly 
it would appear from his example, among others, that this position on the points found its way into English 
theological institutions early in the Reformation era, where it could influence coming generations of 
ministers and other students.  (cf. pgs. 77-78, Selected Christian Hebraists, William McKane, New York, 
NY:  Cambridge University Press, 1989). 
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inspiration in 1583 when he published his A Defense of the Sincere and True Translation 

of the Holy Scriptures into the English Tongue, against the Manifold Cavils, Frivolous 

Quarrels, and Impudent Slanders of Gregory Martin,161 one of the Readers of Popish 

Divinity, in the Traitorous Seminary of Rheims.  Hugh Broughton, in his commentary on 

Daniel, published in 1596, upheld the same view, as did John Piscator in his 1594 

Analysis Logica Evangelii secundum Matthaeum.162  These early Englishmen affirmed, as 

did a continuing Protestant tradition, that the keraia or “tittle” of Matthew 5:18 referred 

to the points of the Hebrew text, so they existed in Christ’s day and received His Divine 

sanction.163  However, the necessity of coeval vowels and consonants was not universally 

recognized as necessary to maintain Protestant bibliology;  Anglican John Jewel, who 

wrote against the Catholic convert Thomas Harding some years before Fulke’s pro-points 

work,164 mentions that a variety of opinions existed about their age of origin, from Moses 
                                                
161  Martin had composed A Discovery of the Manifold Corruptions of the Holy Scriptures by the 
Heretics (1582), which alleged that the points were a late invention the Jews used to deliberately corrupt 
the Old Testament. 
162  pgs. 66-67, Gray, Edward McQueen, Old Testament Criticism:  Its Rise and Progress From the 
Second Century to the End of the Eighteenth;  A Historical Sketch, New York, NY:  Harper & Brothers, 
1923. 
163  Fulke, for example, stated “seeing our Saviour hath promised that never a prick (i. e., a vowel 
point) of the Law shall perish, we may understand His words of all the prophets, for we do not receive the 
vowels from some later Jews, but from the Prophets themselves.” (cf. pgs. 55-56, 578 of A Defense of the 
Sincere and True Translation of the Holy Scriptures into the English Tongue, footnote #48; also Bishop, 
Doctrines of Grace, pg. 45.).  Ussher and Maresius also referred to Mt 5:18 to give the Lord’s stamp to the 
vowels (Muller, Post-Reformation Reformed Dogmatics, pg. 430).  Even in 1767, the Baptist John Gill did 
the same in his Dissertation concerning the Antiquity of the Hebrew Language, Letters, Vowel Points, and 
Accents— he also replied subsequently to those that disputed his contention that the keraia (keraia) of Mt 
5:18 is the Hebrew vowel chireq;  see his arguments synthesized on pgs. xxx-xxxii of Sermons and Tracts, 
vol. 1,  John Gill, Streamwood, IL:  Primitive Baptist Library, 1981, (a reprint of the 1814 printing), or pgs. 
82-87, A Brief Memoir of the Life and Writints of the Late Rev John Gill, D. D., John Rippon, London, 
England:  John Bennett, 1838.  Indeed, in the early twentieth century Reformed fundamentalist George 
Sayles Bishop still defended this view of the tittle (pgs. 43-59, “The Inspiration of the Hebrew Letters and 
Vowel-Letters,” a sermon with Mt 5:18 as its text.).  A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and 
other Early Christian Literature, 3rd. ed. (BDAG), (Danker, Frederick William (ed.), Chicago, IL:  
University of Chicago Press, 2000), states kerai÷a is used to refer to “part of a letter, a serif” (the anti-
point definition for Matthew 5:18) or to “accents and breathings” (consistent with the pro-point definition 
in Matthew 5:18). 
164  Harding (1512-1572) was Professor of Hebrew at Oxford under Henry VIII, a staunch Protestant 
under Edward VI, and a zealous Romanist under Queen Mary.  He argued that “among the people of Israel, 
the seventy elders only could read and understand the mysteries of the holy books, that we call the Bible.  
For, whereas the letters of the Hebrew tongue have no vocals, they only had the skill to read the Scripture 
by the consonants;  and thereby the vulgar people were kept from reading it, by special providence of God, 
as it is thought, that precious stones should not be cast before swine, that is to say, such as be not called 
thereto, as being, for their unreverent curiosity and impure life, unworthy” (Exercitationes Biblicae de 
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to the Masorites, but as the ancient practice of writing Greek without accents never 

prevented the common man from reading his language, so the absence of vowels in a 

Hebrew text never hindered the Jews from reading the Bible:  “Certainly Mr. Harding 

knows that even now not only the learned of the Jews, but also the very children of ten 

years of age, are able to read without pricks or vowels.”165  While some Protestants 

feared that anything less than points inscribed by the Prophets would destroy Scriptural 

authority and deliver victory to Rome, others argued that an unpointed text was still 

perspicuous and therefore yielded nothing to the Papist contention in any case.166 

 It appears, however, that at the time of the publication of Brian Walton’s167 

Polyglot in 1657 (as earlier; so it is likely that a belief in the inspiration of the Hebrew 

vowels was maintained either universally or at least by the main body of the translators of 

the King James Version of 1611) the general Protestant consensus in England favored the 

points’ inspiration and originality.168  Buxtorf Sr. had written his Tiberias, defending the 

originality and inspiration of the points, in 1620, to which Cappel had replied with his 

1623 Arcanum punctationis revelatum;  Buxtorf Jr. published a series of dissertations on 

the antiquity on the Hebrew language and its antiquity in 1645, and a specific rebuttal of 

                                                                                                                                            
Hebraici Graecique textus Sinceritate, Exercitat. iv. cap. ii., s. 8, p. 198), cited in “Life of Elias Levita,” 
Ginsburg, pg. 50. 
165  The Works of John Jewel, Bishop of Salisbury (Cambridge, 1848), II, pg. 679, in Muller, “Debate 
Over Vowel Points,” pg. 55.  Jewel held to the verbal, plenary preservation of available Scripture:  “[T]he 
whole word of God is pure and holy; no word, no letter, no syllable, no point or prick thereof, but is written 
and preserved for thy sake” (A Treatise of the Holy Scriptures, in The Works of John Jewel Bishop of 
Salisbury [Cambridge: The University Press, 1850 (4.1175)], cited in “Biblical Authority:  Towards an 
Evaluation of the Rogers and Mckim Proposal,” John D. Woodbridge, Trinity Journal 1:2 (Fall 1980) p. 
192, footnote #129).  In this he shared little common ground theologically with Cappellus. 
166  Interestingly, while many Protestants feared the conclusions of Cappel in his Arcanum (which 
was more moderate than his later Critica Sacra), others used it as a weapon against the Catholics (see pgs. 
236-239, Burnett, From Christian Hebraism to Jewish Studies), arguing in a manner similar to Jewel for a 
perspicuous solely consonantal text. 
167  Interestingly, Walton not only advocated an anti-vowel position, but he was a prime father of Old 
Testament textual criticism in general;  “the earlist list of guidelines suggested for the comparison of 
reading in the Hebrew Bible is that of Walton” (pg. 295, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, Emanuel 
Tov.  Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 2001, 2nd ed.) 
168  i. e., Gray, Old Testament Criticism, pg. 67.  Archbishop Ussher (1581-1656)  had stated 
Cappellus’ views contained “a most dangerous error” to be met at once before they could spread;  at that 
time they had not yet multiplied in England (pg. 122, Institutes, Turretin), although Cappel had studied two 
years at Oxford and was consequently known in the land.  The “generality of learned men among 
Protestants are not yet infected with this leaven,” said Owen in his thoughts on Cappellus’ criticism in his 
discussion of Walton’s polyglot (pg. 87, Integrity and Purity of the Hebrew and Greek Text, John Owen).  
It did not help Cappel’s case among the Protestants that his Critica was published by Catholics, nor that 
“his son [was] a great zealot amongst them” (Owen, Integrity, pg. 87). 
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the Acranum punctationis in 1648.  Cappel’s Critica Sacra, his most radical work, 

appeared in 1650, to which the younger Buxtorf wrote a refutation in 1653.169  Lewis 

Cappel replied to Buxtorf Jr.’s rebuttal of his Arcanum, but this work remained 

unpublished until 1689.170  Consequently, while Walton’s work appeared during the 

height of the classic formulation of the debate about the points, and some within the 

sphere of Protestantism continued to avow anti-point positions, the younger Buxtorf’s 

reply to the Arcanum had apparently stemmed the strong philological assault which it had 

made against his father’s Tiberias.  Contrary to the Buxtorf position, Walton maintained 

that the Hebrew points were added to the text between A. D. 500 and 600 and are 

consequently not of absolute divine authority, than an examination of Hebrew variants 

outside of the textus receptus, as well as of early translations, was appropriate to 

determine the true reading and at times correct the Received Text, and conjectural 

emendation could be adopted in especially difficult circumstances.  However, by 

affirming the basic integrity of the Hebrew copies,171  their perspicuity through the 

matres lectionis, and their fundamentally greater authority than that of translations, 

especially the Vulgate (and so maintaining his opposition to the Catholic formulation of 

Trent), he sought to avoid the theological and hermeneutical quagmire, which seemed to 

lead either to rationalism or Rome, of the wholesale acceptance of Cappel’s position, and 

so adopted a position on the points similar to Levita. 

 Walton’s position was strenuously opposed by Lightfoot, who had worked with 

him on the Polyglot and was probably the highest authority in Hebrew learning in 

England at the time, and by John Owen.  Lightfoot declared pointedly: 
There are some who believe the Holy Bible was pointed by wise men of 
Tiberias.  I do not wonder at the impudence of the Jews who invented the 
story, but I wonder at the credulity of Christians who applaud it.  
Recollect, I beseech you, the names of the Rabbins of Tiberias, from the 
first situation of the University there to the time that it expired;  and what 
at length do you find, but a kind of men mad with Pharisaism, bewitching 
with traditions and bewitched, blind, guileful, doting, they must pardon me 
if I say, magical and monstrous!  Men, how unfit, how unable, how 

                                                
169  pg. 429, Muller, Post-Reformation Reformed Dogmatics. 
170  pg. 55, “Life of Elias Levita,” Ginsburg. 
171  “By the use, and according to tradition, by the aid of the three letters ’vy [awy], called matres 
lectionis, and standing in the place of vowels before the invention of points, the true reading and 
pronunciation has been preserved” (“De Textum originariorum integritate et auctoritate,” [Prologema, 7] in 
Biblia Sacra Polyglotta [1657], 1:44, cited in Turretin, Institutes, pg. 116.). 
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foolish, for the undertaking of so divine a work!  Read over the Jerusalem 
Talmud, and see there how R. Judah, R. Chaninah, R. Judan, R. Hoshaia, 
R. Chija Rabba, R. Chija bar Ba, R. Jochanan, R. Jonathan, and the rest of 
the grand doctors among the Rabbins of Tiberias, behave themselves, how 
earnestly they do nothing, how childishly they handle serious disputes!  
And if you can believe the Bible was pointed in such a school, believe also 
all that the Talmudists wrote.  The pointing of the Bible savours of the 
work of the Holy Spirit, not the work of lost, blinded, besotted men.172  

Lightfoot wrote elsewhere: 
Easteen tongues, especially the Hebrew, and her three dialects, Chaldee, Syrian, 
and Arabian, are written, sometimes with vowels, sometimes without: with, for 
certainty; without, for the speedier writing: we have Hebrew Bibles of both kinds. 
. . . Some there be, that think the vowels of the Hebrew were not invented for 
many years after Christ. Which to me seemeth to be all one, as to deny sinews to a 
body: or to keep an infant unswaddled, and to suffer him to turn and bend any 
way, till he grow out of fashion. For mine own satisfaction I am fully resolved, 
that the letters and vowels of the Hebrew were,—as the soul and body of a 
child,—knit together at their conception and beginning; and that they had both 
one author. 

1. For, first, a tongue cannot be learned without vowels, though, at last, skill 
and practice may make it to be read without. Grammar, and not nature, makes 
men to do this, and this also helped out with the sense of the place we read. 
2. That Masorites should amend that, which the Septuagint could not see,—
and that they should read righter than the other, who were of far greater 
authority,—I cannot believe. 
3. Our Saviour, in his words of one ‘Iota’ and one small keraia (tittle) not 
perishing from the law, seems to allude to the least of the letters, Jod, and the 
least vowel and accent. 
4. Lastly, It is above the skill of a mere man to point the Bible; nay, scarcely a 
verse, as it is. The ten commandments may puzzle all the world for that 
skill.173 

Owen likewise considered that any compromise of the divine origin and inspiration of the 

vowels would lead to disaster.  He stated: 
I confess, considering the days we live in, wherein the bold and curious 
wits of men, under pretence of critical observations, alluring and enticing 
with a show of learning, have ventured to question almost every word in 

                                                
172  Lightfoot, A Chorographical Century, searching out some more memorable places of the Holy 
Land of Israel, chiefly by the light of the Talmud.  Chap. lxxxi, works, vol ii., p. 73, &c., ed. 1864, cited in 
“Life of Elias Levita,” Ginsburg, pg. 58. 
173  Pgs. 49-50, The Whole Works of the Rev. John Lightfoot, John Lightfoot, ed. John Rogers Pitman, 
vol. 4 (London: J. F. Dove, 1822). 
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the Scripture, I cannot but tremble to think what would be the issue of this 
supposition, that the points or vowels, and accents, are no better guides 
unto us than may be expected from those who are pretended to be their 
authors.  The Lord, I hope, will safeguard his own from the poison of such 
attempts.  The least of its evil is not yet thoroughly considered.  So that... I 
must needs say, I had rather that [Walton’s Polyglot, despite its 
usefulness], and all works of the like kind, were out of the world, than that 
this one opinion [of the recent origin of the points] should be received, 
with the consequences that unavoidably attend it.174  

Although Owen’s fear of the consequences of the adoption of a non-authoritative view of 

the points is manifest in his Integrity and Purity of the Hebrew and Greek Text of the 

Scripture, with considerations on the prologomena and appendix to the late “Biblia 

Polyglotta,” he presented a scholarly and gentlemanly rebuttal to Walton, and asserted 

the fixation of the points by “the men of the great synagogue, Ezra and his companions, 

guided therein by the infallible direction of the Spirit of God... [although he did] not 

oppose them who maintain that they are coevous with the letters— which are not a few of 

the most learned Jews and Christians.”175  Walton published a rather vitriolic and abusive 

reply, The Considerator Considered, in 1659.  Neither side seemed to decisively win the 

day;  although the Enlightenment zeitgeist assisted the anti-vowalists over time, their 

antiquity found a continuing chain of advocates such as Joseph Cooper,176 Samuel 

Clark,177 Whitfield,178 and John Gill.179  Indeed, arguments for the originality of the 

                                                
174  pg. 92, Of The Integrity and Purity of the Hebrew and Greek Text of the Scripture, with 
considerations on the prologomena and appendix to the late “Biblia Polyglotta,” John Owen, in The Works 
of John Owen, vol. 9, ed. William H. Goold & Charles W. Quick, Philadelphia, PA:  Leighton Publications, 
1865. 
175  pg. 89, ibid.  Owen also presents and argues for his view of the points on pgs. 495-533 of his 
1661 Biblical Theology:  A History of Theology from Adam to Christ, or the Nature, Origin, Development, 
and Study of Theological Truth, in Six Books, in which are examined the origins and progress of both true 
and false religious worship, and the most notable declensions and revivals of the church, from the very 
beginning of the world.  With additional discussions on Universal Grace, the Rise of the Sciences, 
Bellarmine’s Roman “Notes of the Church,” the Origin of Writing, the Antiquity of the Hebrew Language, 
and its Vowel-Pointing, Translations of Sacred Scripture, Jewish Rites, and Other Matters (Morgan, PA:  
Soli Deo Gloria, 1994 trans. from Latin by Stephen P. Westcott), which exercitates upon these matters in a 
manner meet for its very Puritan, and gargantuan, title. 
176  His dissertation is entitled Domus Mosaicae Clavis, sive Legis Septimentum; in quo punctorum 
Hebraicorum adstruitur antiquatas; eaque monia, cum accentualia tum vocalia ipsis, literis fuisse coaeva, 
argumentis, undiquie petitis demonstratur.  Quae adducuntur, multa cum fidelitate examini subjiciuntur et 
diluntur, &c. London, 1673. (pg. 59, “Life of Elias Levita,” Ginsburg). 
177  An Exercitation concerning the original of the chapters and verses in the Bible;  wherein the 
divine authority of the points in the Hebrew text is clearly proved by new and intrinsic arguments. London, 
1698 (cited in ibid.). 
178  A Dissertation on the Hebrew Vowel-Points, showing that they are an original and essential part 
of the Language. Liverpool, 1748 (ibid.). 
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points continued into the nineteenth century and beyond.180  C. D. Ginsburg, translating 

and commenting on Levita’s Massoreth Ha-Massoreth in 1867, stated that the 

controversy started by Levita “cannot be said to have as yet fully subsided.”181   Thomas 

H. Horne of St. John’s College, Cambridge, in his 1868 An Introduction to the Critical 

Study and Knowledge of the Holy Scriptures, discussed the vowel controversy and 

affirmed that the Masoretic origin of the points “is now generally received, although 

some few writers of respectability continue strenuously to advocate their antiquity.”182  

                                                                                                                                            
179  Gill, John, A Dissertation concerning the Antiquity of the Hebrew Language, Letters, Vowel 
Points, and Accents, London, 1767; see also pgs. xxx-xxxii, Gill, John, Sermons and Tracts, vol. 1, 
Streamwood, IL:  Primitive Baptist Library, 1981, reprint of the 1814 printing. 
180  “In the first half of the eighteenth century, Schultens and Michaelis could still hold the view that 
some of the points antedated the Masoretes, and even the great synagogue.  (Whitfield, A Dissertation on 
the Hebrew Vowel-Points, writes (pg. 32):  “Schultens seems to think, some few Additions may have been 
made, to the ancient Punctuations . . . but he rejects, with Contempt, the Opinion of the Novelty of the 
whole System of the prsent Points, as a manifest Absurdity.  And in his Dissertation on the Grammatical 
Regimen and Variation of the Points, he treats them all, not excepting Sheva and the Chatuphs, as 
originally essential to the language;  notwithstanding what is noted above.”)  Whitfield continues in his 
description of the state of the controversy up to his day, “against Elias Levita, Capellus, Walton, etc. we 
need not blush to place the two Buxtorfs, Father and Son, (who may, not improperly, be stiled the Restorers 
of Hebrew learning) Leusden, sometime Professor of Hebrew at Utrecht, and Author of the, then, most 
perfect Edition of the Hebrew Bible; Vander Hooght, who has improved upon Leusden, and given the 
World the most correct and beautiful Impression of the Hebrew Bible ever published;  to which we may 
add the very learned Gagnier, late Professsor of Arabic at Oxford, and the most learned Scultens, in the 
same Character at Friesland, who have, with a great many others, strenuously aasserted the Antiquity of the 
Hebrew Points” (pg. 288, A Dissertation on the Hebrew Vowel Points).  Eichhorn placed the origin of the 
points after Ezra, but before the Talmud, Jerome, and the Masorites, and credited the latter only with 
finalization and codification.  It appears to have been left to Gesenius and Hupfeld—as late as 1830—to 
settle the argument finally in favor of a Masoretic origin of the vowel points” (Richard Muller, Post-
Reformation Reformed Dogmatics, vol. 2, pg. 431).  However, even in 1830 the conflict was not over, 
although the pre-Christian vowel point position was becoming a strongly minority view, as it was 
thoroughly impalatable to higher critics, evangelicals were abandoning the strict views on inspiration by 
dictation and the verbal, plenary preservation of the textus receptus advocated in works such as Owen’s Of 
the Divine Original, Authority, Self-Evidencing Light, and Power of the Scriptures;  with an Answer to that 
Inquiry, How We Know The Scriptures to be The Word of God, and his Of the Integrity and Purity of the 
Hebrew and Greek Text of the Scripture, (pgs. 13-139 in vol. IX, The Works of John Owen, ed. Gould, 
William H, & Quick, Charles W., Philadelphia, PA:  Leighton Publications, 1865) and Francis Turretin’s 
Institutes of Elenctic Theology to contend simply for the verbal, plenary inspiration of the autographs and 
allow for lower criticism, after the fashion of the Old Princeton theology;  the bibliological basis of the 
coeval point position was thus no longer defended.  Furthermore, the pro-points minority had no champion 
to discover new philological, historical, and archeological arguments for their view, as they did in the 
Reformation with the Buxtorf’s, so they had to argue from a more strictly presuppositional and theological 
viewpoint, which limited their audience to those who would consider such a method.  See footnote #3. 
181  pg. 44, “Life of Elias Levita,” Ginsburg. 
182  pg. 6, Horne, Thomas Hartwell, An Introduction to the Critical Study and Knowledge of the Holy 
Scriptures, vol. 2, Boston, MA:  Littell and Gay, 1868.  Horne states that “Bishop Marsh, (Lectures, part ii. 
pp. 136-140) has enumerated the principle writers for and against the vowel points.” (pg. 10, ibid.).  This 
work by Marsh, while difficult to find, is at least theoretically extant and available. 
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Horne still maintained that Hebrew was the original language.183  Indeed, copying Horne, 

even the Catholic writer A. E. Breen in his 1897 A General and Critical Introduction to 

the Study of Holy Scripture stated that “By some... learned men... the origin of the 

Hebrew vowel points is maintained to be coeval with the Hebrew language itself:  while 

others assert them to have been first introduced by Ezra after the Babylonian captivity... 

some few writers of respectability continue strenuously to advocate their antiquity.”184  

However, while apologetic for the inspiration of a pointed text did not cease in the 

Reformation era, but has continued even to the present day, in the eighteenth century the 

anti-vowelists seized the dominant position, which they have since maintained. 

 Despite the greater sympathy of Walton for Levita’s position than Cappel’s, those 

who followed him in asserting the novelty of the vowels tended to do exactly what John 

Owen had feared;  the points were widely rejected as modern, useless or worse than 

useless, and entirely unauthoritative, and the practices advocated in Cappellus’ Critica 

Sacra185 of profligate conjectural emendation and the downgrading of the Hebrew text in 

favor of ancient versions multiplied rapidly.  Two alternative schools of interpreters 

arose, both of which undermined Biblical authority.  The first, and less radical, 

considered that “the Masoretic punctuation is an interpretation of the text made by the 

Jews, probably not earlier than the eighth century, and that, accordingly, our public 

translations... close copies of the Hebrew pointed text, are in reality only versions at 

second hand, translations of the Jews’ interpretation of the Old Testament”186  and the 

Hebrew text itself “is considerably injured, and stands in need of frequent emendation.”  

It put great weight upon early versions and made conjectures based on flights of fancy 

that greatly undermined the authority of Scripture.  Advocates included Archbishop 

Secker and Drs. Durell, Judd, Lowth, Blayney, Newcome, Wintle, Horsley, Good, and 

Boothroyd.187  The second yet more radical school, maintained that the Jews designedly 

                                                
183  George Sayles Bishop, contributor to The Fundamentals, similarly maintains that Hebrew was the 
original language, and provides strong arguments in favor of it, based on his Christian presupposition of 
inspired autographs of the Bible.  See pgs. 38-42, The Doctrines of Grace. 
184  Breen, A. E., A General and Critical Introduction to the Study of Holy Scripture, Rochester, NY:  
The John P. Smith Printing House, 1897, pg. 387. 
185  Cappel’s theories and their problems are discussed on pgs. 117-123 of Turretin’s Institutes. 
186  quoted from Preliminary Dissertation to his translation of Isaiah; see pg. 59-60, “Life of Elias 
Levita,” Ginsburg. 
187  pg. 60, ibid. 
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corrupted the Hebrew through the insertion of the points and letters, and that, as “their 

last shift to change their evasions of the truth,” they made “the words different from what 

they were, or of another root, or of another signification, than the words would have been 

without pointing in the context.”188  To this school belonged William Romaine (1714-

1795), friend of Whitefield and chaplain to the Countess of Huntingdon, along with 

Bishop Horne,  Parkhurst, and others.  The idea of learning the Hebrew language without 

employing the points at all spread widely.189   

 John Moncrieff, professor of Oriental Languages at the Andersonian University, 

who argued in his 1833 Essay on the Antiquity and Utility of the Hebrew Vowel Points 

that the sounds of the points, marked in the text in some manner, were authoritative and 

pre-Christian, even if the current signs were invented by the Masorites, lamented:   
Without anticipating any evidence which may be advanced, or any 
judgment to which we may be led on the question, as to the authenticity of 
the Vowel-Points, I hesitate not to affirm, that the great indifference which 
has, for a considerable time, prevailed, to acquire any critical knowledge 
of the Hebrew language, has been, not only because many public Teachers 
have been averse to teach it in any other way than according to the letters, 
but have boldly proscribed the method of reading with the Vowel-Points, 
in the language of bitter ridicule, and magisterial condemnation... The 
practice of exclusively teaching the language by means of the letters alone, 
in so many of our Seminaries, when viewed in connexion with the 
acrimonious and condemnatory language, employed against the other 
method of reading, has not only produced in students an aversion to be 
qualified to judge with discrimination on the vital question, as to the 
antiquity of the Vowel-Points, and other questions connected with the 
Language;  but there is reason to believe that this resolutely exclusive 
course of procedure, has had the unhappy influence, though no doubt far 
from what was intended, to produce a great indifference, with many who 

                                                
188  pg. 153, The Covenant in the Cherubim, so the Hebrew writings perfect.  Alterations by Rabbies 
forged.  Shewing the evidence for the Scriptures;  that Christianity was exhibited to Adam, invisibles by 
visibles;  past and to come by types;  by Cherubim, Urim, Thumim, Sacrifice, Cloud, &c.;  that the Jews 
and Gentiles understood them;  that the tradition was of the things typified.  That though they understood 
the tradition even of the covenant before the world, they had perverted the intent of it.  That the alterations 
and stories of the Jews, after they had lost their types and Hebrew, are not traditions, but studied evasions 
to expositions of inspired Christians, &c., and to support their apostasy.  That the grammatical formation 
of the Hebrew, which is descriptive, so gives proper names, cannot admit vowel-pointing, nor Mr. 
Masclef’s method,” by John Hutchinson (1674-1737), in his Collected Works, vol. vi., p. 153.  London, 
1749, quoted in pg. 60, ibid.  The title supports the negative view Hutchinson of the points established by 
the quotations. 
189  As, i. e., Horne suggests, pg. 10, Introduction to the Critical Study and Knowledge of the Holy 
Scriptures. 
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are professionally occupied with Theology, to acquire any knowledge of 
this original language, even in its very first principles.190  

Moncrieff pleaded that teachers, regardless of their view of the points, at least teach their 

students what they were, had to defend the existence of the Hebrew dual, attack the anti-

point reading paradigm then in vogue, which led to countless bizarre and false 

vocalizations, and argue that “Not only some of the best ancient translations, but our own 

excellent authorized version, and some other comparatively modern translations into 

other languages which are held in high esteem, have been executed according to the 

present written system of punctuation, because all these translators held this system to be 

of the greatest utility and essential to the integrity of the text, even though some of them 

held that it was only a traditional reading, however correct, before the time which was 

fixed upon for the invention and notation of these written signs, of which the system is 

made up... [t]he fullest, most critical, and every way the best Lexicons and Grammars of 

the Hebrew language, in more ancient or later times, have been executed on the principle 

of having a strict regard to the reading according to the Vowel-Points...”191  While 

Moncrieff does make positive arguments for the antiquity of the points from passages in 

Josephus, Philo, the LXX, and other ancient witnesses, the overriding purpose of his 

composition is less his readers’ adoption of the position of Buxtorf on the points than a 

desire that the simple fundamentals of Hebrew grammar and syntax be taught and prized 

against rampant alternative systems of vocalization that wreaked havoc upon the text.  He 

needed to defend the Hebrew Bible’s mere coherence against those who were concluding 

otherwise from their opinions of the lack of authority of the points, and would doubtless 

have rejoiced to see Hebrew teachers return merely to the position of Levita from the 

wanderings Owen had warned them against and Cappellus had led them to.  The growth 

of anti-vocalizing criticism in England as a result of the Reformation debate led to severe 

negative consequences. 

 

IV. Conclusion 

 

                                                
190  pg. 6-7, Moncrieff, John, An Essay on the Antiquity and Utility of the Hebrew Vowel-Points, 
London, England:  Whittaker, Treacher, and Arnot, 1833. 
191  pg. 5, ibid. 
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 A consideration of the origin, inspiration, and authority of the Hebrew vowel 

points has tremendous bibliological and hermeneutical significance;  controversy 

surrounding them generated great heat in the Reformation and post-Reformation eras and 

is, indeed, still with Christiandom today, when atheistic presuppositions plague much of 

the study of the historiography and philology of Hebrew and dominate both higher and 

lower biblical criticism.  While the current customary evangelical position on the points 

is less destructively radical than the extremes that appeared in England after the common 

adoption of Cappel’s textual critical philosophy, seventeenth century theological 

orthodoxy, with its general acceptance of a dictation view of inspiration and its 

confidence in the verbal, plenary preservation and authority of the available Biblical 

textus receptus, both in Hebrew and Greek, which provided a strong theological support 

for the doctrine of the originality and authority of the Hebrew vowels, is generally 

abandoned—so the problem of the multivocality of the text for the evangelical supporter 

of Sola Scriptura remains.  Without some manner of theological presuppositions about 

the preservation of the Hebrew text, beyond a simple acceptance of the inspiration of the 

autographa, is assurance of an authoritative and available revelation from God, as sure as 

the audible voice of the Father that Peter heard on the Mount of Transfiguration (2 Pet 

1:16-21), possible?  Can we say “Thus saith the LORD” without adding “unless there is a 

variant”?  Perhaps the fundamentalist, KJV-only advocates of the verbal, plenary 

preservation of the textus receptus and the prophetic authorship of the Hebrew vowels 

have a point after all. 
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I. Introduction 
 
 In modern times, unlike in past centuries,192 there is something close to a 
consensus among both theological liberals and evangelicals that the vowel points of the 
Hebrew Old Testament were added by a group of scribes called the Tiberian Masorites 
somewhere between A. D. 500-1000. 193   However, among certain groups of 

                                                
192  Compare the essay “The Battle Over the Hebrew Vowel Points, Examined Particularly As Waged 
in England,” by Thomas Ross, for an examination of the historical debate over the inspiration of the 
vowels.  The essay is available at http://faithsaves.net/bibliology/. 
193  The position explained in the sentence above will be referred to elsewhere in this paper as the TM 
position.  TM will thus be shorthand for “Tiberian Masorite(s).”  Similarly, TMT will be employed to refer 
to the words “Tiberian Masorite Theory,” the view that a school of Masorites at Tiberias invented the 
Hebrew vowels found in the Old Testament.  The view that the vowel points were given to the writers of 
Scripture by inspiration will be referred to as the IV position, that is, the “Inspired Vowels [Position].”  
Also, the Hebrew Textus Receptus, the 1524-1525 2nd Rabbinic Bible edited by Jacob ben Chayyim, and 
more specifically the Hebrew Old Testament underneath the English King James Version, will be referred 
to as the MTR, the “Masoretic Textus Receptus.”  Avocates of the IV typically believe the MTR is a 
perfectly preserved representative of the autographs, along with the edition of the Greek Textus Receptus 
edited by Scrivener that exactly replicates the Greek New Testament underlying the King James Bible.  The 
Hebrew text printed by the Trinitarian Bible Society (Holy Bible:  The Holy Scriptures in the Original 
Languages: Mybwtk Myaybn hrwt, 1894/1998, Bomberg/Ginsburg ed. H KAINH DIAQHKH, 
Beza/Scrivener, 1894. London, England:  Tyndale House/Trinitarian Bible Society, 1894/1998) is the MTR.  
This printed text represents “Jacob ben Chayim’s Massoretic Recension, printed by Bomberg, at Venice, in 
the year 1524-5. . . . No variations, however strongly supported by Hebrew Manuscripts and Ancient 
Versions, are introduced into the Text itself, which has been compiled strictly in accordance with the 
Massorah collected from the Manuscripts.  . . . All variations are relegated entirely to the margin” (pg III, 
Preface, Introduction to the Massoretico-Critical Edition of the Hebrew Bible, Christian D. Ginsburg. 
London: Trinitarian Bible Society, 1897).  This edition of the Hebrew Old Testament “[by] Jacob ben 
Chayim, a Jewish Christian . . . became the standard edition of the Hebrew Old Testament.  It was the first 
to present a complete Masorah—the Masoretic notes on the text—and was the second Rabbinic Bible, the 
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fundamentalists, notably those that defend the Authorized Version and its underlying 
Hebrew and Greek Received Texts, affirmations of the inspiration of the Hebrew vowel 
points are still made today.  Advocates for the inspired vocalization of the Hebrew text 
make a variety of arguments from Scripture itself for their position.194  The analysis 
below sets forth certain evidences outside of the realm of the presuppositions of the 
verbal, plenary inspiration and preservation of Scripture in favor of the inspiration of the 
Hebrew vowels.  It also critically examines the main arguments employed in favor of the 
hypothesis that the vowels were added centuries after the completion of the canon by the 
Tiberian Masorites.  It should thus be viewed as an evidentialist supplement to the 
presuppositional arguments for the inspiration of the vowels made by modern defenders 
of the Received Text and the Authorized Version.195 
                                                                                                                                            
only authorized Masoretic recension, becoming in time the ‘textus receptus’ of the Old Testament.  It has 
been reprinted in numerous editions over the past four hundred years and was used as the basis for the Old 
Testament for many Reformation-era translations such as the English Authorized Version and the Dutch 
Statenvertaling, as well as many versions up to the present day” (preface to the The Holy Scriptures in the 
Original Languages: Mybwtk Myaybn hrwt, 1894/1998, Bomberg/Ginsburg ed. H KAINH DIAQHKH, 
Beza/Scrivener, 1894).  Other abbreviations, such as MS for manuscript or MSS for manuscripts, and K/Q 
for Kethiv/Qere, are also employed.  A facsimile of the actual 1524-1525 MTR is available for download at 
http://faithsaves.net/bibliology/.  It should be noted, however, that the MTR that underlies the KJV is not in 
every jot and tittle exactly the same as the text of the 1524-1525 Ben Chayyim text—e. g., Joshua 21:36-37 
is not present in the 1524-1525 edition (cf. pg. 48, vol. 2 of the 1524-1525 facsimile): “R. Jacob ben 
Chajim has omitted vv. 36 and 37 from his Rabbinical Bible of the year 1525 as spurious, upon the 
authority of Kimchi and the larger Masora; but upon insufficient grounds, as these verses are to be found in 
many good MSS and old editions of an earlier date than 1525, as well as in all the ancient versions, and 
could not possibly have been wanting from the very first” (footnote #53 to Joshua 21:36-37, in Keil & 
Delitzsch, Commentary on the Old Testament. elec. acc. Christian Library Series, vol. 15: Classic 
Commentary Collection). 
194  For a book length exposition of Scriptural evidences for the inspiration of the Hebrew vowels, see 
One Tittle Shall in No Wise Pass: Destroying the Scholarly Myth that God did not Inspire the Vowels of the 
Old Testament, Chester W. Kulus.  Cleveland, GA: Old Paths Publications, 2009.  A brief analysis is also 
found in this work in “Appendix II: A Sampling of the Biblical Evidence for the Inspiration of the Hebrew 
Vowels.” 
195  The author of this paper is committed to the inspiration and inerrancy of every word dictated by 
the Holy Spirit in the canon, as well as to the verbal, plenary preservation of those inspired words in the 
Old and New Testament Received Texts.  He recognizes that the testimony of Scripture itself on any topic 
is absolutely certain and authoritative, and uninspired evidence is by no means comparable to the testimony 
of the Word revealed from heaven.  Nevertheless, in the analysis below the question of the inspiration of 
the Hebrew vowels is addressed from the viewpoint of uninspired historical evidences, not because they are 
in any way equivalent to the testimony of Scripture itself, but to supply a gap in the current debate over the 
vowels’ inspiration. 
 The evidentialist perspective adopted in this essay does not mean that verses from the Bible will 
not be analyzed—if, for example, Matthew 5:18 refers to a Hebrew vowel in its reference to the “tittle” or 
keraia, the text provides evidence that the vowel points were extant in the first century A. D., even apart 
from the fact of the inspired declaration of the Lord Jesus Christ in the passage. 
 It should also be stated that the evidences adumbrated below are merely preliminary and are 
intended to provoke further discussion and examination.  Even apart from the epistemological fact that 
Scripture alone, not history, is infallible truth, no claim is advanced that the historical and uninspired 
arguments and evidences below are all irrefutable. 
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II. Evidence for the Inspiration of the Hebrew Vowels from the New Testament 

 
 In Matthew 5:18, the Lord Jesus declared, “For verily I say unto you, Till heaven 
and earth pass, one jot or one tittle shall in no wise pass from the law, till all be 
fulfilled.”196  Similarly, in Luke 16:17, He stated, “And it is easier for heaven and earth to 
pass, than one tittle of the law to fail.”197  In Matthew 5:18, the “jot” speaks of the 
smallest Hebrew consonant, the yod (y),198 and the tittle or keraia (kerai÷a) refers to the 
smallest Hebrew vowel, a single dot, the chireq ( I ).  The Christ’s promise is that not a 
single stroke or dot, not the smallest vowel or consonant, would fail in the entire Hebrew 
Old Testament.  The fact that the Lord Jesus states that a single dot, the smallest Hebrew 
vowel, would not pass from the Law, and His evident recognition of the equality of the 
Hebrew vowels and consonants, evidences the equal inspiration of both the consonants 

                                                
196  aÓmh\n ga»r le÷gw uJmi √n, eºwß a·n pare÷lqhØ oJ oujrano\ß kai« hJ ghv, i˙w ◊ta e ≠n h£ mi÷a kerai÷a ouj 
mh\ pare÷lqhØ aÓpo\ touv no/mou, eºwß a·n pa¿nta ge÷nhtai. 
197  eujkopw¿teron de« e˙sti to\n oujrano\n kai« th\n ghvn parelqei √n, h£ touv no/mou mi÷an kerai÷an 
pesei √n. 
198  It should be noted that the teaching by the Lord Jesus that the yod is the smallest Hebrew 
consonant also validates the traditional square Hebrew letters found in the Masoretic text.  The Samaritan 
letters, which much of modern scholarship erroneously affirms are older than the square script, contain a 
large yod, not a diminutive one.  Matthew 5:18 only makes sense if the Son of God refers to the square 
character.  One notes that in Isaiah 9:6 the word “increase,” hbrMl, has a final mem in the middle of the 
word.  The Masorites noted hbyt oxmab hmwts m, that is, “Shut Mem in the middle of the word” (see 
Commentary on the Prophet Isaiah, vol. 1, John Calvin, on Isaiah 9:6, trans. William Pringle, footnote 
#135, elec. acc. Albany, OR: AGES Digital Software Library, 1998.)  Since Samaritan characters do not 
have final letter forms, this text provides evidence that the square Hebrew characters are original.  One 
notes as well that Nehemiah 2:13 has an open m at the end of a word. George Bishop (pgs. 57-59, The 
Doctrines of Grace) provides further strong evidences for the originality of the square character.  One notes 
also that only a “few Qumran manuscripts are in . . . Paleo-Hebrew [the Samaritan character], but the 
majority of biblical texts from Qumran and later are in the Jewish [traditional square] script” (An 
Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, Bruce Waltke & M. O’Connor. Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 
1990; 1.5.3d).  Specifically, there are 190-1 texts in the traditional square character and only 12 in the 
Samaritan script (pgs. 104-105, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, Tov).  Furthermore, “the texts 
written in the paleo-Hebrew [Samaritan] script do not belong to the earliest group of the Qumran scrolls” 
(pg. 106, ibid.).  Both the most ancient extant Hebrew MSS, and the overwhelming majority of the oldest 
MSS, are in the traditional Hebrew square script.  “Except for a small number of framentary Qumran 
biblical manuscripts . . . [t]he characters of our printed Bibles, as well as those of all known manuscripts, 
have [the] square script” (pg. 19, A Grammar of Biblical Hebrew, Joüon & Muraoka).  Thus, the actual 
evidence of Biblical MSS is consistent with the Scriptural data affirming the originality of the traditional 
square Hebrew script, and the affirmation of the originality of the Samaritan letters is based upon the 
unproven assumptions of theological liberalism. 
 One notes also that the alternative non-Tiberian punctuation called Syro-Palestinian or Samaritan 
“is not certainly marked in Hebrew texts other than Samaritan” (pg. 196, “Biblical Punctuation and Chant 
in the Second Temple Period,” E. J. Revell,  Journal for the Study of Judaism, Vol. 7:2) and should not in 
any way be preferred or accepted alongside of the punctuation in the MTR as a representation of the 
inspired originals. 
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and the vowels of the Hebrew text, while also clearly evidencing that the Hebrew vowels 
were already extant, not added close to a millennium later, as asserted by the TMT.  If not 
a single dot or stroke would pass from the Law, then not only would not a single chireq, 
but other vowels of several dots (as E  R  T  U  O V ), the other vowels which are formed of 
lines, that is, of dots together forming lines (as A  D ), those that are combinations of dots 
and lines (as S   F  ),  and likewise the accents, many of which are composed of several 
dots (as Y # ›  and so also ¯ ˘ :‹ ` &  ™  etc.) would not pass from the Law.  Thus, the Author 
of Scripture testified to the existence, inspiration, and preservation of the Hebrew vowels 
and accents in the first century. 
 The use of keraia for single dots and minutia is evidenced in a variety of 
extrabiblical documents.  For example, Dio Chrystostom wrote, “if anyone should go to 
the building where your public records are kept and erase one tittle of your law, or one 
single syllable of a decree [kerai÷an no/mou tino/ß h£ yhfi÷smatoß mi÷an mo/nhn 

sullabh\n ėxalei÷fein] . . .”199  Similarly, Plutarch wrote of “quibbling over syllables 
and tittles [zugomacei √n peri« sullabw ◊n kai« kerai÷a].”200  Philo, writing of one who 
corrupted various Greek documents, stated, “He was exchanging, altering and turning up 
and down the letters, according to the syllables, but rather even each tittle 
[uJphlla¿tteto metapoiw ◊n kai« metatiqei«ß kai« stre÷fwn a‡nw ka¿tw ta» 

gra¿mmata, kata» sullabh/n, ma◊llon de« kai« kerai÷an e̊ka¿sthn].”201  Here the 
word is used for something less than a letter, such as an accent mark or similar minutia.  
Hence the standard New Testament Greek lexicon202 lists the texts above from Philo, Dio 
Chrysostom, and Plutarch under the category of keraia in the sense of “accents and 
breathings.”  The Liddell-Scott lexicon states that the keraia can refer to a “mark placed 
over [a] letter to indicate length,”203 and categorizes not only, among other extra-Biblical 
texts, the reference to Plutarch above in this category, but also Matthew 5:18 and Luke 
16:17 themselves.  Pasor’s Greek lexicon states that the keraia refers to “an apex, a point.  
Matthew 5:18. mi÷a kerai÷a ouj mh\ pare÷lqhØ . . . a single apex shall not pass out of the 
law.  By which is meant here a point.  Therefore vowel points existed in the time of 
                                                
199  Dio Chrysostom 31, 86.  Compare the English translation in Dewey, A. J. “Quibbling Over Serifs: 
Observations on Matt 5:18/Luke 16:17.” Forum (Jesus Seminar) 5.2 (1989) 109–20, for this and the 
following two references. 
200  Moralia 1100A (vol. 14).  The work is easily accessible in the English translation with Greek in 
parallel columns by Benedict Einarson & Philip H. DeLacy in the Loeb Classical Library. 
201  Flaccus, 131. 
202  A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and other Early Christian Literature, Frederick 
William Danker, ed., 3rd. ed. (BDAG). Chicago, IL:  University of Chicago Press, 2000. 
203  kerai÷a, in the Supplement, Liddell, H. G. & Scott, R. Greek-English Lexicon, 9th ed., New York, 
NY: Oxford University Press, 1996. 
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Christ, and [they are] not, as certain ones are pretending, a recent invention.”204  The 
view that the tittle referred to a specific particle is also found in the first centuries of 
Christian history.205  There is consequently a reasonable case for seeing the word keraia 
in Matthew 5:18; Luke 16:17 as a reference to and a promise of the preservation of 
already extant Hebrew vowels and accent marks. 
 Indeed, the Greek word keraia (kerai÷a) has, by some,206 been specifically 
derived from the Hebrew vowel chireq (qRryIj), as a Greek transliteration of this Hebrew 
word. They then conclude that, as the chireq is a single dot, the smallest of the Hebrew 
vowels and one from which all the rest can be derived, the Lord Jesus affirmed the 
inspiration and preservation of all the Hebrew consonants and vowels through His 
statement that not the smallest of the consonants (the yod) or vowels (the chireq) would 
be corrupted.  For this specific connection of chireq to keraia to be valid, j must be the 
equivalent of k, yI equivalent to e, r equivalent to r, R  equivalent to ai, and q equivalent 
to a. 
 There are several ways in which one could argue for an equation of j with k.  
First, one notes that the letters sound similar.  Second, one notes that at times207 Hebrew 

                                                
204  Pasor, George, Lexicon Graeco-Latinum In Novum domini nostri Iesu Christia testamentum, ubi 
omnium vocabularum Graecorum themata indicantur, & untraque tam themata quam deriuata grammatice 
resolvuntur. London: Apud Iohannem Billium, 1621, trans. cited from pgs. 310-311, One Tittle Shall In No 
Wise Pass, Chester W. Kulus. 
205  For example, Augustine declared, “[A]s to what He says, “One iota or one tittle shall in nowise 
pass from the law,” nothing else can be understood but a strong expression of perfection, since it is pointed 
out by means of single letters, among which letters ‘iota’ is smaller than the others, for it is made by a 
single stroke; while a ‘tittle’ is but a particle of some sort at the top of even that. And by these words He 
shows that in the law all the smallest particulars even are to be carried into effect. After that He subjoins: 
“Whosoever, therefore, shall break one of these least commandments, and shall teach men so, he shall be 
called the least in the kingdom of heaven.” Hence it is the least commandments that are meant by ‘one iota’ 
and ‘one tittle’” (Augustine, Our Lord’s Sermon on the Mount, Book I, Chapter 8, trans. from A Select 
Library of the Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church, ed. Philip Schaff. Edinburgh: T & 
T Clark. Elec. acc. Oak Tree Software, Inc.).  While Augustine, who appears to have been ignorant of the 
Hebrew tongue, does not specifically say that the tittle is a Hebrew vowel, he does state that it is a 
particular and distinct sort of particle, not to a serif or to part of a letter, as the TMT interpretation of 
Matthew 5:18 affirms. 
206  Pgs. 107-108, A Dissertation Concerning the Antiquity of the Hebrew Language, Letters, Vowel-
Points, and Accents, John Gill. elec. acc. John Gill Collection, Paris, AK: Baptist Standard Bearer, 1999.  
Also pgs. 51-54, A Brief Memoir of the Life and Writings of the Late Rev. John Gill, D. D., by John Rippon 
(elec. acc. John Gill Collection, ibid.). Compare also pgs. 330-339, One Tittle Shall in No Wise Pass: 
Destroying the Scholarly Myth that God did not Inspire the Vowels of the Old Testament, Chester W. 
Kulus.  Cleveland, GA: Old Paths Publications, 2009.  The argument of this paragraph is significantly 
dependent upon these sources, although there is some significant independently investigated information. 
207  Of course, k is not the only letter which j is transliterated into, as will be verified by even a 
cursory comparison of, e. g., the Hebrew Bible and the LXX.  One also notes that there are a variety of 
textual-critical and translation questions, the answers to which are uncertain, that influence the rendition of 
Hebrew words and names in particular in MSS of the LXX. 
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words beginning with j are transliterated in Greek with k;  the city Nä∂rDj, for example, is 
called karra of by various Greek writers, such as Ptolomy and Hadrian. 208  
Furthermore, Josephus transliterates the word as karran in Antiquities 1:16:1:244.  One 
can compare also qRl#Ej / Kelez (Joshua 17:2), hDv √ráOj/ KainhvØ (1 Samuel 23:15-16, 18-19) 
in the LXX for further examples of a j/k interchange.  Third, the equivalence of both j 
and k with c, and of k with k, can be used to establish the equivalence of j and k.209 
 There are also places where yI   is transliterated as e.  For example, in 1 Samuel 
14:50 r´nyIbSa is transliterated as Abennhr.  Note also 1 Samuel 26:6, yAvyIbSa/Abessa, 1 
Samuel 28:7, rwíø;d Ny¶Eo/Aendwr, 1 Chronicles 1:31, vy™IpÎn/ Nafeß.  Further arguments can 
be given to demonstrate the possibility of such a transliteration.210 
 The Hebrew r is usually transliterated as r.  A few of the many examples of this 
equivalence are Joshua 13:25, hD;bår/Rabba, Jeremiah 39:3 (46:3, LXX) 
g$Dm_bår/Rabamag, and Nehemiah 7:50 h¶DyDa √r/Raaia.  The transliteration of r to r is self-
evident. 
 At times, R  can be equivalent to ai.  In 2 Samuel 3:5, h™Dl ◊gRo is transliterated 
Aigla, in Joshua 12:12 Nwøl ◊gRo becomes Ailam, and in Joshua 13:31 yIo®r √dRa becomes 
Edraiœn. 
 Finally, q would have to be equivalent to a. Gill argues for this equivalence as 
follows: 

[Having already equated] the first and principle syllable in the word ker, [then] 
there is only q at the end of the word to be accounted for: and that and h, in some 
languages, are used promiscuously:  as in Behek and Behah.  Besides, in the 
Chaldee or Syro-Chaldean language, used in Christ’s time, and before, the same 
word, which ends in aq, ka, has the termination of ky, aa, or aia.  Thus araka is 
read araa in the same verse, Jeremiah 10:11, and then, put all together, and you 
have the word keraa or keraia.211 

                                                
208  Pg. 51,  Brief Memoir, John Rippon. 
209  This method is employed and documented on pgs. 333-334 of One Tittle Shall In No Wise Pass, 
Kulus.  Kulus’ conclusion is as follows:  “[S]tep one, j (ch) = c (ch); from step two, k (k) = c (ch); and 
from step three, k (k) = k (k); therefore, by two substitutions, j (ch) = k (k).” While this sort of multiple-
step equation of letters, as employed by Kulus, is here mentioned, it is not a very strong or effective method 
of argument.  If one can find instances of direct transfer of Hebrew letters into Greek, this multiple-step 
method is unnecessary.  If one cannot find instances of direct transliteration of Hebrew into Greek, then the 
multiple-step conclusion is very dubious. 
210  Compare Kulus, One Tittle Shall No Wise Pass, pg. 335. 
211  Pg. 52, A Brief Memoir of the Life and Writings of the Late Rev. John Gill, D. D., by John Rippon 
(elec. acc. John Gill Collection).  Gill’s argument is more convincing than the reasoning of Kulus on pgs. 
336-337 of his book.  Indeed, Kulus’ method of equating transliterated letters with each other through 
substitution is not especially convincing.  Direct transliteration is far superior methodologically. 
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Gill’s point is verified in the Aramaic of Jeremiah 10:11, where the words rendered the 
earth, a™Dq √rAa in the first instance of this English phrase in the verse but a¢Do √rAa in the 
second, in both cases in exact parallel to aD¥yAmVv, form an exact parallel and demonstrate 
the equation of the sounds in question.  Gill’s contention is also consistent with modern 
studies in the development of the Aramaic language.  The standard lexicon for Biblical 
Hebrew212 discusses the interplay in the Hebrew form X®rRa and the Aramaic forms oårSa 
and qårSa in Old, Egyptian, Imperial, Jewish, and Christian Palestinian Aramaic and other 
cognate tongues.  
 Based on the connection of kerai÷a to qRryIj, Gill argued: 

Now as our Lord refers to the least Letter (Yod) in the Hebrew language, and 
from which all the other letters are derived, as some learned men have observed, 
this being a part and branch of each of them; so it need not be wondered at, that 
he should refer to the least Point in that language, from which all the rest come. 
And, indeed, though the Points are represented as very numerous, yet there is but 
one point in the whole language, and that is Chirek [.] which is diversified, or 
placed in a different position.  Thus Patach is only Chirek diteted [written out in a 
line]; Kametz is that in a cluster; Segol is three of them set in a triangle; Tzere is 
two of them in a direct line; and Sheva is two more in a perpendicular one; and 
Kibbutz is three of them placed obliquely; and, when placed in the middle of Vau, 
or above that, or another letter, it is either an u or an o. And the like observations 
may be made on all the compound vowels.213 

Gill’s argument concerning the vowels could be extended to the accents as well.  Thus, 
an etymological derivation of kerai÷a from qRryIj gives evidence for the existence of the 
Hebrew vowels at the time of Christ. 
 While one could raise a variety of objections, some of which are quite 
significant,214 to the direct equation of the words kerai÷a and qRryIj, the argument is 
substantive enough to deserve consideration, although it is by no means certain.  Even 

                                                
212  The Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament, Ludwig Koehler & Walter Baumgartner, 
trans. & ed. M.E.J. Richardson. Leiden, The Netherlands: Brill, 2000.  See the articles on qårSa and oårSa.  
The lexicon lists a substantial number of further sources for those who wish to pursue the comparison 
further. 
213  Pg. 51-52, A Brief Memoir of the Life and Writings of the Late Rev. John Gill, D. D., by John 
Rippon (elec. acc. John Gill Collection).  Gill goes on to mention further evidence for the equation of 
keraia and chireq, including this specific rendering in Hutter’s Hebrew version of the New Testament.  He 
also poses problems for Capellus’ equation of the keraia with “the corniculated apices, pricks, or spikes 
upon the tops of some letters” as “not in use in [Christ’s] time,” and which, besides, are not actually 
constituent parts of the word. 
214  Representative problems in the derivation include:  1.) The fact that the connections between the 
letters of kerai÷a and qRryIj in Greek and Hebrew that must be equivalent are frequently not the most 
common or obvious.  2.) The absence of documentary evidence for the Hebrew word qRryIj in other 
writings of the time period.  3.) The more apparently natural derivation of kerai÷a from ke÷raß, giving it 
the significance of “little horn.”  



 180 

without such a direct derivation, extrabiblical Greek demonstrates the clear propriety of 
employing kerai÷a for a single point or dot.  It is thus an appropriate word to designate 
the Hebrew vowels and accents, for Gill’s observation that the chireq is the smallest of 
the Hebrew vowels, and the one from which all the others are derived, retains its validity 
even apart from the specific question of the correctness of his argument based on 
transliteration. 
 The view of the TMT that the keraia of Matthew 5:18 and Luke 16:17 refers to the 
strokes that differentiate Hebrew consonants such as r and d possesses certain 
objections.215  While BDAG states that the word can refer to a “part of a letter, a serif,” it 
does not provide any unambiguous examples of this category of usage.  The lexicon gives 
references from the Sibylline Oracles216 where keraia refers to a complete letter and 
places all other listed examples in the category “accents and breathings.”  If the keraia in 
Matthew 5:18 and Luke 16:17 really refers to parts of the Hebrew consonants in the Old 
Testament, rather than to the vocalization of the text, the vowels and accents, why does 
BDAG, the standard lexicon for Koiné Greek, not reference a single instance of keraia as 
part of a letter in the Koiné?217  This fact would support the IV view that the references by 
                                                
215  There are other interpretive options given by TMT advocates.  For example, Günther Schwartz 
(“i˙w ◊ta eºn h£ mi÷a cerai÷a.” Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 66 (1975) 268–69) 
concludes that the keraia is the w, although he also says, “Was dagenen kerai÷a bedeutet, ist nich so 
sicher.”  
216  Keraia is found in Sibyl 5:21, 24-25, 28, 37-38, 40, 42; 12:39, 50, 101, 125; 13:84.  In none of 
these verses does it refer to a serif or to part of a letter—in each instance a complete letter is signified, e. g., 
5:21, “who will have his first letter of the number of three hundred,” o¢ß te trihkosi÷wn aÓriqmw ◊n 
kerai÷hn e˙pi« prw¿thn. 
217  Nonetheless, Lampe’s Patristic Greek Lexicon lists a significant number of examples to support 
the definition that the word keraia can refer to “the small projection occurring in strokes of certain Hebrew 
letters such as differentiates b from k.”  A good number of the examples listed appear ambiguous, but the 
example from Eusebius Commentarius in Ps. 33:1 (Migne, 23.292C) appears to provide definite support for 
this definition.  This quotation refers to “confusion between Abimelech and Ahimelech (LXX 1 Reg. 21:1; 
Ps 33:1),” that is, to the fact that the Hebrew text in 1 Samuel 21:2 reads JKRlRmyIjSa, while in Psalm 33:1 
(Eng. Psalm 34 title) it reads JKRlRmyIbSa, while the LXX reads Abime/lec in both instances (as it does in 1 
Samuel 21:3, 9; 22:9, 11, 14, 16, 20; 23:6; Psalm 52:2). Note, however, that the LXX follows the 
Hebrew JKRlRmyIjSa in 1 Samuel 26:6; 30:7; 2 Samuel 8:17; 1 Chronicles 24:3, 6; 24:31 writing Acime/lec.  
Note also that the Hebrew actually distinguishes between a j and a b, not a k and a b, but the question at 
hand is not the accuracy of Eusebius’ exegesis, but the sense he gives to the word keraia.  With reference to 
this confusion, Lampe’s Lexicon records that Eusebius wrote:  para« . . . th«n omoio/thta touv stoicei/ou 
touv bh«q . . . kai« touv ca«f diafo/rwß exedo/qh tou‡noma: scedo«n ga«r eºn kai« tau˙to/n e˙sti ta« du/o 
stoiceiva, bracuta/thß kerai/aß no/nhß enallattou/shß.  The quotation, with more context, is Kai\ 
tau √ta pa/nta pe/praktai, dio/ti hlloi/wse Daui\œœœœœd to\n tro/pon au˙touv h£ to\ pro/swpon au˙touv 
e˙nw/pion ˙Abime/lec.  ˚H twvn Basileiwvn Grafh\ ˙Acime/lec perie/cei: e˙nallaghvß stoicei/ou 
genome/nhß, ou˙de\n dei √ kinei √sqai: para« ga/r th«n omoio/thta touv stoicei/ou touv bh«q par’ 
Ebrai/oiß kaloume÷nou kai« touv ca«f diafo/rwß exedo/qh tou‡noma: scedo«n ga«r eºn kai« tau˙to/n 
e˙sti ta« du/o stoiceiva, bracuta/thß kerai/aß no/nhß enallattou/shß.  The sense of the text in 
English is: “And when all these things were done, David changed his manner or his face before Abimelech.  
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the Son of God to the keraia would be to the vowels and accents of the Hebrew Bible.  
The IV advocate would affirm that to equate the keraia of the Gospels with part of a 
Hebrew consonant appears to be a way to avoid the natural evidence of the text for both 
the existence and inspiration of the Hebrew vowels.218 
 

III. Extra-Biblical Evidences for the Inspiration of the Hebrew Vowel Points From 
Uninspired Ancient Documents Composed Before the Time Required by the Tiberian 

Masorite Theory 
 

 In addition to the argument for the points from the New Testament, advocates for 
the inspiration of the Hebrew vowels employ a variety of arguments from other 
documents in favor of their inspiration.  A selection of representative evidences will be 
presented.219  Various documents that predate the time allowed by the TMT evidence the 
existence of the vowel points.  For example, the Talmud contains statements that are very 
incongruous if only an unpointed text existed.220  The Babylonian Talmud states: 
                                                                                                                                            
Or the Book of Kings contains Ahimelech, nothing being necessary to set in motion a disorder of the letters.  
For by the Hebrews the likeness of the letter bet and kaph being called [is great], the name being given out 
differing.  For the two letters are almost one, the smallest tittle only being changed.” 

While this appears to give support for Lampe’s categorization, one could argue that his 
specification of the nearness of the two stoicei √on indicates that Eusebius refers to the differentiation in 
sound between the two letters in question, rather than to the difference in shape between the letters b and k, 
since stoicei √on refers fundamentally to the sound of the letter, rather than to the letter itself, especially 
since the Hebrew text does not contain a k, but a j.  One could then allege that the translation above should 
replace the word letter with something such as: “For the two letter sounds are almost one.”  The stoicei √on 
would then designate the similarity in sound between the b and the k.  Against this attempted rebuttal, one 
notes that the word stoicei √on definitely comes to designate actual letters as well as sounds, whatever the 
case might be about its original use.  Thus, this response may be a stretch.  One who wished to attempt to 
deny the etymological possibility that the word keraia in Scripture as a reference to a b/k sort of distinction 
would do better pointing out that Eusebius wrote around three hundred years after the composition of the 
gospels, and that the sense of keraia in this Eusebian sense should be established by evidence from earlier 
centuries. 
 To acquire a more definitive view of the keraia, a thorough examination should be made using the 
Thesaurus Linguae Graecae.  
218  While the evidences above provide, in the mind of this author, substantial evidence for the 
superiority of the IV view to the TMT position on Matthew 5:18 and Luke 16:17, one who wishes to deal 
with the question more conclusively should, as noted above, do a study of kerai÷a in the Thesaurus 
Linguae Graecae.  This writer has not conducted such an analysis (nor did he verify the single listed 
reference that appears to favor the TMT in Liddell-Scott’s Greek Lexicon), but he commends such a study 
to his readers as a worthy of further investigation, or, perhaps, a useful dissertation topic for an enterprising 
preservationist scholar. 
219  This writer does not claim originality for most of his arguments.  They may be found in the variety 
of the works of the numerous advocates of the inspiration of the Hebrew vowels, a significant sampling of 
which are mentioned in “The Battle Over the Hebrew Vowel Points, Examined Particularly As Waged in 
England,” by Thomas Ross. 
220  The texts below are by no means the only relevant citations.  Whitfield, for example, writes: 
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“For Joab and all Israel remained there until he had cut off every male in Edom” 
(1 Kings 11:16). 
When Joab came before David, he said to him, “How come you did it this way 
[killing only the males]?” 
He said to him, “Because it is written, ‘You shall blot out the males [rDkÎz] of 
Amalek (Deuteronomy 25:19).’” 
He said to him, “What is written is not ‘males,’ [rDkÎz] but ‘remembrance.’ [rRkEz the 
reading of the MT]” 
He said to him, “But I was taught to read, ‘male [rDkÎz].’” 
Joab then went to his teacher.  He said to him, “How did you teach me to recite 
the verse?” 
He said to him, “Male [rDkÎz].” 
Joab pulled out his sword and proposed to kill him. 
The teacher said to him, “What are you doing?” 
He said to him, “Because it is written, ‘Cursed be he who does the work of the 
Lord negligently’ (Jer 48:10).” 
He said to him, “Let it be enough for you that I am cursed.” 
He said to him, “It also says, ‘Cursed be he who keeps his sword back from 
blood’ (Jeremiah 48:10).” 
There are those who say that he killed him, there are those who say he did not kill 
him.221 

The differences between rDkÎz and rRkEz  have been supplied; the actual Hebrew Talmudic 
text, at least as currently extant,222 is unpointed.  Thus, the sentences actually read, “What 
                                                                                                                                            

The Talmudic Treatise of Vows [mentions that] R. Johannes expounds the Mishna thus:  That it 
was lawful for a Man to take a Reward for teaching the Use of the Accents Mymof qwsyp rkv, 
notwithstanding he was, by Vow, obliged not to teach the Law for Reward. . . . [T]he [Talmudic 
tractate] Massecheth Berachoth [states that a certain bodily function was to be performed with the 
left hand, not his right hand, according to R. Nachman and R. Akiba], because [‘]with the Right-
hand the Points belonging to the Law are shewn[’] . . . hb harmv ynpm arwt ymof. . . . [The 
Talmudic tractate] Massecheth Chagiga, upon those words Exodus 24:5 . . . [comments that the 
word] Myrp Oxen [does not] . . . have relation to both the preceding Words Burnt Offerings and 
Peace Offerings [because] . . . Mymof qwsypl of the Division of the Sentence, by the Accent 
(meaning the Athnach) after the Word tølOo. (pgs. 245-245, A Dissertation on the Hebrew Vowel-
Points) 

Whitfield concludes, “from these Remarks, I think I might affirm the Certainty of the Existence of the 
points, before the writing of those Books[.]” 
221  Babylonian Talmud, Baba Bathra 21a-b, English translation and commentary by Jacob Neusner.  
Peabody, MA: Hendrickson: 2006. elec. acc. AGES Digital Software Library.  English translation is 
slightly adjusted.  Compare the translation in An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, Bruce Waltke & 
M. O’Connor,   (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1990) 1.6.3 (pg. 26). 
222  “[S]ome of the Jewish Writers assert, that both the Targums and other early Writings of the Jews, 
particularly the Mishna, were writ with the Points;  and they say the same of the Talmuds themselves;  
particularly because of the monstrous Absurdity of their Directions for the different reading of pariliteral 
Words . . . [(As ‘Y]ou are not to read rkz, but you must be sure to read rkz, Deuteronomy 25:19.  You 
must not read Kynb, but you must read Kynb, Isaiah 54:13.  You must not read Mcw, but you must read Mcw 
Psalm 50:23[.’)] . . . which no Man of common Sense could be guilty of;  and they thence . . . conclude the 
Authors had the Points” (pgs. 259, 266, Whitfield, A Dissertation on the Hebrew Vowel-Points). 
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is written is not rkz but rkz. . . . He said to him, ‘But I was taught to read, rkz. Joab then 
went to his teacher.  He said to him, ‘How did you teach me to recite the verse?’ He said 
to him, ‘rkz.’223 He pulled his sword and proposed to kill him.”  It is difficult to see how 
a statement such as “What is written is not rkz but rkz” makes any sense without vowels.  
For Joab to threaten to kill his teacher for teaching him to read rAkVz instead of rRkEz is 
sensible, but why he would want to put him to death for teaching him to read rkz instead 
of rkz is more difficult to explain.  The fact that a death penalty was connected in the 
Talmud to improper vocalization also demonstrates the seriousness with which the 
Judaism of the Talmudic period took the necessity of employing the correct vowels of 
Scripture.224  Similarly, the Talmud records elsewhere, “Said Mar Zutra, “Read the verse 
[Deuteronomy 31:12] as though the vowels yielded not, that they may learn [dml in the 
Qal], but that they may teach [dml in the Piel].’ R. Ashi said, “Certainly it is ‘that they 
may teach [dml in the Piel],’ for if it should enter your mind that the meaning is ‘that 
they may learn’ [dml in the Qal] with the result that if one cannot speak he cannot learn 
and if one cannot hear he cannot learn, all that follows from that they may hear.’ So it 
most certainly is to be read, that they may teach [dml in the Piel].”225  Declarations such 
as: “Read the verse as though the vowels yielded not dml but dml . . . [c]ertainly it is 
dml [instead of dml]. . .  for if it should enter your mind that the meaning is dml [bad 
consequences would follow] . . . it most certainly is to be read dml” are difficult to 
understand if vowels were not already extant.  One notes also the specific mention of 
“vowels” in the verse.  Statements such as the two above—the number of which could be 
multiplied226—support the contention that vowels were already extant in the Hebrew text 
of Scripture at the time of the composition of the Babylonian Talmud. 

                                                
223  The ambiguity here is evident from the fact that the Neusner translation translates rkz here as 
“remembrance” (rRkEz), while on pg. 26 of An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax (by Bruce K. Waltke 
& M. O’Connor.  Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1990), a reference to the same Talmudic passage points 
the word as male, rAkVz.  One who, to defend the TMT, affirms that the ambiguity between rAkVz and rRkEz in 
the Talmud could be resolved by a comparison with the actual Hebrew Old Testament text would seem to 
run into the affirmation that the Hebrew text was vocalized at the time of the Talmudic record, which was 
presumably exactly what was to be avoided to maintain the TMT. 
224  Of course, the point of the quotation is the evidence concerning the points from the Talmudic 
period, not the historical accuracy of the Talmudic record.  Joab did not quote the yet unwritten book of 
Jeremiah. 
225  Bavil Tractate Hagigah, 2aII:3:b-c. 
226  See the examples given on pgs. 78-81 of John Gill’s A Dissertation Concerning the Antiquity of 
the Hebrew Language, Letters, Vowel-Points, and Accents (elec. acc. John Gill Collection, Paris, AK: 
Baptist Standard Bearer, 1999). 
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 Similar declarations are contained in the Jerusalem Talmud.  For example, the 
Tractate Shabbat227 reads, “Rab said, [At Mishna Tractate Shabbat 11:2B]228 one should 
read not ‘exempt’ [rwfp] but ‘permitted.’ [rwfp] . . . said R. Yohanan, ‘One should read 
here [At Mishna Tractate Shabbat 11:2K]229 not “exempt,” [rwfp] but “permitted.” 
[rwfp].’”  This would be a strange declaration if only unpointed texts were involved. 
 Furthermore, the Babylonian Talmud affirms that Scripture was written with 
vowels and accent marks, thus also evidencing their existence in the time of its own 
composition:  “Qohelet [Solomon] was wise, he also taught the people knowledge 
[Ecclesiastes 12:9]. . . He taught them the accent signs [Mymof ynmys].”230  Similarly, the 
Jerusalem Talmud records, “‘They read from the book, from the law of God, translating it 
and giving the sense; so they understood the reading’ (Nehemiah 8:8) . . . ‘and giving the 
sense’—this refers to the accents.”231  The Babylonian Talmud states, “R. Iqa bar Abin 
said R. Hananel said Rab said, ‘What is the meaning of the verse, “And they read in the 
book in the law of God, distinctly, and they gave the sense, so that they understood the 
reading” (Nehemiah 8:8)?  “And they read in the book in the law of God . . .”—this refers 
to Scripture; “distinctly”—this refers to the translation into Aramaic; “ . . . and they gave 
the sense”—this refers to the division of sentences; “so that they understood the 
reading”—this refers to dividing accents [Myrpws wyh].”  Others say, “To the correct 
vowels [twrwsm].”232  Along these lines, Elias Levita, the first modern opponent of the IV 
view, noted concerning these texts: 

[A]ccording to the opinion of most men, Ezra the Scribe, and his associates, who 
were the men of the Great Synagogue, made the Massorah, the vowel-points, and 
the accents through all the Scriptures.  In support of this, they insist that the 

                                                
227  Tractate Shabbat 25:68:A:1, B2 (11:2).  Translation from The Jerusalem Talmud: A Translation 
and Commentary, Jacob Neusner. Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2008. elec. acc. AGES Digital Software 
Library. 
228  r…wfDÚp wøzAl wøΩzIm qérwøΩzAh ◊w fyIvwø;mAh ◊w MyI;bårDh t…wv √rI;b wøz d‰g‰nVk wøz <t…wa> ∂rV…xwøAxq yE;tVv “Two balconies 
opposite one another [extending] into the public domain— [H]e who stretches out or throws [an object] 
from this one to that one is exempt.” (11:2B-C) 
229  r…wfDÚp NaE;kyIm t…wjAÚp byÎ¥yAj MD;bÅ…g lAo NEtwø…nAh ◊w MRhEm lEfwø…nAh “[H]e who takes [something] from that 
area or who puts something onto that area is liable. [If they were] less than the stated measurements he is 
exempt. (11:2J-K) . 
230  Bavili Erubin 2:4A-BI.1:V.18:A-B.  The second half of the translation comes from pg. 163, 
Introduction to the Tiberian Masorah, trans. & ed. E. J. Revell.  A reference by Rava to the written accents 
in this passage would date them to the first half of the fourth century. 
231  Jerusalem Targum Meg. 4.74d, translation from pg. 68 Tov, Textual Criticism, cf. Neusner, The 
Jerusalem Talmud, “proper articulation.” 
232  Bavli Nedarim 4:III:2:J (37B), trans. Neusner. cf. pg. 48, Jacob Ben Chajim Ibn Adonijah’s 
Introduction To the Rabbinic Bible, Hebrew & English, With Explanatory Notes, Christian D. Ginsburg 
(London: Longmans, Green, Reader, & Dyer, 1867, 2nd ed.).  Compare pg. 132, Revell, E. J., trans. & ed., 
Introduction to the Tiberian Masorah, Israel Yeivin, Chico, CA:  Scholar’s Press, 1980. 
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explanation (in Nedarim [37b]) which our Rabbins of blessed memory give of 
Nehemiah 8:8, viz., “And they read in the book, in the Law of God,” means the 
original text; “explaining it,” means the Chaldee paraphrase; “and gave the 
same,” means the division into verses; “and caused them to understand the 
Scripture,” means the dividing accents; or, according to others, it signifies the 
Massorah.233 

Indeed, all four Talmudic interpretations of Nehemiah 8:8 make reference to the 
accents.234  In addition to the mention of “vowels” and “accents,” the Babylonian Talmud 
also records, “Mar Zutra said, ‘It has to do with the punctuation of the verse [in this case, 
Exodus 24:5].”235  Punctuation is mentioned in addition to the specific references to 
vowels and accents.  What is more, “Berakot 62a mentions the use of the right hand to 
indicate the hrwt ynmys, presumably referring to the practice known as ‘cheironomy,’ 
still in use in some Jewish communities, in which a leader uses his hands to indicate to 
the congregation the accentuation of the text being chanted.”236  “Rashi’s interpretation of 
the passage [indicates] . . . that he believed that written signs [were] in existence at that 
time.”  The famous medieval Jewish scholar explained Berakhot 62a as a reference to 
“signs [pointing] in the book.”237  Furthermore, Old Testament verses are mentioned, 
counted, and their number ascribed to remote pre-Talmudic Tanaanite authority: 

Therefore the early masters were called scribes [those who numbered], because 
they would count up all the letters in the Torah.  For they would say, “the W in 
the word belly (gahon) [Lev 11:42: “whatever goes on the belly”] is the midpoint 
among all the letters of a scroll of the Torah.  The words “diligently enquire” [at 

                                                
233  Pg. 103, Massoreth Ha Massoreth, Elias Levita, trans. C. D. Ginsburg.  The footnote on this page 
reads:  “The passage quoted by Levita is from the Babylonian Talmud, Nedarim 37b, Megilla 3a. It also 
occurs with the following variations in the Jerusalem Talmud . . . [Hebrew from the Talmud omitted] . . . R. 
Seurah propounded, in the name of Hananeel, ‘they read in the book, in the Law of God,’ means the 
original text; ‘explaining it,’ means the Chaldee paraphrase; ‘and gave the sense,’ means the division 
according to the sense; ‘and caused them to understand the Scripture,’ signifies the Massoreth.  Some, 
however, say it denotes the pauses, and others heads of verses (Jerusalem Megilla iv. 1, 7b, ed. 
Krotoschin).  It is necessary to remark, that in all these passages, the expression trwsm denotes the 
traditional pronunciation of the text, and that it is not to be confounded with the technical meaning “critical 
apparatus,” which it was made to signify in after times.”  Levita, after stating that the view above is 
commonly accepted, argues for an alternative that seeks to remove these Talmudic references from the IV 
camp and makes them consistent with the TMT.  However, Levita admits that his explanation and the TMT 
view left him with great difficulties.  He wrote:  “Accordingly, I find it very difficult to make out what it 
was that Ezra wrote in the Law. . . . Forsooth this difficulty puzzled me so much for many years, that I 
mentioned it to the learned, but they could not give me any explanation of it” (pg. 106, ibid).  Accepting the 
thesis of the IV position would have solved Levita’s difficulties. 
234  Pg. 97, “The Relative Chronology of Hebrew Vocalization and Accentuation,” Aron Dotan.  
Proceedings of the American Academy for Jewish Research, 48:1981 87-99. 
235  Bavli Hagigah, 1:2:D:VIII.5:C 
236  pg. 163, Introduction to the Tiberian Masorah, trans. & ed. E. J. Revell. 
237  Pg. 97, “The Relative Chronology of Hebrew Vocalization and Accentuation,” Aron Dotan.  
Proceedings of the American Academy for Jewish Research, 48:1981 87-99.  See the source for a 
substantial quotation from Rashi in Hebrew. 
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Leviticus 10:16] mark the midpoint among the words;  the word “he shall be 
shaven” (Leviticus 13:33) marks half the verses;  in the verse, “the boar out of the 
wood does ravage it” (Psalm 80:14), the ayin of the word for forest marks the 
midpoint of all of the verses [of Psalms].” . . . Said to him Abbayye, “As to the 
count of the verses, in any event, we certainly can bring a scroll and count them 
up.” . . . Our rabbis have taught on Tannanite authority:  There are 5,888 verses in 
the Torah; the Psalms are longer by eight, Chronicles are less by eight.238 

Non-IV scholarship dates the Tannanite period to 100 B. C. to A. D. 200239—thus, the 
Talmud attests that the verses of the MTR, were not only known but counted in this 
period centuries before the arrival of the TM.  Since the verse divisions are intimately 
linked with the vocalization and accentuation of the text as, for example, the necessities 
of the soph pasuq, the athnach, their associated accents, and the vowel changes 
connected with pausal forms evidence, versification in the Tannaite period would involve 
vowels and accents then extant as well.  Furthermore, if the Tannanites practiced in 
accordance with their name (the word is derived from the Aramaic aÎn;t, “Those who 
hand down”),240 they did not invent the versification, vocalization, or accentuation of the 
MTR either—they simply handed down the vocalization and versification which they 
themselves had received. 

Modern scholarship acknowledges that “The accent signs in the MT also preserve 
a tradition. The Talmud mentions yqsÚp Mymot ‘the stops of the tΩ´{ami®m’ which were 
learned as a normal part of learning the text.”241  “As for the accents, Mymot, the word 
itself appears many times in the Talmud.”242  “In Nedarim 37a it is noted that one can 
accept pay for teaching the Mymof qwsyp.”243  Even theological modernists such as 
“Hupfeld and Riehm . . . advance [the view that] the Old Testament books were divided 
into verses, Myqwsp, even before the time [on the TMT theory] of the Masoretes . . . the 
verse bounded by soph pasuk, the placing of which harmonizes with the accentuation . . . 
[is mentioned] in the post-Talmudic tractate Sofrim[.]”244  Both the Babylonian and 
Jerusalem Talmuds provide evidence for the existence of both the Hebrew vowels and 

                                                
238  Bavili Qiddushin, 30A, trans. Neusner. 
239  Compare the article “Bath Kol,” in The Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible, Merrill C. 
Tenney & Steven Barabas eds. (Grand Rapids, MI:  Zondervan, 1976). 
240  “Talmud,” within the Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible, ed. Tenney & Barabas. 
241  An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, Bruce K. Waltke & M. O’Connor, sec. 1.6.4. 
242  Pg. 96, “The Relative Chronology of Hebrew Vocalization and Accentuation,” Aron Dotan.  
Proceedings of the American Academy for Jewish Research, 48:1981 87-99. 
243  pg. 163, Introduction to the Tiberian Masorah, Israel Yeivin. Trans. & ed. E. J. Revell. 
244  “Introduction to the Psalter,” section “The Strophe-System of the Psalms,” (esp. footnote #20), in 
Commentary on the Old Testament, C. F. Keil & F. Delitzsch, orig. pub. T & T Clark, Edinburgh, elec. acc. 
in the Christian Library Series, vol. 15: Classic Commentary Collection, AGES Library, Rio, WI: 2006. 
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accent marks at the time of their composition.  On the other hand, “there is no evidence 
whatsoever in the Talmud that accent signs did not exist before its completion.”245 
 As John Owen points out, even apart from the fact that the “Talmud itself, in 
[Tractate] Nedarim . . . doth plainly mention” the Hebrew vowels, in the overwhelming 
quantity of commentary by the Talmudists “there is not one text of Scripture to be found 
cited in the Talmud in any other sense, as to the literal reading and meaning of the words, 
than only that which it is restrained unto by the present punctuation[.] . . . [H]ow it can be 
fancied there should be no variety between our present reading and the Talmudists’ 
[reading], upon supposition they knew not the use of points[?] . . . Is it possible, on this 
supposition, [that] there should be such a coincidence between their and our present 
punctuation[?]”246  Such questions have no satisfactory answer by those who affirm, with 
the TMT, that the Hebrew vowels were invented after the time of the composition of the 
Talmud.247 
 The Jerusalem Talmud also evidences that the existence of final forms of letters 
(e. g., m/M), and thus word division, was already extant, and affirms that the use of final 
forms was given to Moses at Sinai.248  Indeed, word division is found in both the texts in 
the square script and in cursive at Qumran, and also finds support in the Moabite Mesha 
Stone (840-820 B. C.), 249  the Siloam Inscription (c. 700 B. C.), and the Ophel 

                                                
245  Pg. 98, “The Relative Chronology of Hebrew Vocalization and Accentuation,” Aron Dotan.  
Proceedings of the American Academy for Jewish Research, 48:1981 87-99. 
246  Chapter 6 (pg. 137-138), Of The Integrity and Purity of the Hebrew and Greek Text of the 
Scripture, with Considerations on the Prolegomena and Appendix to the Late “Biblia Polyglotta,” John 
Owen. elec. acc. Christian Library Series vol. 9, John Owen Collection.  Rio, WI: AGES Digital Software, 
2005. 
247  Similarly, “Quotations in the Mishnah and Gemara exhibit no material variants . . . the Targums 
also presuppose a text which deviates from (the M.T.) but slightly” (pg. 439, An Introduction to the Old 
Testament In Greek, Henry Barclay Swete, rev. Richard Rusden Ottley (New York, NY: Ktav, 1968), citing 
S. R. Driver, Samuel, pg. xxxix). 
248  “In the case of double letters of the alphabet, one writes the first ones at the beginning and middle 
of a word, and the second <final forms> at the end.  If one did otherwise, the scroll is invalid. In the name 
of R. Mattiah b. Heresh they have said, ‘<The letters> m, n, x, p, k <that appear in two forms> were 
revealed to Moses at Sinai” (Jerusalem Talmud, Meg. 1.71d, cited pg. 210, Tov, Textual Criticism); 
Neusner, Jerusalem Talmud, Tractate Megillah 1:9:II:10:A; 5:IX:10:II:10.  “The double form of Mem, 
Nun, Saddi, and Kaf . . . was declared by the prophets . . . the open mem and the closed mem—the open 
mem refers to a word that is stated in the open, the closed one, to one that is kept secret.  The bent nun and 
the straight nun—the faithful, if humble, will be straightened out. . . . The bent pe and the straight pe: an 
open mouth, a closed mouth.  The bent saddi and the straight saddi:  the righteous one is bent in this world, 
the righteous one is straightened up in the next world” (Bavli Shabbat 104A).  
249  The New International Dictionary of Biblical Archaeology, gen. ed. Edward M. Blaiklock, R. K. 
Harrison.  Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1983. Elec. acc. OakTree Software, Inc. Article “Chemosh.” See 
also the articles “Siloam Inscription,” and “Hezekiah’s Tunnel,” and, for the Ophel Inscription, M. Ben 
Dov, “A Fragment of A Hebrew Inscription from First Temple Times Found on the Ophel,” Qadmoniot 17 
(1984) 109-111 (Heb.) 
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Inscription,250 supporting the conclusion that word division and final letters were in use 
from the time when the books of the Old Testament were inspired, in accordance with the 
promise of the Lord Jesus that no consonant or vowel of the Hebrew text has been 
changed (Matthew 5:18).  Advocates of the TMT must admit that “Qumranic texts . . . 
witness to the antiquity of certain aspects of the Masorah,”251 and that “the assumption 
that the first biblical texts were written in the scriptio (scriptura) continua [without word 
division] is not supported by the evidence pertaining to the biblical texts written in the 
paleo-Hebrew [cursive] or the Aramaic (Assyrian) [square, traditional] script.” 252  
Furthermore, the parashot divisions found in the MTR are also supported by the textual 
division in the Qumran scrolls, while the verse divisions of the MTR are contained in 
distinctive marks in MSS of the Samaritan Pentateuch, a MS of Leviticus at Qumran, 
another Qumran MS of Daniel, and a number of ancient Greek texts.253  “Paragraphs . . . 
called pisqot or parashiyyot, are marked by spaces in the text. The pisqot seem to have 
been marked in early (Jewish) manuscripts of the Greek translation, showing that they 
were a feature of the text before the turn of the era. . . . the Bible was divided into verses 
in talmudic times, since there are halakot (legal findings) which depend on this feature. . . 
. Column and line divisions [such as for] “songs” in the Torah are written in a distinctive 
format, described in the Talmud.”254  Similarly, the “pa®seœq . . . is pre-masoretic and . . . 
existed long before the Masoretes [lived according to the TMT].”255  The “pisqot seem to 
have been marked in early (Jewish) manuscripts of the Greek translation, showing that 
they were a feature of the text before the turn of the era [that is, they were extant in B. C. 
times].”256  
 The Talmud clearly speaks of the Kethiv/Qere distinction and other textual 
distinctions considered Masoretic, and traces them to Moses at Sinai.257   
                                                
250  Pg. 209, Tov, Textual Criticism. 
251  Pg. 632, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, Waltke & O’Connor. 
252  Pg. 209, Tov, Textual Criticism. 
253  Pgs. 50, 210-11, ibid. 
254  Pg. 633 (38:1c) Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, Waltke & O’Connor. 
255  Pg. 59, Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar, Wilhelm Gesenius. 
256  Waltke & O’Connor, Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, 38:1b. 
257  Along those lines, up until quite recently the Kethiv/Qere were “by all writers, allowed to be, at 
the least, nearly as old as the Times of Ezra;  and by many of the ancient Jewish Writers they are taken to 
be as old, as the Text, to which they belong” (pg. 286, Whitfield, A Dissertation on the Hebrew Vowel-
Points). 

Note as well that a variety of explanations can be made by IV advocates (following the standard 
harmonizing practice of old Jewish interpreters such as Kimchi) to explain the existence of both the Kethiv 
and Qere readings.  For example, Whitfield explains the three instances in Psalm 71:20 where the Kethiv wIn 
is to be read as yˆn by writing:  “I cannot think it probable, three Mistakes of the same kind could, any how 
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Said R. Isaac, “The correct text of Scripture deriving from the scribes, the 
embellishments of the letters derived from the scribes, the words that are read in 
the text not as they are spelled out, the words that are spelled out but not read—all 
represent law revealed by God to Moses at Sinai.” 
“The correct text of Scripture deriving from the scribes”:  These are the words in 
Hebrew for land, heaven, Egypt [where the tone vowels are lengthened, but 
nothing in the lettering indicates this change (Freedman)];258 . . . 
“. . . The words that are read in the text not as they are spelled out”:  “Euphrates” 
in “as he went to recover his border at the river [Euphrates]” (2 Samuel 8:3); 
[bytk, rDh…DnA;b, yrq, :tá∂rVÚp_rAh ◊n`I;b] “man” in “And the counsel of Ahithophel . . . 
was as if a man had inquired of the oracle of God” (2 Samuel 16:23); [bytk, 

lAaVvˆy, yrq, vy™Ia_lAaVvˆy]  “come” in the verse, “Behold the days [come] says the 
Lord that the city shall be built” (Jeremiah 31:38) [bytk, My¶ImÎy, yrq, My™IaD;b My¶ImÎy]; 
“for it” in the verse, “let there be no escape for it unto me” (Jeremiah 50:29) 
[bytk, _yIh ◊y, yrq, ‹;hDl_yIh ◊y];  “unto me” in the verse, “all that you say unto me I 
will do” (Ruth 3:5) [bytk, yñîrVmaø;t, yrq, y™AlEa yñîrVmaø;t]; “unto the floor” in the 
verse, “and she went down unto the floor” (Ruth 3:6) [N®róO…gAh d®r™E;tÅw]; “to me” in the 
verse, “and she said, these six measures of barley he gave to me, for he said to 
me” (Ruth 3:17) [bytk, r ∞AmDa, yrq, y$AlEa r ∞AmDa]—all these represent the words that 
are read in the text not as they are spelled out. 
“ . . . The words that are spelled out but not read”:  The word “pray” in “Strike 
this people, I pray thee, with blindness” (2 Kings 6:18) [cf. 2 Kings 5:18, bytk, 

aÎn_jAlVsˆy, yrq, jAlVsˆy]; “these” in “Now these are the commandments” 
(Deuteronomy 6:1) [hGÎwVxI;mAh taâøz ◊w]; “let him bend” in “against him that bends, let 
him bend the bow” (Jeremiah 51:3) [bytk, JKOr √dˆy, yrq alw]; “five” in “and on the 
south side for thousand and five hundred” (Ezekiel 48:16) [bytk, vEmSj, yrq alw]; 
“if” in “it is time that if I am your near kinsman” (Ruth 3:12) [bytk, MIa, yrq 

alw].  These are the words that are spelled out but not read.259 
 The Mishna speaks of the verse divisions [MyIq…wsVÚp] of Scripture, which, as already 
indicated, are intimately associated with the vowel and accent marks, so that “[t]he 
accentuation presupposes that the biblical text had previously been divided into verses 
(MyIq…wsVÚp).”260  “He who reads in the Torah should read no fewer than three verses. He 
may not read to the translator more than a single verse, and, in the case of the prophetic 

                                                                                                                                            
happen in the Compass of one Verse.  Supposing the points as ancient as we are endeavouring to prove 
them, I believe this Diversity in this, and some other places, betwixt the reading by the Letters and by the 
points, was originally designed by the Holy Penman, perhaps to shew that the Import of the place might be 
applied to himself as a single Person, or to the Community whereof he was the Head” (pg. 198, A 
Dissertation on the Hebrew Vowel-Points). 
258  That is, that X®rRa has a pausal form of X®rDa, and that MˆyAmDv and MˆyårVxIm have dual, rather than plural 
forms, but are not duals.  The Talmud affirms that these vocalizations are from Moses on Sinai. 
259  Bavli Nedarim, 4:III:3:A-E (37B-38A), trans. Neusner. 
260  Pg. 57, A Grammar of Biblical Hebrew, Joüon & Muraoka. 
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lection, three. If the three constitute three distinct pericopae [parashot], they read them 
one by one” (Megilla 4:4).261  The Mishna even mentions the puncta extraordinaria or 
Nequodoth,262 as do even earlier sources.263  Commenting on Numbers 9:10, where an 
unusual dot is found over the letter he in the word far ( Bh%∂qOj √r), Pesahim 9:2 records,  
“Said R. Yose, ‘Therefore there is a point over the he, to tell you that it is not because it 
is really a distant journey, but even one who is anywhere outside the threshold of the 
Temple courtyard and beyond.’”264  Likewise, “In the most ancient Jewish writings, such 
as Mechilta (a commentary on Exodus, first probably compiled 90 A. D.), Sifri (a 
commentary on Numbers and Deuteronomy, compiled by Rab 219-247 A. D.), [and 
others such as Tanchuma] . . . mention is made of the tikkune Soferim.”265  The Itture 
Sopherim are mentioned in the Babylonian Talmud (Nedarim 37b-38a).266 
 The fact that the verse divisions and other markers involving vowels and accents, 
and the details of the MTR from the verses to the parashot divisions to the Kethiv/Qere to 
even the puncta extraordinaria are evident before the time the TMT avers for the Tiberian 
Masorites provides good support for the IV position. 
 The existence of the Kethiv/Qere (K/Q) centuries before the TMT theory alleges 
the vowels were invented provides further evidence for the vowels themselves, as some 
of them are very difficult to explain on the assumption of a solely consonantal text.  For 
example, in Judges 20:13, one finds in the text267 N$ImÎy ◊nI;b E V ‹…wbDa aôøl ◊w,  while the Qere 
states, bytk alw yrq ynb, that is, that the word yEnV;b is to be read, though it is not written.  

                                                
261 MIa hDvwølVv ayIbÎ…nAbw dDjRa q…wsAÚpIm rEtOy NDm ◊…g √rwø;tAl aérVqˆy aøl MyIq…w;sAp hDvwølVÚvIm twøjVpˆy aøl h ∂rwø;tAb 

aérwø;qAh 

dDjRa dDjRa Myîrwøq twø≤ ¥y≥ Iv ∂rDÚp vwølDv MD;tVvDlVv …wyDh  
262  Kelley lists a variety of theologically liberal explanations for the Nequdoth, then notes that “none 
of [these explanations] can explain every occurrence . . . [for example] the BtBRa in Genesis 37:12 defies 
explanation by any theory” (pg. 33, The Masorah of Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia).  The Nequdoth are 
listed in the halachic commentary Sifre 69 to Numbers 9:10, which seems to date to the third century A. D. 
263  “Dotan has collected many references to these points from ancient sources.  Evidence for some of 
them goes back to the second century C. E.” (pg. 33, The Masorah of Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia, 
Kelley, etc. citing A. Dotan, “Masorah,” Encyclopedia Judaica, (Jerusalem: Macmillan Col, 1971), 
XVI:1407.) 
264  X…wjAl ◊w h ∂rÎzSoDh tAÚpüqVsIaEm aD;lRa ,yaå;dÅw h ∂qOwj √rRv y´nVÚpIm aøl ,rAmOwl 'h lAo d…wqÎn JKDkyIpVl ,yEsOwy yI;bår rAmDa 
265  pg. 151, “The Vowel-Points Controversy in the XVI and XVII Centuries,” B. Pick. Hebraica, 
(Chicago, IL:  University of Chicago Press), 8:3-4 (April-June 1892).  It is worth noting, concerning the 
tiqqune soferim, that the “titles of the lists in Masoretic documents also vary.  Some of the headings have 
‘Emendations of the Scribes.’  Others bear the heading ‘Euphemisms of the Scribes.’  This title betrays the 
belief that the text was never really emended. . . . [In some texts there is] no critical evidence to support that 
an emendation ever took place” (pg. 39, The Masorah of Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia, Kelley). 
266  Compare pg. 40, The Masorah of Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia, Kelley. 
267  There are a variety of textual issues in this verse.  See the notes in the Ginsburg edition of the 
MTR. 
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Similarly, in 2 Samuel 18:20 the text contains E _lAo, indicating a Qere of N¶E;k_lAo, while 
the Kethiv simply specifies the lAo.  There are a few other passages268 where the text 
contains vowels but no consonants.  These K/Q marginal annotations are specifically 
referenced in the Talmud,269 but the notes makes little sense unless the text was pointed at 
the time the K/Q was written.270  “Had there been no points in this place [Judges 20:13], 
the marginal Note would hardly have been added;  as the Sense would have been 
sufficiently clear without it;  for the Word in the singular Number, might as well be used 
here with a Verb plural, as other Nouns collective in various Parts of the Scripture are:  
So that it will be hard to assign a Reason of the Note . . . if [one] suppose the Points not 
to have been in the Text.”271  Similar evidence for the ancient character of the vowels are 
the very rare instances272 where the K/Q specifies a word that is written but not read (yrq 
alw bytk) because it is not pointed with vowels.  A clause such as Ezekiel 48:16’s twäøaEm 

vmj v¶EmSj b‰gÁ‰n_tAaVp…w or 2 Kings 5:18’s an_jAlVsˆy and their associated textual notes 
explaining the unvocalized words are easily explicable on the supposition that the 
Hebrew vowels were extant during the time, far before the TMT theory allows, when 
these K/Q were added.273 While this handful of verses where the Kethiv/Qere note 
consonants without vowels, or vowels without consonants, are unquestionably unusual, 
the fact that these K/Q are mentioned in the Talmud strongly undermines the conclusions 
of the TMT.274 

                                                
268  “The word ynb should be placed with the vowels in the text[.] . . . This is one of ten instances 
where a word is to be read although it is not written” (Massorah magna 2745).  The ten references are 
Judges 20:13; 2 Samuel 8:3; 16:23; 18:20; 2 Kings 19:31, 37; Jeremiah 31:38; 50:29; Ruth 3:5, 17.  See pg. 
178, The Masorah of Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia:  Introduction and Annotated Glossary, Kelley, Page 
H., Mynatt, Daniel S., & Crawford, Timothy G. Grand Rapids, MI:  Eerdmans, 1998. 
269  Note the discussion of these texts quoted above in the Talmudic tractate Bavli Nedarim, 4:III:3:A-
E (37B-38A). 
270  “[T]he Ketiv/Qere notes are integral to the character of other Masoretic activity,” such as the 
vowels, yet even modernistic scholarship acknowledges that some of the K/Q “are mentioned in the 
Talmud” (pg. 42, The Masorah of Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia, Kelley). 
271  Pg. 153, Whitfield, A Dissertation on the Hebrew Vowel-Points.  Whitfield provides and argues 
from a large number of K/Q instances that “the Points were in use, and of great Antiquity and Authority, 
when the Notes Keri were added to the Margins of our Bibles” (Pg. 195). 
272  Masorah Magna 2752 (cited & translated pg. 121, The Masorah of Biblia Hebraica 
Stuttgartensia:  Introduction and Annotated Glossary, Kelley, Page H., Mynatt, Daniel S., & Crawford, 
Timothy G.) states, commenting on Ezekiel 48:16, “The word is one of eight words which are written but 
not to be read.”  Eight instances are specified, 2 Samuel 13:33; 15:21; 2 Kings 5:18; Jeremiah 38:16; 39:12; 
51:3; Ezekiel 48:16; Ruth 3:12. 
273  Some IV advocates, following the traditional Jewish interpretation, would aver that both the 
vowels and the K/Q were given by inspiration to the original authors and possess didactic significance, 
although at times an obscure one. 
274  Whitfield, on pgs. 211ff. of his Dissertation on the Hebrew Vowel-Points demonstrates the 
difficulty of accounting for the K/Q as alternative textual readings.  He gives a good number of examples of 
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 The writings of Jerome provide a variety of evidences in favor of the IV position.  
For example, in an epistle of his to Evagrius, Jerome, speaking of the history of 
Melchisedek, transliterates Genesis 14:18-20 into Latin letters.  The Hebrew text reads as 
follows: 

:NwáøyVlRo l¶EaVl N™EhOk a…wñh ◊w Nˆy¡DyÎw MRj ∞Rl ay™Ixwøh M$ElDv JKRl ∞Rm ‹q®d‹Rx_yI;kVlAm…w 
:X®r`DaÎw Mˆy¶AmDv h™EnOq NwYøyVlRo l ∞EaVl ‹M ∂rVbAa JK…wûrD;b r¡Amaø¥yÅw …wh™Ek √rDb ◊yìÅw 

:láO;kIm r™EcSoAm wñøl_NR;tˆ¥yÅw ÔKó®dÎyV;b ÔKyä®rDx N¶E…gIm_rRvSa NwYøyVlRo l ∞Ea ‹JK…wrDb…w 

Jerome’s Latin transliteration was:275 
Umalkisedeck melec Salem hosi lehem vaiain vehu Cohen leel elion: 
Vaiebarchehu vaiomar baruch Abram leel elion kone Samaim Vaarez:   
Ubaruch el elion esher migen zarecho bejadecho vaiitenlo maeser michol. 

The very great similarity between the transliteration and the vocalized MTR supports an 
IV position, rather than the concept that the points were not yet extant.  Similarly, support 
for the IV is derived from comments in Jerome’s writings such as “Fire and light are 
written with the same letters rwa, which, if they be read rwa [r…wa] signify fire, if rwa 
[rOwa] signify light.”276 

Jerome also specifically speaks of the Hebrew vowels and accents in a variety of 
his writings.277  Commenting on the word hDo…wbVv in Isaiah 65:15, he spoke of the 
“difference of accent” the word can have.  In his commentary on Ecclesiastes 12:5, he 
refers to the difference in Jeremiah 1:11-12 between déqDv and déqOv, writing that “the 
word dqv in the beginning of Jeremiah, with a change of accent, signifies a nut or 
watching.”  Commenting on Ezekiel 27:18, Jerome wrote, “Hebrew nouns have very 
different interpretations, from the difference of accent, and the change of letters and 
vowels, especially such as have their peculiar uses.”  Likewise, in his commentary on 
Jonah,278 he writes, “I am quite surprised at some translations, since in Hebrew there is no 
such close relation between letters, syllables, accents, and words.”  He comments on 
Genesis 10:33, “They point the word ‘she arose’ [as] ‘Bheqomah.’”  Furthermore, 

                                                                                                                                            
K/Q that are very difficult to account for upon this supposition, and mentions, further, that “had the Keris 
been different readings, it may seem highly probable, there would, at least in some places, have been more 
than two various readings, but there is not one such Instance in the whole” (pg. 216). 
275  See pg. 241, Dissertation on the Hebrew Vowel-Points, Whitfield. 
276  Cited pg. 241, Whitfield, ibid, from Jerome’s commentary on Isaiah 32.  The vocalizations in 
brackets have been supplied.  Jerome’s statement to read rwa not rwa makes little sense unless there was a 
way, in his autograph, of distinguishing between the two words. 
277  The quotations from Jerome’s commentaries on Isaiah, Ecclesiastes, and Ezekiel that follow are 
from pgs. 242-243, Whitfield, ibid.  The original Latin is there reproduced. 
278  The quotations of Jerome that follow are reproduced from pgs. 530-531 of Biblical Theology:  The 
History of Theology from Adam to Christ, or the Nature, Origin, Development, and Study of Theological 
Truth, in Six Books, by John Owen (trans. Stephen P. Westcott). Morgan, PA: Soli Deo Gloria, 2002. 
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commenting on Genesis 47:31, he defends the Hebrew reading of hDÚfI;m, “bed,” rather than 
“staff,” (hRÚfAm), although both alternatives have the same consonants (hfm), and a cursory 
examination279 of Hebrews 11:21 appears to reference and give support for the reading 
“staff” (rJa¿bdou) in the Genesis passage.  Jerome writes:  “In this place [Hebrews 11:21] 
some have pretended in vain that Jacob gave worship to the top of his staff [rather than 
worshipping God while leaning on his staff].  But in Hebrew it is read quite differently[;] 
in honoring his son [Jacob] gave thanks for the power granted to him, worshipping at the 
head of his bed.”  Jerome says that the Hebrew of Genesis 47:31 does not read hRÚfAm, 
“staff,” but “quite differently,” as hDÚfI;m, “bed.”  If there were no Hebrew vowels in the 
text of Genesis, Jerome’s assertion would become that the Hebrew is not read hfm, but 
“quite differently” hfm, although both “alternatives” would be exactly the same.  Jerome 
would not have gone against what appeared to be the support of the New Testament in 
Hebrews 11:21 for the reading staff if he did not have access to a Hebrew text with 
vowels that read “bed,” hDÚfI;m, instead.  The writings of Jerome evidence that a Hebrew 
text with vowels was extant in his day, far before the time the Tiberian Masorites 
allegedly invented them.280 
 The Masoretic notes themselves evidence the ancient character of the Hebrew 
vowels and accents and demonstrate that they were not added to the text centuries after 
the time of Christ any more than the consonants were.  Textual notes discuss variations in 
vowels and accents in the same manner that they discuss consonants—on the TMT 
assumption that the Masorites added the vowels and accents, it would be odd that they 
did not standardize them, but instead viewed them as authoritative and unchangeable, in 
the same manner that they did the allegedly far more ancient consonants.281  The 

                                                
279  There actually is no contradiction between the account in Hebrews and the Genesis record as 
vocalized in the MTR.  John Gill, commenting on Hebrews 11:21 in his Exposition of the Old and New 
Testament (orig. pub. 1809, elec. acc. Online Bible for Mac), explains:  “[N]or is there any necessity of 
supposing a different punctuation of Genesis 47:31 and that the true reading is not ‘mittah,’ a bed, but 
‘matteh,’ a staff, contrary to all the Targums, and the Talmud, which read ‘mittah,’ a bed, seeing it is not 
that place the apostle cites or refers to; for that was before the blessing of the sons of Joseph, but this was at 
the same time; and the apostle relates what is nowhere recorded in Genesis, but what he had either from 
tradition, or immediate revelation; or else he concludes it from the general account in Genesis 48:1-12 and 
the sense is, that Jacob, having blessed the two sons of Joseph, being sat upon his bed, and weak, he leaned 
upon the top of his staff, and worshipped God, and gave praise and glory to him, that he had lived to see not 
only his son Joseph, but his seed also, see Genesis 48:2,11,20.” Compare pgs. 96-107, Moncrieff, Essay on 
the Antiquity and Utility of the Hebrew Vowel Points. 
280  Moncrieff (pgs. 41ff., Essay on the Antiquity and Utility of the Hebrew Vowel Points) provides 
evidence from the translations of Origin and Jerome that the points were extant in their day. 
281  Masoretic citations below come from the notes in the Hebrew Old Testament published by the 
Trinitarian Bible Society and edited by Ginsburg.  This is an edition of the Hebrew Textus Receptus, the 
Ben Asher text as edited by Jacob ben Chayyim in 1524-1525.  Helps for understanding the Masoretic 
notes and other features of this edition of the Old Testament are available in the Introduction to the 
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Masoretic notes demonstrate that the vowels and accents, so far from being a recent 
addition, descended from remote antiquity, which is consistent with the IV position.  
Furthermore, there are no Masoretic notes whatever that state or hint that the Masorites 
themselves were the authors or creators of the vowel and accent system.  Representative 
notes on the points from the Masoretic notes on the Torah provide clear evidence that the 
vowels and accents existed long before the time the TMT allows. 

The note on Exodus 20:3 discusses the difference between the Ben Asher 
tradition, which has chireq, and the Ben Naphtali text, which had a segol.  The note on 
Leviticus 7:16 indicates that the Western reading (yabroml) of a word contained a 
pathach, while the Eastern reading (yajndml) was chireq.  Numbers 31:49 likewise 
distinguishes the Western and Eastern use of a dagesh, the Eastern reading being ypr, 
that is, without dagesh.  Similarly, in Deuteronomy 33:5, the Western reading (which was 
followed in the text) was yIh ◊yÅw, while the Eastern was yIhyIw, clearly indicating that both 
texts were pointed, as the consonants for both readings are the identical yhyw.  However, 
“there existed . . . as early as the third century of the Christian era . . . differences 
between the Easterns and Westerns.”282  Differences involving the vowels thus provide 
evidence for their existence at the time of the Eastern/Western division.  One also 
wonders why the Masorites would invent the points, but then act as they do in 
Deuteronomy 2:16, where they did not put a dagesh lene in the post-vocalic k in the 
rRvSaAk y°Ih ◊yÅw, choosing to leave the text different from the clearly standard rRvSaA;k yIh ◊yÅw but 
adding a textual note concerning the situation.  Genesis 43:26 has a Masoretic note 
stating that the word …wÆay ∞IbD;t has a dagesh in the a, as, indeed, it does;  identical notes 
about an a with a dagesh appear in Leviticus 23:17; Ezra 8:18; and Job 33:21.  1 Samuel 
1:6 has a Masoretic note about a dagesh in the r of ;h¡DmIo √;rAh, and notes in 1 Samuel 10:24; 
                                                                                                                                            
Ginsburg Edition of the Hebrew Old Testament, Alfred S. Geden & R. Kilgour (London:  British and 
Foreign Bible Society, 1928).  See also Introduction to the Massoretico-Critical Edition of the Hebrew 
Bible, Christan D. Ginsburg (New York, NY: Ktav Publishing, 1966 (orig. pub. London: Trinitarian Bible 
Society, 1897)).  A detailed discussion, which examines many of the Masoretic notations on the accent 
marks, is found on pgs. 176ff. of Introduction to the Tiberian Masorah, Israel Yeivin, trans. & ed. E. J. 
Revell. 

As indicated above, Jacob ben Chayyim’s “version of the Masorah, which was the first printed 
Masorah, came to be viewed as a codification of the Masorah, as if exclusively it were the standard 
Masorah (which explains why references in the older literature to “the Masorah” or “the printed Masorah” 
refer to the Masorah of the Second Rabbinic Bible” (pg. 25, The Masorah of Biblia Hebraica 
Stuttgartensia:  Introduction and Annotated Glossary, Kelley, Page H., Mynatt, Daniel S., & Crawford, 
Timothy G.,  Grand Rapids, MI:  Eerdmans, 1998).  “Jacob ben Hayyim’s edition, the first printing of the 
Masorah, was accepted as a sort of codification of it. Most of the Miqra’ot Gedolot (“Rabbinic Bibles”) 
printed from his time to our own have copied his Masorah, and the treatises on the Masorah are based on 
it.” (pg. 126, Revell, E. J., trans. & ed., Introduction to the Tiberian Masorah, Israel Yeivin, Chico, CA:  
Scholar’s Press, 1980.) 
282  pg. 118, Massoreth Ha-Massoreth, Elias Levita, trans. C. D. Ginsburg. 
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17:25; 2 Kings 6:32; Proverbs 14:10; Ezekiel 16:4; Song 5:2 note the same phenomenon.  
With TMT presuppositions, one wonders why the Masorites decided to add the extremely 
unusual dagesh to the letter Aleph or Resh in various places and then, fearing to change 
what they had just added, placed a note in the margin to warn all future scribes to not 
alter their new and novel notation as if it was a matter of high antiquity and Divine 
inspiration. 

Furthermore, the Masora discuss ancient codices of the Scripture, now lost, which 
were pointed.  On the TMT theory, it would be impossible for the TM who added the 
vowels to discuss ancient codexes which were themselves pointed.  Nevertheless, the 
Masoretic note on Genesis 2:3 explicitly states that the Hebrew text follows the 
vocalization of the ancient and now lost Jericho manuscript (Ngnm wjyryk Nk).  The note 
on Exodus 18:10 mentions that the same MS had the accent revi (oybr . . . wjyry).  
Leviticus 8:13 demonstrates that the Jericho MS had the vowel shewa, and Leviticus 
10:13; 21:10 that it had the accent gaya (ayogb . . . wjyryb).  Leviticus 25:11 comments 
on its use of zaquef qaton ( $  ).  Leviticus 26:21 comments on the sound, musical phrase, 
or accent in the MS (Mynwgn . . . wjyryb).  Numbers 4:4 and 10:21 demonstrate that 
Jericho contained the hateph qametz, Genesis 28:3 and Numbers 16:21 the tsere (yryx . . 
. wjyryb), and Numbers 34:28 the pathach (htp . . . wjyryb). The note on Deuteronomy 
25:7 even indicates that the Jericho MS had the accent geresh ( %  ) on the final syllable of 
the word rather than on the antepenult (h ∂rVo%AÚvAh), as in the reading within the text of 
Scripture itself (orlm . . . wjyry).  Deuteronomy 30:17 explicitly states that the Jericho 
MS contained the points (wjyryb . . . Ngwnm).   

The note on Exodus 21:37 indicates that bDnVgIy  was the vocalization contained in 
the ancient and now lost Hillel and Zanbuqi MSS (yqwbnzbw yllhb . . . bDnVgIy).  If the 
Hillel MS dates to the time of R. Hillel (c. 60 B. C. – A. D. 20), “the great Jewish Rabbi 
who lived immediately before the beginning of the Christian era,”283 the Masorah here 
affirm that the vowels were extant in pre-Christian times.  Exodus 30:14 proves that the 
Hillel MS had the tsere (yrxb . . . yllhb), as do Deuteronomy 3:4, 13, 14, while Exodus 
30:21 mentions the qametz.  Leviticus 5:21 shows the Hillel MS contained the pathach 
(jtpb . . . yllhb), as does Leviticus 7:7.  Leviticus 13:57 shows the manuscript had the 
dagesh (vgd . . . yllhb), and Numbers 5:30 that it had the accent revi (oybrb yllhb).  
Numbers 18:21 indicates that the document contained the shewa, and the ancient and now 
lost Mugah MS the hateph patach.  Numbers 3:27 mentions that both the Hillel and 

                                                
283  yIlE;lIh, pg. 46, Introduction to the Ginsburg Edition of the Hebrew Old Testament, Alfred S. Geden 
& R. Kilgour. 
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Zanbuqi MSS had a patach (jtpb . . . yqwbnzbw yllhb).  Exodus 25:6 evidences that 
Zanbuqi had the vowel tsere (yrxb . . . yqwbnzb), as do Exodus 29:7; 25:8; Numbers 
22:25.  Exodus 29:15 proves Zanbuqi had the patach (jtpb . . . yqwbnzb), as do 
Numbers 14:9; 20:21; 22:26.  Exodus 35:22 indicates it had qametz (Xmqb yqwbnzb), as 
do Leviticus 26:20 and Numbers 5:13; 8:13; 10:36.  Exodus 40:22 indicates both tsere 
and segol for Zanbuqi, while Numbers 14:18 indicates segol on its own (lwgsb . . 
.yqwbnzb).  Leviticus 5:5 mentions a hateph segol in the MS, Numbers 11:29 the hateph 
pathach, and Leviticus 13:10 the dagesh (vgd . . . yqwbnzb).   

Exodus 25:19 indicates that the Hillel MS pointed the word My™IbürV;kAh with a 
dagesh in the b, while Codex Mugah did not have the dagesh, and the reading of Mugah 
was also that of the MTR (vgd . . . yllhb . . . hgwm Nk).  Exodus 25:39 indicates that 
the Mugah MS had the qametz (Xmq . . . hgwmb), as does Leviticus 11:19.  Numbers 36:9 
proves Mugah had the tsere, and Deuteronomy 27:8 the segol.  Leviticus 6:19 indicates 
that Mugah contained a shewa where the Hillel MS had a hateph pathach.  Leviticus 21:8 
demonstrates that Mugah had accents, for the note mentions an instance where the 
manuscript had no ‹ , no azla (alza alb hgwmb).  Numbers 11:16 mentions a place 
where the MS lacks a gaya (hgwmb . . . ayog alb), while in Deuteronomy 1:41 the 
Masorites indicate that the manuscript contained gaya (hgwm rpsb . . . ayogb).  
Numbers 34:28 evidences that Mugah contained the mappiq (qypm . . . hgwmb), in 
contrast to the Hillel MS, which did not contain a mappiq where the Mugah MS did.  The 
note on Numbers 5:28 indicates that Mugah read h¶Do √r ◊zˆn ◊w, while Hillel read h¶DoFr ◊zˆn ◊w and the 
Jericho manuscript DhDoVr ◊zˆn ◊w.  Genesis 30:38 mentions that the ancient and now lost 
Jerusalem manuscript contained shewa and patach (jtpw abv ymlvwryb).284  The fact 
that Masoretic notes mention ancient MSS that themselves had vowels and accents is 
strong evidence in favor of the IV position and against the TMT. 

The evidence from the Masorah for the antiquity of the points is even 
acknowledged by some that reject the IV position.  For example, Geden and Kilgour, 
representing the British and Foreign Bible Society (which does not even take a stand on 
the Trinity,285 not to mention any of the other fundamentals of Biblical orthodoxy or of 

                                                
284  For further instances of similar Masoretic notes in the Torah, see also Exodus 29:8; Leviticus 
4:18; 13:3; Numbers 3:17, 19, 29, 30; 4:15, 18, 37; 6:21; 7:9; 19:18; 22:6; 26:36; 32:41; 36:2; 
Deuteronomy 24:20; 29:12; 30:7; 32:6.  Of course, such notes also occur in the other books of the Old 
Testament. 
285  The Trinitarian Bible Society was formed in 1831 because as far back as that time the British and 
Foreign Bible Society would not even require a confession of faith in the Trinity, not to mention any other 
doctrines essential to salvation. 
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orthodox bibliology) and commenting on the Masorah in their published Hebrew Old 
Testament, wrote: 

The peculiarities and anomalies of the vowel-points and accents were also 
recorded [by the Masorites], and in particular the influence of the latter on the 
quantity of the syllable.  The presence or absence of daghesh or mappiq was 
noted, where for any reason a deviation appeared from the form that was usual or 
that might have been expected.  The inference is clear therefore that the 
Massoretic scholars were not the inventors of the signs for the vowels and 
accents;  but that on the contrary these had already been so long in existence as to 
have acquired a certain prescriptive right, although inferior to the consonants and 
not inspired.286  

These writers admit that the vowels and accents were viewed as authoritative by the 
Masorites, whom they aver certainly did not invent them, contrary to the TMT, for they 
had already been in existence for so long that they had a “certain prescriptive right.”  
They then add, naturally and in accordance with the unorthodox presuppositions natural 
to the British and Foreign Bible Society, and without giving any evidence for their 
assertion, that the vowels and accents are “inferior to the consonants and not inspired.”  
Geden and Kilgour provide evidence for the antiquity of the points, and opposition to the 
TMT registered on that basis.  While the IV position is also opposed, no evidence for this 
rejection is given in their book.  It should be noted that Geden and Kilgour also affirm 
that the Masorites worked from “about the fourth to the sixth centuries of our era or even 
later,”287 so their statement that the vowels and accents had been so long in existence so 
as to acquire authority places the points a very long time before A. D. 300.  The fact that 
“Jewish tradition ascribes the beginning of the work to Moses, from and after whom it 
was carried on through an unbroken succession of wise men, until it was finally taken up 
and completed by Ezra and the members of the Great Synagogue”288 is mentioned and 
documented,289 but it is rejected for a post-Christian (but pre-Masoretic) origin of the 
                                                
286  Pgs. 51-52, Introduction to the Ginsburg Edition of the Hebrew Old Testament, Alfred S. Geden & 
R. Kilgour (London:  British & Foreign Bible Society, 1928).  On page 49, the writers affirm that “the most 
probable view” is that the TM took already extant textual annotations and put them in order, with their own 
additions, around the “sixth century A. D.” 
287  Pg. 55, ibid.  Many writers today place the work of the TM later, even as late as the tenth century.  
Since nobody knows who they were, it is possible to add or subtract centuries from the estimated times of 
their alleged invention of the points without tremendous amounts of difficulty.  Thus, Geden and Kilgour 
say that “The authors of the Massorah are termed Massoretes . . . but who they were or at what time they 
lived is uncertain” (pg. 49, ibid). 
288  pg. 49, ibid. 
289  Pirque Aboth I, 1. is cited: “Moses received the Law from Sinai, and delivered it (;hDrDsVm…w, 
u+mesara) to Joshua, and Joshua to the Elders, and the Elders to the Prophets, and the Prophets delivered it 
to the men of the Great Synagogue.”  The traditional Jewish view was that the “Men of the Great 
Synagogue did dispose the Sacred Books into three Parts, called the Law, the Prophets, and the Psalms, as 
they are reckoned up, Luke 24:44, where under the last Head are comprehended what are otherwise called 
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vowels and accents without any specific evidence being mentioned or definitive reason 
being given. 
 Comments in the Targums appear to support the IV position.  Various advocates 
of the inspiration of the Hebrew vowels290 have referenced Deuteronomy 27:8, where the 
Lord commanded Moses, “Thou shalt write upon the stones all the words of this law very 
plainly,”291 arguing that for the words to be “very plain” they must have had vowels.  
They note that the only other reference to writing plainly in Scripture is Habakkuk 2:2:  
“And the LORD answered me, and said, Write the vision, and make it plain upon tables, 
that he may run that readeth it”  (:wáøb aérwõøq X…wërÎy NAo¶AmVl twóøjU;lAh_lAo r™EaDb…w NwYøzDj bwâøtV;k 

rRmaYø¥yÅw ‹hÎOwh ◊y yˆn§EnSoÅ¥yÅw)  Why would not the way of making the Law “very plain” so that “he 
may run that readeth it” be by writing a pointed copy?  Would the people be able to 
“write upon [the stones] all the words of [the] law” (Deuteronomy 27:3) so that they 
could “keep all the commandments” (27:1) in them with an unpointed copy?  How would 
they know whether or not they were forbidden to boil goats in their mother’s milk (bDlDj) 
or fat (bRlEj), for example (Exodus 23:19; 34:26; Deuteronomy 14:21), since, without 

                                                                                                                                            
the Hagiographa, or Holy Writings[.] . . . They divided the several Books of the Scripture into greater and 
lesser sections, by Marks and Points for that Purpose. . . . They fixed the Keri Vekethib . . . [t]he Malle 
Vehhafar, or the Account of Words which are writ fully or defectively. They registered the large and small 
Letters, and such as are inverted, suspended, etc. They numbered the twvrp, the Parashas, or greater 
Divisions, the Myqsp, Pesukim, or lesser Divisions, the Words, and the Letters of the whole Scripture, and 
of every Book, which also proves, they had then some Points[.] . . . They noted what was the middle 
Parasha, the middle Pesuk, the middle Word and Letter of every Book, with a good many other critical 
Performances of less Importance;  as the Numbers of each particular Letter in every Book:  How many 
Alephs; how many Beths, etc. . . . Now is it probable, that so many Men, acted by such a Principle of pious 
Zeal, for perpetuating the certain Use and Interpretation of their divine Laws, under the Presidence of an 
inspired Person [Ezra], should take so much pains, about a great Number of, comparatively, trifling 
Circumstances, while the greatest and most essential Article of all was left undetermined, without which 
the other would be almost ineffectual?  Or is there not rather the highest Probability, that they would, in 
that Case, have, first of all, set about fixing the Vowel-points, as being, by much, of the greatest Importance 
for obtaining their End;  and as this is not usually reckoned amongst their Performances, there is the 
strongest Ground to believe that they had been perpetual [that is, given by inspiration to the original writers 
of Scripture from the days of Moses]” (pg. 263-265, Whitfield, A Dissertation on the Hebrew Vowel-
Points).  
290  See the historical analysis in “The Battle Over the Hebrew Vowel Points, Examined Particularly 
As Waged in England,” Thomas Ross (http://faithsaves.net/bibliology).  Also note pgs. 89, 250, One Tittle 
Shall In No Wise Pass, Chester W. Kulus.  A representative Jewish argument is made by R. Levi b. Joseph:  
“If any one should ask, Whence do we know that the points and accents were dictated by the mouth of the 
Omnipotent?  The reply is, It is to be found in the Scriptures, for it is written, ‘And thou shalt write upon 
the stones all the words of this law very plainly’ (Deuteronomy 27:8).  Now, if the points and accents, 
which make the words plain[,] did not exist, how could one possibly understand plainly whether  hmlv 

means wherefore, retribution, Solomon, garment, or perfect?” (Sepher Ha-Semadar, cited pg. 122-123, 
Massoreth Ha Massoreth, Levita, trans. Ginsburg). 
291 :b`EfyEh r¶EaA;b taäøΩzAh hñ∂rwø;tAh yöérVbî;d_lD;k_t`Ra MyGˆnDbSaDh_lAo ∞D;tVbAtDk ◊w.  Compare the LXX: kai« gra¿yeiß e˙pi« 
tw ◊n li÷qwn pa¿nta to\n no/mon touvton safw ◊ß sfo/dra. 
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vowels, the two words are exactly the same (blj), and there is nothing in the context of 
the texts that would prove the one or the other reading is correct? 

The IV view of Deuteronomy 27:8 finds support in the Targumim.  Targum 
Neofiti reads, “And you shall write on the stones all the words of this Torah, written, 
inscribed [qyqj, Peal passive participle, “being engraven”] and explained well [vrpm, 
Pael passive participle, “being specified” + tway, “rightly, properly”], so as to be read 
[arqtm, Ithpeel participle from yrq, thus, “to call by name”] and translated into seventy 
languages” (:Nvl Myobvb Mgrtmw arqtmw vrpmw qyqj bytk hdh htyrwa ymgtp lk 

ty hyynba lo Nwbtktw).  If the Torah was to be “engraven” and “specified” on the stones 
so that “all the words” would be able to be “called by name” and accurately translated 
into seventy languages, specific, vocalizable words, including vowels, would have been 
required.  The Targum Pseudo-Jonathan (Targum Yerushalmi I) on Deuteronomy 27:8 
reads, “And you shall write on the stones all the words of this Torah, an engraved and 
distinct writing, read in one language and translated into seventy languages” (Nynvyl 

Nyobyvb Mgrtymw Nvyl djb yrqtm vrpmw qyqj btk adj atyyrwa ymgtyp lk ty 

aynba lo Nwbwtkytw).  Here again the Targumic wording supports a vocalized text being 
engraved on the tablets.  Compare also Targum Yerusalmi II, where Fragment Targum 
Paris reads :NCyl NyobCb Mgrwtmw NCyl djb yrqtm abf Crpmw qqj btk adh 

atyrwa jbC ylym lk ty aynba lo Nwbtktw and Fragment Targum Vatican reads :NCyl 

NyobwCb Mgrwtmw yrqtm tybf Crpmw qyqj btk adh atyyrwa jbC ylym lk ty 

ayynba lo Nwbtkytw.  The very early MS AA discovered in the Cairo Geniza read: :NCl 

NyobwCb Mgrtmw NCl djb yrqtm tway Crpmw qyqj btk adh htyrwa ylm lk ty 

hynba lo Nwbtktw. (cf. also MS D).  The Targumim on Deuteronomy 27:8 support the 
interpretation that the verse refers to the inscription of the Hebrew vowels as well as the 
consonants by Moses.  They thus provide support for the existence of the vowel points at 
least at the time when, far before the TMT avers the vowels were invented, the Targums 
were created, and further evidence that Jewish tradition in the time of the Targumists 
traced the points to Moses. 

Jews who lived not long after the time the TMT affirms the vowels were invented 
affirm that the points were given by inspiration.  Abraham ibn Ezra (1089-1164) wrote, 
“Ezra the Scribe . . . [was] the divider . . . [of] the verses . . . In short, after the divider, 
there were none so wise as he was, since we see that, throughout the whole of the 
Scriptures, he never made a pause which is not in its proper place.”292  Consequently, ibn 
                                                
292  Ibn Ezra, Purity, cited pg. 125, Massoreth Ha Massoreth, Levita, trans. Ginsburg.  The quotation 
requires the existence in Ezra’s day of (at the very least) the athnach and associated accents, with which are 
associated the vowel changes involved in pausal forms. 
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Ezra declared, “You should not listen to, or agree with, any interpretation which is not 
consistent with the accentuation.”293  Furthermore, Ibn Ezra “quotes Writers before the 
Talmud in Vindication of particular Constructions of sundry Texts, which entirely depend 
upon the Necessity and Perpetuity of the Punctuation.”294  Summarizing the historical 
situation within Judaism, Moncrieff writes: 

The Jews who were contemporary with this supposed . . . Tiberian academy . . . 
and those who lived before and after the time fixed for them, tell us of the 
Targums and the Talmuds, which are still in such high repute with the nation.  
They inform us of the design for which these writings were executed, and speak 
particularly of the persons by whom they were understood to have been collected 
and drawn up.  But not one of these historians, whether contemporary with, or 
living soon after, these learned men, tell us any thing of this extensive system of 
punctuation as their invention.  The Jews of these more early times, and in 
subsequent periods, speak of Ezra [or Moses] as the author of the Vowel-Points, 
but never of the School of Tiberias.295 

If the TM invented the vowels and accents, it is unusual in the extreme that nothing about 
this invention has found its way into the historical record. 

The likelihood that a mere naturalistic oral tradition could pass down unrecorded 
but correct vowel and accent marks for millennia is most improbable, but modernist 
scholarship that dismisses the IV view out of hand generally affirms, along with its TMT 
position, that exactly this has happened: 

The Masoretic tradition, including the vowel points, represents the overall 
grammatical systems current during the period when biblical literature was being 
created. . . . [A] considerable body of evidence indicat[es] that the traditioning 
function was taken seriously and that the linguistic data of the MT could not be 
faked. . . . In addition to ancient evidence for the general validity of the MT, there 
is modern evidence, both systematic and incidental. On the whole the grammar of 
the MT admirably fits the framework of Semitic philology, and this fact certifies 
the work of the Masoretes. When in the 1930s Paul Kahle announced his theory 
that the Masoretes made massive innovations, Gotthelf Bergsträsser sarcastically 
observed that they must have read Carl Brockelmann’s comparative Semitic 
grammar to have come up with forms so thoroughly in line with historical 
reconstructions.296 Further, there are numerous individual patterns of deviation 

                                                
293  Pg. 633 (38:1c), Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, Waltke & O’Connor, citing Israel Yevin, 
Introduction to the Tiberian Masorah, ed. & trans. E. J. Ravell (Masoretic Studies 5;  Missoula:  Scholars 
Press, 1980), pg. 218. 
294  Pg. 267, A Dissertation on the Hebrew Vowel-Points, Whitfield. 
295  Pg. 26, Moncrieff, John, An Essay on the Antiquity and Utility of the Hebrew Vowel-Points, 
London, England:  Whittaker, Treacher, and Arnot, 1833. 
296  Here Waltke & O’Connor have a footnote which reads, “Barr, Comparative Philology, 217; cf. 
Rabin, “Hebrew,” 306. The apparent preservation of much apparently unrecoverable information must be 
handled with caution. Note, for example, the case of Chemosh. The MT nearly always has the form k´mos ∑, 
in agreement with the bulk of extrabiblical (mostly onomastic) evidence from the Iron Age, but the Kethiv 
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within the MT which reflect ancient phonological and morphological features of 
Hebrew known from other sources;297 yet again, numerous isolated oddities in the 
MT have been confirmed by materials unearthed only in this century. . . . The 
evidence shows that the language of the MT represents the grammar of the 
Hebrew used during the biblical period. Our stance toward the MT is based on 
cautious confidence.298 It must be shown rather than assumed to be in error; the 
burden of proof rests on the critic.299 

                                                                                                                                            
of Jer 48:7 has kmys ∑ for k´mis ∑, apparently agreeing with the Ebla texts, which know this god as Kamish 
(dka3-mi-is∑); see Pettinato, Archives of Ebla, 245, 291–92.” 
297  Here Waltke & O’Connor footnote the following: “Compare the views of Bo Johnson, 
Hebräisches Perfekt und Imperfekt mit vorangehendem w§ (Lund: Gleerup, 1979) 23.” 
298  Indeed, Tov writes, “[My] preceding analysis has surmised that [the Masoretic text], too, contains 
occasional errors. . . . It is not easy [however] to provide convincing proof of such errors . . . [t]he 
assumption of corruptions in the biblical text pervades many of the examples in this book” (pg. 9-10, 
Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible).  Thus, in line with the presuppositions of modernistic lower 
criticism, error in the MTR is assumed as a presupposition, although such errors cannot be proven.  Thus, 
despite the lack of proof, “All text critics agree that the MT contains errors in all its composite layers” 
(Waltke & O’Connor, Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, 1.6.2).  One apparently cannot be a text 
critic without believing that the MTR was composed in composite layers, and that all of these layers contain 
errors. 

When textual data actually becomes significant “at about the beginning of the Common Era” 
(Waltke & O’Connor, Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, 1.5.4), evidence for a standard Hebrew text 
is exceedingly strong.  “The seven rules of biblical hermeneutics, compiled by Hillel the Elder (fl. 1st 
century C.E.) at the time of Herod, demanded an inviolable, sacrosanct, and authoritative text. The 
exegetical comments and hermeneutical principles of tannaim (teachers of the first two centuries C.E.), 
notably Zechariah ben ha-Kazzav, Nahum Gimzo, Rabbi Akiva, and Rabbi Ishmael, presuppose that in this 
period a single stabilized text had attained unimpeachable authority over all others. . . . [In a] recension of 
the Greek Old Testament (R) found at Nah Ωal H Ωever in the Dead Sea region and dated by its editor, D. 
Barthélemy, to 70–100 C.E. . . . all the modifications of the traditional Greek text [LXX] can be explained 
by a concern to model it more exactly after the Hebrew text that ultimately crystallized as Masoretic. . . . 
Rabbinic testimony combined with the evidence of manuscripts bears witness to the existence of an official 
Hebrew text with binding authority at a time shortly after the destruction of the Temple (70 C.E.), in the 
days of Rabbi Akiva. The dominance of a text like that used by the Masoretes is amply attested by the 
Hebrew biblical scrolls discovered at Masada (occupied 66–73 C.E.) and at Wadi Murabba{at, as well as 
by the text from Nah Ωal H Ωever (occupied 132–35 C.E.). These scrolls largely lack even the minor variants 
found in the great recensions of the Greek Old Testament attributed by tradition to Aquila (based on R; ca. 
120 C.E.), Symmachus (ca. 180 C.E.), and Theodotion (ca. 180 C.E.)[.] . . . In effect, the combined 
evidence essentially supports Paul de Lagarde’s nineteenth-century view that all Hebrew medieval 
manuscripts of the Bible were descended from a single master scroll[.]” (Waltke & O’Connor, ibid.)  While 
theological modernism assumes that this single scroll that the extant evidence indicates was the source of 
all the evidence for the MTR dates “no earlier than the first century of the Common Era” (Waltke & 
O’Connor, ibid.), just as it assumes that the MTR contains errors although it cannot prove the existence of 
any, and it assumes that there were no original autographs given by inspiration at all, believers who 
recognize the truth of the perfect preservation of Scripture (Psalm 12:6-7; Isaiah 59:21) correctly recognize 
that the single scroll that was the prototype of the MTR was the infallible and inerrant autographical text 
itself. 
299  Waltke & O’Connor, Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, 1.6.3.  Waltke and O’Connor also 
mention other lines of ancient evidence for the allegedly TM vocalization of the MTR, such as that 
“Aquila’s barbaric Greek reflects the Hebrew as closely as possible; in his farrago he often supplies 
Hebrew words and forms in a vocalization close to that of the MT . . . even rare words are given in forms 
close to those of the MT.”  Aquila’s vocalization of segohates, is however, alleged to be an exception, a 
sort of anaptyxis supposedly not having yet occurred. 



 202 

Thus, “modern grammatical studies . . . show that the complexities of Masoretic study 
could not be the result of later reconstruction.”300  Indeed modern scholars who advocate 
the TMT recognize that from “the Amarna correspondence, Ugaritic texts, and other 
evidence, we can infer with reasonable confidence that before the Amarna period (ca. 
1350 B. C. E.) Hebrew possessed final short vowels, which would have differentiated 
cases with nouns and distinguished various prefix conjugations.”301  Is it not more 
reasonable to think that the Hebrew vowels and accents were always present, rather than 
to conclude that men in Tiberias invented a vocalization and accent system somewhere 
between A. D. 500-1000 that accurately reflected the grammar, pronunciation, and 
allegedly lost vowels of millennia earlier? 
 The claim that the Masorites invented the vowels sometime between A. D 500-
1000 is further problematized since even knowledgeable advocates of the TMT admit that 
“the name [of Masorite] itself went back to Mishnaic times,”302 at the very least.  Since 
the Mishna records a saying by R. Aqiba (d. A. D. 132) that “Tradition (massoreth) is a 
fence for the Torah,”303 extra-Biblical evidence places the concept of the Masorite to at 
least the second century A. D.  Furthermore, not long before the Mishna records R. 
Aqiba’s Masoretic reference, the book states:  “Moses received Torah at Sinai and 
handed it on to Joshua, Joshua to elders, and elders to prophets, and prophets handed it on 
to the men of the great assembly. They said three things: (1) Be prudent in judgment. (2) 
Raise up many disciples. (3) Make a fence for the Torah.”304  Thus, the Mishna traces the 
Masoretic concept back to Moses at Sinai.  Furthermore, inspired promises of the 
preservation of Scripture (Psalm 12:6-7) cohere with the infallible record of those with 
the position of “scribe” (rEpOs) in the Old Testament (2 Samuel 8:17; 20:25; 1 Kings 4:3; 2 
Kings 12:10; 18:18, 37; 19:2; 22:3, 8, etc.).  Prominent among these was “Ezra . . . a 
ready scribe in the law of Moses, which the LORD God of Israel had given . . . [who] 

                                                                                                                                            
 Similarly recognizing the accuracy of the vowels of the MTR, Gesenius wrote:  “[I]nternal reasons, 
as well as the analogy of kindred languages, testify in a high degree to the faithfulness of the tradition” (pg. 
39 (7i), Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar). 
300  Pg. 632 (38:1:b), Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, Waltke & O’Connor. 
301  Pg. 17 (1:5:2d), Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, Waltke & O’Connor.  Regretably, these 
scholars affirm, without any proof supplied in their grammar, that these ancient “vowels were dropped” and 
Hebrew left merely consonantal until the lost vowels were restored again by the Masorites. 
302  Pg. 211-212, Introduction to the Old Testament, Roland K. Harrison. Peabody, MA: Prince Press, 
1969 (5th ed. 1999). 
303  Avot 3:13, h ∂rOw;tAl gÎyVs t®rOw;sAm 
304  Avot 1:1:  

yEv ◊nAaVl Dh…wrDsVm MyIayIb ◊n…w ,MyIayIb ◊nIl Myˆnéq ◊z…w ,Myˆnéq ◊zIl AoUvOwhyˆw ,AoUvOwhyIl ;h ∂rDsVm…w ,yÅnyI;sIm h ∂rOw;t lE;bIq hRvm 
h ∂rOw;tAl gÎyVs …wcSoÅw ,hE;b √rAh MyîdyImVlAt …wdyImSoAh ◊w ,Nyî;dA;b Myˆn…wtVm …wwTh ,MyîrDb √d hDvlVv …wrVmDa MEh .hDlOwd ◊…gAh tRs‰nVk 



 203 

prepared his heart to seek the law of the LORD, and to do it, and to teach in Israel 
statutes and judgments. . . . [as a] scribe of the words of the commandments of the 
LORD, and of his statutes to Israel. . . . a scribe of the law of the God of heaven” (Ezra 
7:6, 10-12).  “[T]radition ascribes the first Targum to Ezra.”305  Indeed, there were among 
the Levites (2 Chronicles 34:13) “families of the scribes” (1 Chronicles 2:55).  Since 
Scripture records no post-Mosaic date when the office of scribe originated, but rather 
indicates that from the time of Moses the priests and Levites were guarding, teaching, and 
passing on the Law (Deuteronomy 24:8), and since God has declared that His Words 
would be in the mouths of His people from the time Scripture was given by inspiration to 
all eternity future (Isaiah 59:21), it is eminently reasonable to accept the Mishnaic 
testimony as accurate and conclude that there were Masorites, people who were guarding 
and passing on the Law of God, from the time that it was revealed by Jehovah at Mount 
Sinai.  This view appears far superior historically to the idea that the office of Masorite 
originated close to 1,400 years after the completion of the OT canon.  Just as there are no 
canonical references to a post-Mosaic origination of the office of scribe or Masorite, so 
there are no ancient post-Biblical testimonies to the origin of a new position or class of 
people called Masorites.  If one includes the authors of Scripture, writing inspired and 
vocalized words, not consonants alone, as the first “Masorites” for their respective books, 
and considers that their writings were preserved by the scribes in Israel from that day 
onward, it is appropriate to connect the use of the Hebrew vowels in the Old Testament 
with the Masorites.  The contrary view, that the Masorites were certain schools of men 
who invented the Hebrew vowel points when they arose centuries after the conclusion of 

                                                
305  pg. 149, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, Tov.  “Elias Levita . . . says the Masoreths were 
hundreds and thousands . . . ‘and that no Man knows when they began, nor when they shall end[.’]  Yet the 
other Jews who wrote several Centuries before him, seem unanimously to fix their beginning in the time of 
Ezra, and that the Men of the Great Synagogue, to whom was committed the Revival of the Sacred Books, 
were the first to whom that Appellation was given. . . . in the Book Megilla, it is thus written:  hlwgdh 

tsnk yvnam wnydyb trwsm hnrbd, i. e. We have this Word Masoreth from the Men of the Great 
Synagogue. . . . Now, I think it will appear highly probable, to every impartial Reader, that these Men, who 
are said to have been to the Number of one hundred and twenty, whose peculiar Business and Profession it 
was to restore the Sacred Scriptures, to their original Purity, and to guard them against all future 
Corruptions, to which they might any how appear liable, (especially from the Loss of the free Use of the 
Hebrew language) under the Direction of Ezra, a Person divinely inspired, would leave nothing material 
undone, which could be subservient to this great End;  and consequently, that they completed, at least, the 
greatest and most important Part of the Masorah.  This Work is, by the Jews, called . . . hrwth gys The 
Hedge of the Law[.] . . . But if we consider what they did for this great Purpose, we shall easily see, that 
supposing the Points to be absent from the Sacred Text, it would have been but a very poor Hedge, a 
Defense very easily broken throughout” (pgs. 262-263, Whitfield, A Dissertation on the Hebrew Vowel-
Points). 
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the canon of Scripture, has the plain testimony of both the Bible and uninspired records 
against it.  

Considering the Biblical and Mishnaic testimony to the ancient existence of the 
Masoretic idea, one notes as well that “[T]he oldest evidence for the Hebrew accent 
system [is found] in the spacing of an early Septuagint text (2nd century B. C. E.) which 
corresponds almost exactly with the accents of the Hebrew Bible.”306  In the words of E. 
J. Revell: 

[P]apyrus 957 . . . a Septuagint text of the second century BC . . . is punctuated by 
spaces corresponding almost exactly to the Tiberian accents in the Hebrew text. . . 
. [T]he scribe of Pap. 957 divided the text . . . into phrases in almost exactly the 
same way as does the accentuation of BHK [the modern printed Hebrew 
Masoretic text, specifically the 3rd edition of Kittel’s Biblia Hebraica].  One can 
only conclude, then, that Pap. 957 and BHK represent the same tradition of text 
division. . . . Pap. 957 shows that, for the Torah at least, such analysis [as is found 
in the Hebrew accents] had already reached this stage in the second century B. C.  
These facts have important implications for the history both of the reading 
traditions and of the interpretation of the Bible.307  

Furthermore, “we have definite proof, in . . . the Greek translation of the Twelve Prophets 
published by Barthélemy308 . . . of the use of punctuation . . . in the first century, to mark 
a Jewish analysis of the text of the Prophets.  Since it was worth marking in a text, this 
analysis must have been established (save perhaps in minor details) for some time.”309  
Since “scholarly research . . . which [has] gained general acceptance [affirms] that both 
the vocalization and the accentuation belong to one and the same system and 
consequently stem from the same time,”310  pre-Christian evidence for the Hebrew 
accents, combined with the dominant scholarly recognition of the unity of the 
vocalization and accentuation, results in the conclusion that the vowels and accent marks 
existed in the centuries before Christ.  Since the “vocalization and accentuation were no 

                                                
306  Pg. 29, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, Bruce K. Waltke & M. O’Connor.  Winona 
Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1990, referencing Revell, “The Oldest Evidence for the Hebrew Accent System,” 
Bulletin of the John Rylands Library 54 (1971-1972) 214-222. 
307  Pgs. 182, 197-198, Revell, E. J., “Biblical Punctuation and Chant in the Second Temple Period.”  
Journal for the Study of Judaism, 7:2, 181-198. 
308  Revell (pg. 182, “Biblical Punctuation and Chant in the Second Temple Period”) documents that 
“The MS of the Twelve Prophets was described by P. Barthélemy, O. P., in RB 60 (1953), p. 18-29, and 
published by him in Les dévancieres d’ Aquila (=VTS X, Leiden 1963).  A few more fragments of the MS 
were published by B. Lifshitz in Yediot 26 (1962) p. 183-190.” 
309  Pg. 198, Revell, “Biblical Punctuation and Chant in the Second Temple Period.”  Revell also 
mentions that the “4Q Ecclesiastes text published by Muilenberg in BASOR 135 (1954), p. 20ff., may show 
the use of punctuation by spaces in a Hebrew text” (pg. 193, ibid.) 
310  Pg. 88, “The Relative Chronology of Hebrew Vocalization and Accentuation,” Aron Dotan.  
Proceedings of the American Academy for Jewish Research, 48:1981 87-99. 
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doubt introduced at the same time,”311 but the accents existed many centuries before the 
TMT affirms, the vowels must have also existed, and have been introduced under 
inspiration by the penmen of Scripture themselves.  Modernists allege that the Old 
Testament was only coming into its final textual form in the second or even the first 
century B. C., yet works written from a similarly liberal theological perspective allow 
that evidence for the Hebrew accents and vocalization dates to the same time period.  
Bible-believers regularly reject late modernistic dates for the composition of Biblical 
books, as well as associated declarations such as that “an ‘original text’ never 
existed”312—why should they not take modernistic evidence that the vowels and accents 
were extant at the same period as the modernists allege the Old Testament was redacted, 
and conclude that the vowels and accents were extant when the Old Testament Scriptures 
were truly given perfectly by inspiration? 
 There is also no clear evidence of any kind about who, on the TMT view, invented 
the vowel points, although one would think that an event of such tremendous importance 
would have had substantial record of its occurrence.  Standard works of modernistic 
textual criticism provide no names,313 rather stating that “there is no historical account of 
the date of th[e] vocalization of the O. T. text.”314  “Already in the ninth century [A. D.], 
no knowledge as to who invented the signs was anymore in existence.”315  Even 
theologically liberal writers recognize that the “beginning of the graphic notation of 
Hebrew vowel and accent signs is shrouded in obscurity. . . . the Tiberian is a highly 
perfected system, but no previous stages of its graphemic development are known to us. . 
. .[T]here [are] no traces whatsoever of . . . previous stages of the Tiberian system[.] . . . 

                                                
311  Pg. 5, Two Treatises on the Accentuation of the Old Testament, William Wickes.  New York, NY:  
KTAV Publishing House, 1970, Treatise #2. 
312  Pg. 39, The Masorah of Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia:  Introduction and Annotated Glossary, 
Page H. Kelly, Daniel S. Mynatt, & Timothy G. Crawford.  Grand Rapids, MI:  Eerdmans, 1998. 
313  Advocates of the view that vowel points gradually evolved and were, for some reason, understood 
and accepted, likewise give no names whatever in their description of the alleged evolution (cf. pgs. 17-44, 
The Vocalization Systems of Arabic, Hebrew, and Aramaic, Shelomo Morag, where no names are 
mentioned in his detailed study of the alleged evolution of the Hebrew vowels), and even admit that various 
stages of the alleged evolutionary development have “scanty” evidence, so that “no Hebrew mss. . . . bear 
evidence” of them (pg. 17, Morag). 
314  Pg. 38 (7h), Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar, Wilhelm Gesenius.  Despite the total lack of evidence, 
Gesenius goes on to “infer” how the vowels were allegedly added.  Unfortunately, too many theological 
conservatives have uncritically adopted such speculation without recognizing that it is mere inference based 
on absolutely nothing of substance. 
315  Pg. 91, “The Relative Chronology of Hebrew Vocalization and Accentuation,” Aron Dotan.  
Proceedings of the American Academy for Jewish Research, 48:1981 87-99. 
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This seems to be a basic fact which cannot be disputed[.]”316  Furthermore, “Jewish 
history . . . knows nothing of the work of [inventing the points by] the Masorites.”317  On 
the contrary, “Moses ben Asher” himself, wrote, “in his colophon to the beautiful Cairo 
Codex of the Books of Prophets (from 896 C. E.), . . . that the accents derive from Myaybn 

tdo, ‘a congregation of prophets.’”318  In fact, once the TMT advocate abandons the IV 
view that the Masorah date back to Ezra, at the latest, he must admit that “we know 
absolutely nothing about the scholars who performed the immense labour of which the 
masoretic notes are the fruit. . . . [N]either the beginning nor the end of [their work] is 
known.”319  “The origin of the accents is obscure.”320  The only name of any kind that 
seems to have been given by anyone in the relatively recent past321 is “Mocha of Tiberias, 
or Palestine,” who the nineteenth-century Cyclopedia of Biblical, Theological, and 
Ecclesiastical Literature322 states was “a noted rabbi, who flourished shortly after the 
middle of the 8th century.”  It is affirmed that “little is known of his personal history.”  
However, although nobody seems to know anything about him, the article states he is the 
“author” of “the interlineary system of vocalization, called the Tiberian, or Palestinian.”  
Perhaps it is “known” that he lived shortly after the middle of the eighth century because 
his use of the vowel and accent marks makes it unacceptable to place his life any earlier.  
In any case, the Cyclopedia proceeds to affirm that he either “established, or at least 

                                                
316  Pgs. 87-88 “The Relative Chronology of Hebrew Vocalization and Accentuation,” Aron Dotan.  
Proceedings of the American Academy for Jewish Research, 48:1981 87-99. 
317  Pg. 169, “The Vowel-Point Controversy in the XVI and XVII Centuries,” Pick. 
318  Pg. 91, “The Relative Chronology of Hebrew Vocalization and Accentuation,” Aron Dotan.  
Proceedings of the American Academy for Jewish Research, 48:1981 87-99. 
319  Pg. 137, Introduction to the Tiberian Masorah, trans. & ed. E. J. Revell.  The first statement is by 
the author of the book himself;  the second half is a quotation from Elias Levita that the author agrees is 
accurate. 
320  Pg. 58, A Grammar of Biblical Hebrew, Joüon & Muraoka. 
321  Whitfield mentions speculation in his time (the eighteenth century) that “[the points] were not 
even begun, till the tenth Century . . . [in the time when] Rabbi Judas Chiug . . . wrote of the Hebrew 
Grammar.  [But Whitfield asks], Has this Rabbi, in his System of Grammar, said a Word of the Institution 
of the Points, and, particularly, as being a late Performance?  And had it been so, is it not next to impossible 
he should not?  Some say they were invented by Rabbi Aaron Ben Asher and Rabbi Jacob Ben Naphtali, 
about the Middle of the fifth Century.  But of this they give no more Assurance than the other” (pgs. 70-71, 
A Dissertation on the Hebrew Vowel-Points).  These speculations were abandoned such a long time ago 
that the Cyclopedia that suggests Mocha as the inventor of the points does not even mention them. 
322   “Mocha of Tiberias, or Palestine,” in the Cyclopedia of Biblical, Theological, and Ecclesiastical 
Literature, John McClintock & James Strong. Elec. acc. Christian Library Series vol. 2. Albany, OR: 
AGES Software, 2006 (orig. pub. 1867-1887).  The quotes in the rest of the paragraph come from this 
article.  Note also pgs. 154-155, “The Vowel-Points Controversy in the XVI. and XVII. Centuries,” B. 
Pick.  It is noteworthy that both Pick’s article and McClintock & Strong’s encyclopedia, which give 
specific names for the alleged originators of the Hebrew vowels, date to the nineteenth century.  It is 
possible that modern writers pass over such specific speculations because they recognize that no 
substanstial evidence for them exists. 
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amplified” the Tiberian vocalization.  No evidence that he invented the points is provided 
in the article, and the qualification that he either invented “or at least amplified” them 
makes their conclusion the more dubious.  The only indication that would remotely seem 
to evidence that Mocha invented the vowels is that he “compiled a large and small 
Masorah, in which are discussed the writing of words with or without the vowel letters 
(rsjw alm), the affixing of certain accents (twnwgn), accented syllables, Dagesh and 
Raphe, rare forms; archaic words; homonyms, etc.”  All that such work truly evidences is 
that the vowels were already extant in Mocha’s day, rather than that he authored them.323  
However, if one assumes the validity of the TM hypothesis, the self-evident fact that the 
vowels were extant for this rabbi to discuss around A. D. 750 makes him seem like a 
good candidate for their invention.  The conclusion, however, is nothing but circular 
reasoning and speculation based on the presupposed late date of the points.  The entire 
lack of evidence for Mocha inventing the vowels may perhaps account for the general 
silence by modern liberal works of textual criticism about such a role by the man the 
Cyclopedia designates as their inventor. 
 Indeed, just as very little evidence is offered that a school of Masorites in Tiberias 
invented the Hebrew points, there is little evidence for even the existence of a Masoretic 
school in the region. 

With such general silence on the part of the Jews, who lived near to the supposed 
era of this Tiberian school, we cannot but think, that the existence of a school of 
any reputation, at the supposed time, is greatly questionable—that whatever were 
their numbers and their character, they were men of no such abilities as to be able 
to invent the present excellent and varied system of punctuation, and, that, even 
though they could have been thought capable of inventing it, their name and 
authority were not of such influence as to recommend the system to that universal 
esteem in which it has been held among the Jews, in every country, not only in 
later times, but even about the very time in which they are said to have flourished 
at Tiberias.  Upon the whole, there appears no reasonable ground for supposing 
that this is the School to which the invention of the present System of Punctuation 
is to be ascribed. . . . [There is a] great deficiency of evidence, as to the nature of 
the labours, and as to the boasted reputation, of this school of Tiberias.324 

There could well have been scribes in the region of Tiberias in the centuries the TMT 
avers the Hebrew vowels and accents were created.  However, historical documentation 
that they invented the points is entirely absent, although such a radical addition to the 

                                                
323  Indeed, “[n]early all those [Masoretic] scholars who are mentioned by name [in ancient Jewish 
writings] are mentioned because they held particular opinions on details of vocalization or accentuation” 
(pg. 137, Introduction to the Tiberian Masorah, trans. & ed. E. J. Revell), evidencing that the vowels and 
accents were already extant in their day.  
324  Pg. 84-85, Moncrieff, Essay on the Antiquity and Utility of the Hebrew Vowel Points. 
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Hebrew text would surely have been noted, not to mention arousing opposition from at 
least some quarters, especially since Tiberias appears to have been, at best, a backwater 
of Jewish learning.325  As with the fact that historical evidence that any particular person 
invented the points is entirely lacking, the documentary silence about the creation of the 
Hebrew vowels by Tiberian schools supports the IV position and undermines the TMT. 
 There are a great variety of other arguments in favor of the IV position and against 
the TMT which will not be exhaustively examined, but only stated with some brevity. 
These include:   
1.) The similarity of names in the MTR and the LXX, the Vulgate, and the Hexapla (cf. 
pgs. 67-70, Moncrieff, 1833 Essay on the Antiquity and Utility of the Hebrew Vowel 
Points).   
2.) “[T]he great variety of Accents, in the Hebrew . . . not only for the various, necessary 
Pauses . . . but principally, as Elias Levita asserts, and as the Jews believe, for 
embellishing the Reading and Pronunciation, with various Elegancies of Modulation of 
the Voice, in tone and Cadence . . . now almost wholly lost, to the Jews themselves, and 
[which have] been so for many Generations[.] . . . This is a strong Evidence of their 
having been, anciently, of known and familiar Use, and that their Use was lost long 
before the Time assigned for the Invention of the Points” (pg. 41, Whitfield, A 
Dissertation on the Hebrew Vowel-Points).   
3.) The fact that the LXX and Vulgate correctly render the Hebrew dual for nouns that 
are identical in form with the plural if vowels are not present (e. g., Exodus 21:21, MˆyAmwøy, 
not Myˆmwøy, with the LXX hJme÷ran . . . du/o and Vulgate duobus). 

                                                
325  Whitfield summarizes Buxtorf’s argument along this line as follows:  “That as for so long, before 
the Time assigned for the Invention of the Hebrew Points, the Schools of Babylon were in so superior a 
Situation, to those of Tiberias, if there were any at all at the latter Place;  and as they continued to flourish 
for many Centuries afterwards;  whereas there is no Account of the others being at all restored, nor any 
thing published there;  it being highly probable, they were totally reduced before the six hundredth Year of 
the Christian Account:  As the Superiority of the Babylonish Schools is particularly evident, from the 
Greatness of their Talmud, above that of Jerusalem, and the universal high Esteem it immediately obtained 
amongst all the Jews, both in East and West;  whereby the other was, in a great measure, disused and 
neglected . . . [therefore Buxtorf concluded that] a Work of such Importance, as the Institution of a System 
of Vowel and Accent-points, for the certain, uniform and perpetual reading of the Holy Scriptures, should 
have been undertaken, prosecuted and completed, at Tiberias, and published without the Consent, 
Concurrence or Approbation of the learned Men in the Schools at Babylon;  or without their being in any 
way interested in it . . . is highly improbable;  and I add, especially as none of the learned Men at Babylon, 
nor in Palestine, nor elsewhere, for some Hundreds of Years, have said the least Syllable of such an 
Institution. . . . [I]t is very hard to be supposed, considering the Disposition of the Jews . . . that they should 
calmly and without all Controversy and Opposition, submit to such a very material Alteration, in their 
Scriptures, upon the Recommendation and Authority of any one, or a few private Men; though of ever so 
great Esteem;  if we can suppose, that they would at all have paid that Regard to the united Authority of all 
the Rabbis and great Men in Babylon;  which . . . I very much question” (pg. 83, 85 A Dissertation on the 
Hebrew Vowel-Points). 
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4.) The question of why anti-Christian TMs would add vowels that teach that the Lord 
Jesus Christ is the Messiah, instead of adding anti-Christian points, in texts such as Isaiah 
52:13-53:12.  
5.) The question of whether the Jews would dare to make such radical additions to the 
Scriptures as to add vast numbers of uninspired marks to them, when they had warnings 
such as Deuteronomy 12:32 and Proverbs 30:5-6.  Josephus records, “[H]ow firmly we 
have given credit to those Scriptures of our own nation, is evident by what we do; for 
during so many ages as have already passed, no one has been so bold as either to add 
anything to them, to take anything from them, or to make any change in them; but it 
becomes natural to all Jews, immediately and from their very birth, to esteem those books 
to contain divine doctrines, and to persist in them, and, if occasion be, willingly to die for 
them.”326  Similarly, Philo said that the Jews “have so great a veneration for the Author of 
their laws, that they strictly observe all his precepts, as of Divine authority . . . so that, 
after so great a number of years, . . . they have not altered a single word of what he wrote, 
and they would rather suffer ten thousand deaths, than do anything against his laws and 
institutions.”327 
6.) The violent antagonism between Christendom and Judaism at the time the TMT 
assigns to the invention of the points would have been expected to have drawn cries from 
either Catholics or Jews, as the one or the other saw advantage being taken or given, that 
the Scriptures were being corrupted by the radical change in character that was made in 
the Old Testament by the addition of the vowels and accents.  However, not only are all 
Jewish writers silent about the creation of the points by the TM, but all patristic and 
scholastic Catholic writers say absolutely nothing about the invention of the vowel 
points. 
7.) The second column of Origen’s Hexapla, which contained a Greek transliteration of 
the Hebrew Old Testament, included Greek vowels.328  This would support the position 
that the Hebrew vowels were already extant in Origin’s Hebrew Vorlage. 

                                                
326  dhvlon dΔ e˙sti«n e¶rgwˆ pw ◊ß hJmei √ß pro/simen toi √ß i˙di÷oiß gra¿mmasi tosou/tou ga»r ai˙w ◊noß 
h¡dh parwˆchko/toß ou¡te prosqei √nai÷ tiß oujde«n ou¡te aÓfelei √n aujtw ◊n ou¡te metaqei √nai 
teto/lmhken pa ◊si de« su/mfuto/n e˙stin eujqu\ß e˙k prw¿thß gene÷sewß ΔIoudai÷oiß to\ nomi÷zein aujta» 
qeouv do/gmata kai« tou/toiß e˙mme÷nein kai« uJpe«r aujtw ◊n ei˙ de÷oi qnh/skein hJde÷wß 
327  See pgs. 62-63, Whitfield, A Dissertation on the Hebrew Vowel-Points, where Philo’s quote, with 
its original Greek, is found, as replicated by Eusebius. 
328  cf. pgs. 48-51, 317, Invitation to the Septuagint, Karen H. Jobes & Moisés Silva.  Grand Rapids, 
MI: Baker Academic, 2000.  “[T]he striking agreement of the present mode of reading with Points, with the 
reading in the Hexapla, must be apparent to the most inattentive observer. . . . [D]istinct signs, if not the 
same, yet of correspondent power, with the present Points, were well known in the age in which Origen 
flourished ” (pgs. 52-63, Moncrieff, Essay on the Antiquity and Utility of the Hebrew Vowel Points). 
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8.) Unexpected and unusual vocalizations, some of which are mentioned and followed in 
the Targums, LXX, and other pre-TM documents, would not have been placed in the text 
by the TM.329 
9.) Jewish tradition and the most celebrated Jewish Rabbis make claims that fit with the 
IV position, not the TMT.  Whitfield provides and comments on some examples: 
R. D. Kimchi [wrote] . . . in his Book Michlol . . . our Rabbins, of blessed Memory, do 
not say, to change the Vowels from what they were, as given to Moses in Sinai.” . . . R. 
[Ibn] Ezra [in] his book Zechuth [writes] . . . “I very much wonder, how the Author of the 
Pauses could mistake, especially (Mayk Pa) if he were Ezra the Scribe.”330 
10.) “[N]o Tiberian MS is known which marks an accent not in use today, or which fails 
to show one which is in use today.”331 
11.) “[I]n Bereshit Rabba [the accent ¡ , the] atnachta[,] is mentioned (36:8 in the MS 
Vatican 30 . . . referring to Neh 8:8)[.] . . . The names of vowel signs are used in a Geniza 
frament containing a ‘Qaraite list of terms’ written . . . in the eighth century[.] . . . Mar 
Semah ben Hayyin Ga’on (883-896) mentions Mymof yqspw twtrzcmw dwqyn, ‘vowel 
points and conjunctive and disjunctive accents,’ and the differences between the scholars 
of Babylon and Eretz Israel in the use of them. . . . The earliest Biblical MSS, such as C, 
already show a fully developed system of vowel and accent signs. . . . Even the oldest 
Geniza framents provide no evidence of a stage at which only disjunctives were marked 
in Tiberian texts, nor of a stage where the accents were not marked on the stress syllable 
of the word.”332 

                                                
329  See a large number of examples explicating this argument on pgs. 120-134, Whitfield, A 
Dissertation on the Hebrew Vowel Points.  Another example of this sort of evidence (mentioned on pg. 
184, Whitfield) is Jeremiah 4:5’s reading (with some textual variation; see Ginsburg’s note in the MTR) of 
r™Dpwøv …woVqItw …w›rVmIa ◊w the Kethiv and r™Dpwøv …wñoVqI;t …w›rVmIa ◊w as the Qere.  The Kethiv would be translated, “And 
tell and blow with the trumpet,” a reading supported by the Vulgate, while the Qere, “and say, Blow ye the 
trumpet” (KJV) is followed by the Targum of Jonathan (a ∂rDpOwv …woåqVt …wrAmyEa ◊w) and the Septuagint (ei¶pate 

shma¿nate e˙pi« thvß ghvß sa¿lpiggi). The Qere would not be deduced from a solely consonantal text, so 
the text evidences that either the K/Q note or the vowels, or both, were already present at the time the 
Targum and the Septuagint were created.  Similar evidence for ancient K/Q or vowels is seen in Jeremiah 
40:8, where a name has a K/Q stating that the name the Kethiv would read yApwøo is to be read as yApyEo.  The 
Kethiv is followed by the LXX and the Vulgate, while the Peshitta and the Targums follow the Qere, 
supporting the view that the K/Q was already present when the latter translations were made.  Nothing in 
the connection would indicate that this name, a hapax legomenon, should be pronounced in any way other 
than would be natural according to its letters, were the text solely consonantal in the time assumed by the 
TMT. 
330  See pgs. 249-257, Whitfield, A Dissertation on the Hebrew Vowel-Points, for these and other texts 
discussed and explained. 
331  Pg. 160, Introduction to the Tiberian Masorah, Israel Yeivin, trans. & ed. E. J. Revell. 
332  Pg. 164, 166, Introduction to the Tiberian Masorah, Israel Yeivin, trans. & ed. E. J. Revell. 
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12.) Both “the medieval rabbinical interpreters and the ancient versions generally 
understood the [Old Testament] text in a way consistent with the accents.”333  This fact is 
difficult to explain if they were not already extant and deemed authoritative. 
13.) One argument of dubious value that has been made by various IV advocates, 
especially those of earlier centuries, comes from the acceptance of the claims of the 
Zohar.  If the traditional view of the authorship of the Zohar is correct, and it was 
composed in the second century A. D. by Shimon bar Yochai,334 then the work provides 
definitive evidence for the antiquity of the Hebrew vowels, as they are regularly 
mentioned within it.335  The traditional view was “maintained not only by Jews for 
centuries, but even by such distinguished Christian scholars as Lightfoot, Gill, Bartolocci, 
Pfeffer, Knorr von Rosenroth, Molitor, Franck, and Etheridge.”336  Furthermore, Elias 
Levita, the first known opponent of the inspiration of the points, accepted the legitimacy 
of the Zohar’s claims, so the fact that the document regularly and repeatedly mentions the 
vowels should have moved him to abandon his TM position.337  However, the common 
modern view is that the work was composed by Moses de Leon in the thirteenth century.  
If this latter position is correct, the Zohar is of no value in the question of the legitimacy 
of the TMT.  Advocates of the antiquity of the Zohar argue that references in the Zohar to 
events after the second century are interpolations within what is substantially an ancient 
rather than a late medieval document.  Furthermore, even certain scholars that accept its 

                                                
333  Pg. 633 (38:1c), Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, Waltke & O’Connor. 
334  “The opinion of the kabbalists themselves concerning the composition and editing of the Zohar 
was formed after the circulation of the book. At first the view was widely held that this was the book 
written by Simeon b. Yohai while he was in hiding in the cave, or at least during his lifetime, or at the latest 
in the generation that followed” (Article “Zohar,” in the Jewish Encyclopedia.  This particular article is 
available online at http://www.radicaltorahthought.com/Info%20Zohar.htm.) 
335  For example, the Zohar states, “the letters are the body and the vowel-points the soul, they move 
with the motion and stand still with the resting of the vowel-points, just as an army moves after its 
sovereign” and “the vowel-points proceeded from the same Holy Spirit which indited the sacred Scriptures, 
and that far be the thought to say that the scribes made the points, since even if all the prophets had been as 
great as Moses, who received the law direct from Sinai, they could not have had the authority to alter the 
smallest point in a single letter, though it be the most insignificant in the whole Bible” (Zohar i., 15, b; (cf. 
pg. 65, The Zohar, vol. 1., trans. Harry Sperling & Maurice Simon, London, England:  Soncino Press, 
1933); Zohar on the Song of Solomon, 57 b, ed. Amsterdam, 1701, in “Life of Elias Levita,” Ginsburg, pg. 
48).  Note also the entire Tikkunei Zohar. 
336  “Zohar,” in the supplement to the Cyclopedia of Biblical, Theological, and Ecclesiastical 
Literature, John McClintock & James Strong.  The works where the scholars above defended the 
authenticity of the Zohar are listed in the original source, but have been removed from the quotation. 
337  Indeed, Levita even stated “I shall first do battle against those who say that [the points] were given 
on Sinai, and then state who invented them, and when they were originated and affixed to the letters.  But if 
anyone should prove to me, by clear evidence, that my opinion is opposed to that of our Rabbins of blessed 
memory, or is contrary to the genuine Kabbalah of the Sohar, I will readily give in to him, and declare my 
opinion as void.” (pg. 121, Levita, Massoreth Ha Massoreth, trans. Ginsburg). 
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composition by Moses de Leon argue that he compiled a variety of earlier sources,338 
rather than creating an entirely original work.   It is noteworthy that one of the arguments 
for a late dating of the Zohar is that it “quotes and mystically explains the Hebrew vowel-
points,”339 which, it is alleged, are a late product of the Tiberian Masorites. However, 
other substantial arguments in favor of a late date for the Zohar and its authorship by 
Moses de Leon can be made, and, without a careful and thorough answer, they render 
strongly dubious any argument against the TM position from the book. 
 In conclusion, a substantial body of historical evidence favors the IV position and 
opposes the TMT.  The idea that a school of Masorites in the area of Tiberias invented the 
Hebrew vowel and accent system should not simply be assumed to be an unshakeable and 
undisputable fact. 
 

IV. Answers to Extra-Biblical Arguments Allegedly Evidencing  
the Early Non-Existence of the Hebrew Vowels 

 
 Two seemingly substantial arguments340 against the IV position and in favor of the 
TMT remain to be analyzed.  If these arguments fail to prove the position, the TMT does 
not have much left to support itself. 
                                                
338  “Ever since the historical critique of the Zohar first began, there have been views that regard the 
Zohar as a combination of ancient and later texts, which were put together only at the time of the Zohar’s 
appearance” (Article “Zohar,” in the Jewish Encyclopedia).  The Encyclopedia concludes, however, that 
this assertion is not valid, and presents a large number of strong reasons to favor a late date for the work. 
339  “Zohar,” ibid. 
340  Other arguments may, at times, be advanced by certain TMT adherents.  The question of 
differences in names in the MTR and the LXX and Vulgate is examined and very thoroughly answered on 
pgs. 222-244 of Whitfield, A Dissertation on the Hebrew Vowel-Points.  Whitfield points out the fact that 
one who takes the position of Levita, that the points represent an oral tradition passed down perfectly from 
Moses, have no logically coherent explanation for the differences that is in any way superior to the 
arguments of IV advocates.  Against the more radical of TMT advocates who also reject the position of 
Levita, Whitefield sets forth a variety of considerations.  The facts that huge numbers of glaring variations 
between these translations and the MTR cannot be accounted for on the basis of the assumed presence or 
absence of the points, the requirements of Greek pronunciation, and the evidence for the points from the 
renditions in the Targumim are discussed.  The fact that Jerome, in his preface to his translation of 
Chronicles from the LXX, specifically states that deviances in the LXX from the Hebrew are due to sloppy 
scribes is mentioned.  Many individual words and passages from these works are also elucidated which 
favor the existence of the vowel points.  Note also the earlier section of this paper, which presented some 
evidences for the existence of the points in the times when those translations were made. 
 The alleged silence of the Talmud on the points, which was the strongest argument alleged by 
Levita and others for the TMT, has been shown earlier to be invalid, by direct quotations from the Talmudic 
writings themselves that evidence the existence of the vowels.  The argument by Whitfield (pg. 261-262, A 
Dissertation on the Hebrew Vowel-Points) for the lack of the mention of the specific names of the Hebrew 
points in the Talmud is interesting: 
[First, it is manifest that] every Person, who writes upon any Subject, [does not] always mention every 
thing, which he knows[.] . . . [Furthermore], the Authors of the Talmud designed to conceal the Jewish 
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 First, the fact that Jewish synagogue copies are solely consonantal is advanced by 
some as evidence that the points were a late invention by the TM.  As indicated by 
Emmanuel Tov, Jewish tradition held to a distinction between synagogue copies and 
copies employed outside of the synagogue.  Synagogue copies for liturgical use were 
“written without vowels and accents in the form of scrolls, in accordance with the rules of 
writing laid down in antiquity by the rabbis.  Most of those rules are also reflected in 
texts not used in the liturgy, certainly in the carefully written codices [note that the codex, 
rather than the scroll, was in use at the time period under discussion for non-liturgical 
copies], but the latter texts were vocalized and accented and contained the complete 
Masoretic apparatus.”341  A traditional Jewish distinction between synagogue copies and 
those used outside of the synagogue does not by any means establish that a school of 
Tiberian Masorites invented the vowel points nearly a thousand years after the time of 
Christ.  To argue thus is simply unwarranted. Besides, there is no way to determine that 
in ancient times the modern practice of employing unpointed copies in the synagogue 
was followed.342  Furthermore, even if the ancient character of the tradition of employing 
unpointed synagogue copies could be established, it would not prove that all copies were 
unvocalized.  The modern existence of unpointed synagogue scrolls certainly does not 
prove that no vocalized copies of the Old Testament exist today.  Indeed, the existence of 
“rules laid down in antiquity by the rabbis” mandating that synagogue copies be 
composed without points evidences that, at the time, pointed copies were extant.  What is 
more, in the modern period when historical evidence of unpointed synagogue copies 

                                                                                                                                            
Language and Affairs, from the Christians . . . Elias Levita himself [wrote] . . . [‘]Woe to my Soul because 
I am teaching the Law to Gentiles[’] . . . [citing then] a Malediction from the Rabbins, thus: . . . 
‘Whosoever shall our Laws reveal/To Men incompetent,/ His Soul and Spirit shall to Hell/ And to endless 
Fire be sent./ But none are meet save Israelites/To learn our Laws Divine,/ Not Edomites nor Ishmaelites,/ 
Nor any other Line.[’] . . . By Edomites and Ishmaelites, the latter Jews meant all who are not of their 
Nation, and especially those of the Christian Religion, whom, in their Prayers, they devote to the Divine 
Malediction[.]” 
 On the supposition that, “as some of the Jewish Writers assert . . . both the Targums and other 
early Writings of the Jews, particularly the Mishna, were writ with Points . . . [then] for that Reason [the 
authors and editors of those early writings] had no Occasion to mention their Names:  as one may read a 
great many Books in any language, without meeting with the Name of any one Letter” (pg. 266, Whitfield, 
A Dissertation on the Hebrew Vowel-Points).  See also footnote 31. 
341  Pg. 207, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, Emmauel Tov. 2nd rev. ed. Minneapolis, MN: 
Fortress Press, 2001. 
342  “[I]t must appear very strange, that in all the voluminous Performances of the Jewish Writers, 
before and since the finishing of the Talmud, nothing should be found before [an assertion by Elias Levita 
to this end in the sixteenth century], to prove so important a Proposition [as that synagogue copies were 
always and at all times unpointed], had it been true” (pg. 269, Whitfield, A Dissertation on the Hebrew 
Vowel-Points). 
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actually exists, those who read in the synagogue practice in private beforehand with 
pointed copies.343 
 John Owen explains the use of unpointed synagogue copies very well: 

The constant practice of the Jews in preserving in their synagogues one book, 
which they almost adore, written without points, is alleged to [prove that the 
points are uninspired]; “for what do they else hereby but tacitly acknowledge the 
points to have a human original?” . . . But it is certain they do not so acknowledge 
them, neither by practice nor by any other way, it being the constant opinion and 
persuasion of them all (Elias only excepted) that they are of a divine extract;344  
and if their authority be to be urged, it is to be submitted unto in one thing as well 
as in another.  The Jews give a threefold account of this practice: — 
 
1.) The difficulty of transcribing copies without any failing, the least rendering the 
whole book, as to its use in their synagogues, profane. 
 
2.) The liberty they have thereby to draw out various senses, more eminent, as 
they say (indeed more vain and curious), than they have any advantage to do 
when the reading is restrained to one certain sense by the vowels and accents. 
 
3.) To keep all learners in dependence on their teachers, seeing they cannot learn 
the mind of God but by their exposition[.]  If these reasons satisfy not any as to 
the ground of that practice, they may be pleased to inquire of them for others who 
intend to be bound by their authority;—that the points were invented by some late 
Masoretes they [the Jews in Owen’s day] will not inform them. . . . I do not 
understand this argument:  “The Jews keep a book in their synagogues without 
points, therefore the points and accents were invented by the Tiberian Masoretes;” 
when they never read it, or rather sing it, but according to every point and accent 
in ordinary use.  Indeed, the whole profound mystery of this business seems to be 
this, that none be admitted to read or sing the law in their synagogues until he be 
so perfect in it as to be able to observe exactly all points and accents in a book 
wherein there are none of them.345 

The explanations given for the use of unpointed synagogue copies by advocates of the 
antiquity and inspiration of the Hebrew points are entirely reasonable.  The objection to 
the IV view from the use of unpointed synagogue copies fails. 

                                                
343  Pg. 274, A Dissertation on the Hebrew Vowel-Points, Whitfield. 
344  Owen’s statement that the Jews, with the exception of Elias Levita and whoever had adopted his 
new opinion, received the Hebrew vowels as given by inspiration, was true when the great Puritan wrote in 
the seventeenth century.  In the 21st century, however, much of Judaism has abandoned its traditional 
position in favor of the view of Levita that the points were not written along with the consonants.  Most of 
modern Judaism has also gone far beyond Levita  and rejected the inspiration of the Bible wholesale. 
345  Pgs. 136-137, Of The Integrity and Purity of the Hebrew and Greek Text of the Scripture, John 
Owen, elec. acc. AGES Digital Software.  Compare also pgs. 267-283, A Dissertation on the Hebrew 
Vowel-Points, Whitfield. 
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 Second, the discovery of a significant variety of unpointed ancient documents 
through archeological investigation is also affirmed to prove the TMT.346  Emmanuel Tov 
wrote, “The late origin of the vocalization [of the MTR] is evident from its absence in the 
texts from the Judean Desert.”347  Indeed, Tov’s work, the “authoritative reference work 
for all those engaged in the study of the text of the Hebrew Bible,”348 gives no other 
arguments for a late origin of the Hebrew vowels, while it admits, in the very sentence 
after its affirmation of the late origin of the vocalization, that “[n]evertheless, Jewish and 
Christian tradition both believed in the divine origin of the vocalization, and only in the 
sixteenth century was a serious attempt made to refute this supposition.”349  Thus, it 
appears that the Jews and Christians until the sixteenth century were not aware that 
anyone had added the vowels, but somehow convinced themselves that they were 
inspired by God even in the time period when they were allegedly being invented.350  In 
any case, the existence of unpointed ancient writings do not prove that the ancient 
Hebrews had no way to write down the vowel sounds found in the MTR.  Were a city in 
the nation of Israel buried today, and then, some centuries later, uncovered as an 
archeological dig, the overwhelming majority of documents unearthed would have no 
vowels or accent marks.  Newspapers, personal letters, official government documents, 
street signs, and practically all other writings in Israel today—most copies of the Hebrew 
Bible, and grammar books for young children constituting practically the only 
exceptions—contain no vowel points.  Since 99%+ of modern Israeli documents are 
unpointed351 (although Hebrew grammar books teach people to read and write the 
                                                
346  The answer to this objection deals with unpointed Hebrew documents.  For considerations on 
comparative languages, such as Arabic, see pgs. 34-41 of Whitfield, A Dissertation on the Hebrew Vowel-
Points. 
347  Pg. 40, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible. 
348  Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, back cover. 
349  Pg. 40, Ibid.  Note that since Tov does not employ the argument from unpointed synagogue 
copies, from the lack of Talmudic references to the names of the points, or any other TMT argument 
besides the one set forth above, he implicitly recognizes the weakness of the rest. 
350  Thus, Gesenius assumes that the vowels and accents were a late invention, without providing any 
proof, and then affirms that, once they were invented by certain unspecified Jews, the existence of these 
new markings “soon caused the Jews to forget [their] real origin” (pg. 58 (15c), Gesenius’ Hebrew 
Grammar).  Indeed, the Jews not only refrained from engaging in any debate over such a momentous 
alteration of the Hebrew text, but they so “soon forgot” that they themselves had invented the vowels that 
they did not leave a scrap of evidence that any of them ever believed that they had done so, leaving this 
“fact” to be discovered by rationalism many centuries later without any actual historical evidence whatever. 
351  It should be noted, however, that a more generous use of vowel-letters than are found in the 
Hebrew Bible greatly reduces the possibility of ambiguity in modern Hebrew.  Tov admits that, in contrast 
to other documents, “vocalization . . . was a necessary component of [the Masoretic Text], since this text 
was sparing in its use of matres lectionis, which facilitate the reading of the consonants.  On the other hand, 
in such texts as some of the Qumran scrolls, which make abundant use of matres lectionis . . . vocalization 
was required less” (pgs. 40-41, Textual Criticism, Tov).  If, in contrast to other Hebrew texts, “vocalization 
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language with books employing the vowel points),352 an archeologist of the future 
studying the fragmented ruins of a modern Israeli city would be very likely to discover no 
                                                                                                                                            
[is] . . . necessary” to the MTR, how can one accept as fact that it was read without the points for thousands 
of years?  The allegedly original “scriptio defectiva, the orthography in which the vowels were comletely or 
almost completely lacking . . . was sometimes necessarily subjective.  Even the scriptio plena [with 
matres], however, comstituted only a partial solution to the problem in question” (pg. 10, The Vocalization 
Systems of Arabic, Hebrew, and Aramaic, Shelomo Morag), for in the Biblical text “much remained 
uncertain even in texts which were plentifully provided with vowel letters. For, although in most cases the 
context was a guide to the correct reading, yet there were also cases where, of the many possible ways of 
pronouncing a word, more than one appeared admissible. . . . Thus e. g. lfq can be read qaœt √al, qaœt √aœl, qaœt √o®l, 
q§t √oœl, qo®t √eœl, qit √t √eœl, qat √t √eœl, qut √t √al, qeèt √el, and several of these forms have also different senses” (pg. 38 (7g) 
Gesenius, Hebrew Grammar). For this reason, it is not surprising to note that “[p]unctuation is more 
common, and muich more thorough going and consistent, in Biblical texts than in other literary texts” (pg. 
193, “Biblical Punctuation and Chant in the Second Temple Period,” E. J. Revell.   Journal for the Study of 
Judaism, Vol. 7:2). 
 A supposition that vast quantities of matres were in the ancient Hebrew text, but were then 
removed when the vowels were added by the TMT, is opposed both by the Scriptural fact of the perfect 
preservation of the Bible (Psalm 12:6-7; Isaiah 59:21) and the evidence of history.  Dealing with this idea, 
Moncrieff (pg. 39, 37 Essay on the Antiquity and Utility of the Hebrew Vowel Points), wrote:  “In order to 
account for the deficiency of Vowel letters [in the MTR, for reading simply with the matres], it has been 
contended that a great proportion of these have been dropt from many Manuscripts, and that some ancient 
Manuscripts have more of these matres letters than others.  This may hold true as to some MSS., but cannot 
be the case with those which deserve to be in the highest reputation for fidelity and accuracy.  Would not 
the Masoretes, who were so scrupulously careful as to the preservation of every letter of the original, that 
they counted every one of them whether consonants or matres, and affixed the yrq where there was any 
real or supposed deviation from what the genius of the language required [this part of the sentence involves 
an opposition to the traditional Jewish view that the Qere/Kethiv were given by inspiration, a common IV 
position, but one which Moncrieff does not here advocate], have faithfully recorded any extensive 
obliterations or rejections of the matres lectionis in the MSS. they consulted and read?  We have Jerome’s 
authority that in his time and long before it, the Hebrew noun rbd which signifies a word, though 
invariably pronounced Dabar, was not written rabad, but in three letters rbd. . . . [One notes also that, 
for example,] rbd stands for . . . 11 [different] words . . . if stripped of the Vowel-Points . . . but every one 
of them is clearly distinguished, if the points are regarded in reading.” 
 Elias Levita even references the words of R. Levi Bar Joseph, author of the Sepher Hassamadar, 
who said, “Without the Vowel-Points and Accents to explain the Words [of the Hebrew Bible], no Man can 
possibly understand them” (cited pg. 59, Whitfield, A Dissertation on the Hebrew Vowel-Points).  Gesenius 
admits that the “ambiguity of such a [system of] writing [as allegedly existed before the alleged invention 
of the vowel points] must have been found continually more troublesome . . . [especially] [w]hen the 
language had died out. . . . there was thus a danger that the correct pronunciation might be finally lost.  By 
means of the [vowel] points everything . . . left uncertain was most accurately settled” (pg. 38 (7h), 
Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar, Wilhelm Gesenius). 
 It should also be noted that an IV advocate affirms that the letters employed as matres are not 
themselves vowels, but consonants used to lengthen the sound of vowels;  i. e., O  is a shorter o vowel than 
wø, and ˆ  is a shorter sound than yI  .  Certainly acrostic poems like Psalm 119 treat the letters used as matres 
as consonants. 
352  “Some of the Opposers of the Antiquity of the Points, represent them as invented for the Use of 
Children and others of low Capacities and small Attention . . . yet those very Men, in describing Rules for 
reading without Points, have a necessary Recourse to those very Points, which they are depricating and 
endeavouring totally to reject.  They teach how to read the Verbs according to the Conjugations, which 
Conjugations . . . in a great measure, depend upon the Variety of the Punctuations.  In short, they allow the 
absolute Necessity of the Knowledge of Grammar;  yet one of the principal Parts of Hebrew Grammar is to 
teach the proper use and Variation of the Punctuations;  so that they themselves unavoidably confess the 
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pointed documents, even in this post-printing press world.  This fact would hardly prove 
that Hebrew vowel and accent marks had not been invented by A. D. 2000.  No more do 
unpointed hand-copied documents at Qumran and other archeological digs prove that the 
vowel and accent marks were unknown in ancient Israel.353 
 

V. Conclusion 
 

                                                                                                                                            
Impossibility of learning to read the Language, without the Use of the Points, which yet they say had no 
being, till about five hundred Years after Christ. . . . [H]ow great an Improbability . . . That such a Number 
of different Vowel and Accent Sounds, with other Diversities of Punctuation, as are denoted by more than 
forty different Characters, were, for above two thousand Years, known and understood, by all the Israelites, 
who could read the Scriptures;  and were taught to Children, to Strangers, to People in all Conditions of 
Life, without any Signs or Marks, by which their Ideas might be distinguished. . . . [I]f it must be so very 
difficult to read the Hebrew, without the Vowels, while it was a living Language and familiarly Spoken[,] 
how Impossible must it be, to do the same, after it had ceased to be Vernacular, for more than a Thousand 
Years;  as it is pretty generally agreed on all hands, it had, at the time, when the Points are said to have 
been invented, by the Masorets of Tiberias?  Could [reading without the points] have been done to the six 
hundredth year of the Christian Account[,] no Reason can be given for their Invention at all . . . since, 
whatever Reason can be assigned, for their Institution, at that or any other Period;  the same was equally 
Cogent, at the Time of Ezra, and the Great Synagogue” (pgs. 12-13, 22-24 A Dissertation on the Hebrew 
Vowel-Points, showing that they are an original and essential part of the Language, Peter Whitfield.  
Liverpool, 1748). 
 Whitfield also mentions (pgs. 76-79) that Jerome, in commending Origin’s learning of the Hebrew 
tongue, mentions difficulties he had from being a foreigner, being advanced in age, being engaged in other 
projects, etc., but does not say a word about the far greater difficulty of the necessity of learning the 
language without any written vowels (which leaves, e. g., the Qal, Piel, and Pual verb paradigms largely 
identical).  Jerome also mentions various far smaller difficulties he had himself in learning Hebrew without 
a word of the language’s lack of vowels.  He even writes a letter to a woman in Rome who had, with her 
daughter, learned Hebrew so perfectly that they could read and sing the Psalms of David in that language 
with elegance and propriety, without any word about the tremendous difficulty that a lack of vowels would 
have made in such a task.  Furthermore, when Augustine wrote to Jerome urging him to not edit the Latin 
Bible based on the Hebrew, but to continue to follow the Greek of the LXX, he gives a great variety of 
trifling reasons for his advocacy of the LXX, but never mentions the ambiguity that would, on the 
assumption of an unpointed text, fill the MTR.  Indeed, no patristic writer says a syllable in any of their 
writings about the allegedly unpointed nature of the Hebrew Bible. 
353  It should also be noted that the methods employed to date manuscripts tend to have significant 
elements of subjectivity.  More objective criteria, such as radiometric dating, are not regularly employed.  
Thus, if an ancient geniza was discovered containing MSS with the vowel and accent marks of the MTR, 
the documents would automatically be assigned dates that fit within the parameters of the TM hypothesis.  
If, as advocates of the TMT affirm, the men of Tiberias invented the vowel marks, any MS that contains 
vowels must necessarily be dated after the era when they were allegedly first employed.  The possibility 
that a pointed MS is actually centuries older than is consistent with the TM, and so the TM is incorrect, 
would almost surely be dismissed out of hand.  The scholarly bias is comparable to that which would make 
it extremely difficult to convince many that an ancient copy of the books of the Pentateuch predated the era 
postulated for the illusory J, E, D, and P documents, or that a MS of Daniel predated the era of Antiochus 
Epiphanes.  The “facts” of the JEDP theory and the impossibility of predictive prophecy would “prove” the 
late dates of newly unearthed MSS that problematized such theories, just as the century assigned pointed 
MSS would be made to fit within the parameters of prevailing scholarly liberalism.  If it became necessary, 
a pointed MS that truly appeared too old to fit the TMT could always be affirmed to have had its vowels 
added by a later hand. 
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 The evidence for the IV position, and against the TMT, is strong.  Numerous 
strands of historical data make problematic the idea that the Hebrew vowels and accents 
were invented by a school of scribes in the area around Tiberias somewhere between A. 
D. 500 and A. D. 1000.  History corroborates the Scriptural evidences in favor of the 
inspiration of the Hebrew vowel points. 
 

VI. Appendix I:  The Vocalization of the Tetragrammaton 
 
 The vowels of the Tetragrammaton hDOwh ◊y, that is, Yehowah or Jehovah (Exodus 
6:3; Psalm 83:18; Isaiah 12:2; 26:4)354 are not a late addition, but represent the original 

                                                
354  The MTR fully points the Tetragrammaton as Yehowah (hÎOwh ◊y), while the Hebrew critical text 
based on the Leningrad MS (codex L) omits the cholem (hÎwh ◊y), leaving Yeh-wah, which, as it obviously is 
missing a vowel, is more open to critical emendation to an alternative pronunciation.  For one who 
maintains Biblical presuppositions, it is inconceivable that God would allow the correct pronunciation of 
His Name to be lost (cf. Exodus 3:15, Psalm 9:10, Proverbs 18:10, Joel 2:32), so the pointing actually in 
the Hebrew text must represent the correct pronunciation, Yehowah or Jehovah.  The difference between 
the Old Testament Textus Receptus, the 1524-5 Rabbinic Bible edited by Ben Chayyim, which “has been 
printed thousands of times in many countries” (pg. 32, Revell, E. J., trans. & ed., Introduction to the 
Tiberian Masorah, Israel Yeivin, Chico, CA:  Scholar’s Press, 1980),  and the current critical Hebrew OT, 
adopted in 1937 and the standard for modern Bible versions, is explained on pgs. 27-28, Defending the 
King James Bible, D. A. Waite, Collingswood, NJ: Bible For Today Press, 1999. It should be noted that, 
strictly speaking, both the Hebrew Textus Receptus and modern critical text are editions of the Ben Asher 
(as opposed to the Ben Naphtali) Masoretic Text, a point not clearly brought out in the source here listed.  
The MTR is printed today by the Trinitarian Bible Society (Holy Bible:  The Holy Scriptures in the Original 
Languages: Mybwtk Myaybn hrwt, 1894/1998, Bomberg/Ginsburg ed. H KAINH DIAQHKH, 
Beza/Scrivener, 1894. London, England:  Tyndale House/Trinitarian Bible Society, 1894/1998) while the 
critical Hebrew text is available in the Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (ed. K. Elliger & W. Rudolph.  
Stuttgart:  Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1977).  The Hebrew critical text contains “many erasures . . . mostly of 
ga’ya, but also of letters and accents[.] . . . The Masora of L occasionally contradicts the text” (pg. 19, 
Revell, E. J., trans. & ed., Introduction to the Tiberian Masorah, Israel Yeivin, Chico, CA:  Scholar’s 
Press, 1980).  Furthermore, there are places where ancient evidence supports the MTR against the critical 
Hebrew text.  For instance, in Deuteronomy 32:18, the MTR contains the word yIv¡R;t with a small yI, while in 
codex L the y is of normal size.  However, “in Wayyiqra Rabba, a midrash compiled before the close of the 
Talmudic period, it is said hytwwk ayrqb tylw ryoz dwy ,rxwylv wjwk Mtvth - yIvR;t ÔK √dDl ◊y r…wx 
(Wayyiqra Rabba 23:13, ed. Margoliouth, p. 548, cf. Bemidbar Rabba 9:1).  This midrash states that yIvR;t 
in Dt 32:18 has a small yod, and bases a homily on this fact.  Not only this, but the text states in 
characteristic masoretic terminology that this small yod is unique (i. e. it includes enumeration) . . . 
[H]owever . . . [in codices] such as A and L, this yod is written normally, not small, in clear contradiction 
of the midrashic statement” (pgs. 135-136, Introduction to the Tiberian Masorah, trans. & ed. E. J. Revell).  
Thus, not only does the full pointing of the Divine Name and the providence of God in the preservation of 
Scripture demonstrate the superiority of the MTR to codex L and the modern critical Hebrew text, ancient 
evidence is also extant that supports the MTR against the critical text. 

It is possible that the form hÎwh ◊y is a result of considering of the Tetragram as a qere perpetuum 
that possesses the vowels of the Aramaic aDmVv, “the Name.”  It is noteworthy that the actual vowels of the 
word Lord, yÎnOdSa, are never found underneath the Tetragrammaton in any Hebrew text.  See pgs. 192-193, 
The Name of God YeHoWaH, which is Pronounced as it is Written, I_Eh_oU_Ah: Its Story, Gérard 
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and true pronunciation of the profoundly significant355 Divine Name.356  The commonly 
repeated modern idea that the pronunciation Jehovah is a late and incorrect invention, 
while Yahweh is the true pronunciation of the Name,357 is false.  No known Hebrew MSS 
on earth actually is vocalized as Yahweh.  On the other hand, the form Jehovah is found 
in a variety of locations in the oldest Hebrew MSS, such as the Aleppo codex and a 
variety of “biblical fragments dated between 700 and 900,”358 as well as being the 

                                                                                                                                            
Gertoux.  One note as well that “the Samaritans . . . in reading the Pentateuch substituted for Jehovah 
(amyv, shema) ‘the name,’ at the same time perpetuating the practice in their alphabetical poems and later 
writings” (“Jehovah,” Dictionary of the Bible, William Smith, rev. & ed. H. B. Hackett.  Newton Center: 
1863. Elec. acc. Online Bible for Mac, Ken Hamel). 
355  Wilhemus á Brakel expressed the common classical view of the significance of hDOwh ◊y: 

[I]t has pleased the Lord to give Himself a name by which He wishes to be called—a name which would 
indicate His essence, the manner of His existence, and the plurality of divine Persons. The name which is 
indicative of His essence is hDOwh◊y or Jehovah, it being abbreviated as hDy or Jah. The name which is indicative 
of the trinity of Persons is MyIhølTa or Elohim. Often there is a coalescence of these two words resulting in hIwøhTy 
or Jehovi. The consonants of this word constitute the name Jehovah, whereas the vowel marks produce the 
name Elohim. Very frequently these two names are placed side by side in the following manner: Jehovah 
Elohim, to reveal that God is one in essence and three in His Persons.  

The Jews do not pronounce the name Jehovah. This practice of not using the name Jehovah initially 
was perhaps an expression of reverence, but later became superstitious in nature. In its place they use the 
name yÎnOdSa or Adonai, a name by which the Lord is frequently called in His Word. Its meaning is “Lord.” 
When this word is used in reference to men, it is written with the letter patach, which is the short “a” vowel. 
When it is used in reference to the Lord, however, the letter kametz is used, which is the long “a” vowel. As a 
result all the vowels of the name Jehovah are present. To accomplish this the vowel “e” is changed into a 
chatef-patach which is the shortest “a” vowel, referred to as the guttural letter aleph. Our translators, to give 
expression to the name Jehovah, use the name Lord, which is similar to the Greek word ku/rioß (kurios), the 
latter being a translation of Adonai rather than Jehovah. In Rev 1:4 and 16:5 the apostle John translates the 
name Jehovah as follows: “Him which is, and which was, and which is to come.” This one word has 
reference primarily to being or essence, while having the chronological connotation of past, present, and 
future. In this way this name refers to an eternal being, and therefore the translation of the name Jehovah in 
the French Bible is l’Eternel, that is, the Eternal One.  

The name Jehovah is not to be found at all in the New Testament, which certainly would have been 
the case if it had been a prerequisite to preserve the name Jehovah in all languages. . . . Even though the 
transliteration of Hebrew words would conflict with the common elegance of the Greek language, it is 
nevertheless not impossible. Since they can pronounce the names Jesus, Hosanna, Levi, Abraham, and 
Hallelujah, they are obviously capable of pronouncing the name Jehovah. . . . Jehovah is not a common 
name, such as “angel” or “man”—names which can be assigned to many by virtue of being of equal status. 
On the contrary, it is a proper Name which uniquely belongs to God and thus to no one else, as is true of the 
name of every creature, each of which has his own name. (pgs. 84-85, The Christian’s Reasonable Service, 
vol. 1) 

356  Note the connection made between the Tetragrammaton and the incarnation on pg. 8, The 
Doctrines of Grace, George S. Bishop (Grand Rapids, MI:  Baker Books, 1977). 
357  The theologically modernistic Dictionary of Deities and Demons in the Bible (ed. Karen Van Der 
Toorn, Bob Becking & Pieter W. Van Der Horst. Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1999. 2nd rev. ed. pg. 910) 
states, “Yahweh is the name of the official [G]od of Israel, both in the northern kingdom and in Judah. . . . 
[T]he correct pronunciation of the tetragrammaton was gradually lost:  the Masoretic form ‘Jehovah’ is in 
reality a combination of the consonants of the tetragrammaton with the vowels of ‘adonay.” 
358  Pg. 144, The Name of God YeHoWaH, Gertoux.  It should be noted that hDOwh ◊y is not by any means 
uniformly found in the Aleppo Codex;  the form in the Leningrad Codex, hÎwh ◊y, is found with significantly 
greater frequency.  However, even the Leningrad Codex does have a small number of hDOwh ◊y forms, in, e. g., 
Psalm 15:1. 
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universal pointing in the MTR.  Jewish scholars such as Maimonides (1138-1204) 
affirmed that the Tetragrammaton was pronounced according to its letters 359  as 
YeHoWaH.  Were, as the common modern notion360 affirms, the vowels of the Divine 
Name simply lifted from yÎnOdSa, Adonai, the y of the Tetragram would have a hateph 
pathach underneath it, not a shewa.361 Furthermore, all the names in Scripture that begin 
with portions of the Tetragrammaton possess the vowels of Jehovah, not of Yahweh.362  If 
one wanted to maintain that the vocalization of God’s Name had been corrupted in 
Scripture, contrary to His declarations that nothing of the kind would happen (Psalm 
12:6-7; Matthew 5:18), one would also need to maintain that every name in the Bible that 
begins with part of the Tetragrammaton has also been corrupted.  Consider the following 
table:363 

                                                
359  Pgs. 147ff., 214ff., The Name of God YeHoWaH, Gertoux. 
360  In the Reformation era, the pronunciation Jehovah obtained general agreement.  See pgs. 165-177, 
The Name of God YeHoWaH, Gertoux.  It also “found its place in an overwhelming majority of Bibles from 
1500 to 1900” (pg. 183, ibid; see pgs. 175-183).  However, “Louis Cappel (1585-1658),” the first 
Protestant exponent of the TMT position, “maintained that the first syllable [of the Tetragrammaton] was 
certainly Iah-,” supporting the vocalization Yahweh (see pg. 210, The Name of God YeHoWaH, Gertoux). 
361  Note pgs. 218-219 in Whitfield, A Dissertation on the Hebrew Vowel-Points, for an explanation of 
the vocalization when Eloheim is employed in connection with Jehovah and is appropriately rendered in the 
English Bible as Lord GOD.  The vocalization as hIwøhTy yDnOdSa (2 Samuel 7:18, etc. MTR) for this 
combination undermines the idea that the simple presence of the yod in hDOwh ◊y explains presence of hateph 
pathach instead of shewa, since hIwøhTy  retains all the vowels of MyIhølTa.  However, the Leningrad Codex 
does read hIwh ◊y in certain texts (Deuteronomy 3:24) and hˆwhˇy in others (Genesis 15:2).  

Benjamin Davidson in his Analytical Hebrew and Chaldee Lexicon (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson 
Publishers, 1992), although approaching the pronunciation of the Tetragrammaton on TMT presuppositions, 
still writes, “The punctuators seem to intimate the originality of the vowels of hDOwh ◊y by not pointing Yod 
with Chateph-Pattah (hDOwhSy) to indicate the reading of yDnOdSa just as they point it with Chateph-Segol to 
indicate the reading of MyIhølTa.  We could, moreover, not account for the abbreviated forms OwhVy, Owy prefixed 
to so many proper names, unless we consider the vowels of hDOwh ◊y original.” 
362  “[A]ccording to the Masoretic text, theophoric names, which have a part of the Tetragram 
integrated at the beginning fo the name, were, at that time, all pronounced YeHÔ-, without exception.  
Consequently, because the Tetragram is the theophoric name par excellence (arguing otherwise would be 
absurd), and since it is spelled YHW-H, its reading must be YeHÔ-aH in order to conform to all other 
theophoric names” (pg. 215, The Name of God YeHoWaH, Gertoux). 
363  Compare the excellent article “Jehovah,” by Scott Jones, which includes a similar table, and is 
available at http://www.lamblion.net/Articles/ScottJones/jehovah1.htm.  Only a single verse reference for 
each of the Jehovah names listed above is included, but the list above is intended to include every Jeho- 
name in Scripture.  Most of the names listed above also have shorter forms with the h omitted (e. g., zDjDawøy, 
2 Kings 14:1; vDawøy, Judges 6:1; dDbÎzwøy, 1 Chronicles 12:20) to avoid an accidental or improper use of the 
Divine Name.  “There are . . . a number of compound names in the Bible into the composition of which 
three out of the four letters of the Incommunicable Name have entered.  Moreover, these letters which 
begin the names in question are actually pointed wøhVy  Jeho, as the Tetragrammaton itself and hence in a 
pause at the reading of the first part of the name it sounded as if the reader was pronouncing the Ineffable 
Name.  To guard against [this] . . . the letter He h [was omitted] so that the first part of the names in 
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Jehoadah (1 Chron 8:36) h ∂;dAowøh ◊y Jehovah has adorned 
Jehoaddan (2 Chron 25:1) N ∂;dAowøh ◊y Jehovah delights 
Jehoahaz (2 Kings 10:35) zDjDawøh ◊y Jehovah has grasped 
Jehoash (2 Kings 11:21) vDawøh ◊y Jehovah is strong 

Jehohanan (1 Chron 26:3) NÎnDjwøh ◊y Jehovah has been gracious 
Jehoiachin (2 Kings 24:6) NyIkÎywøh ◊y Jehovah appoints 
Jehoiada (2 Samuel 8:18) o ∂dÎywøh ◊y Jehovah knows 

Jehoiakim (2 Kings 23:34) MyIqÎywøh ◊y Jehovah raises up 
Jehoiarib (1 Chron 9:10) byîrÎywøh ◊y Jehovah contends 

Jehonadab (2 Kings 10:15) b ∂dÎnwøh ◊y Jehovah is noble 
Jehonathan (1 Chron 27:25) NDtÎnwøh ◊y Jehovah has given 

Jehoram (1 Kings 22:50) M ∂rwøh ◊y Jehovah is exalted 
Jehoseph (Psalm 81:5/6) PEswøh ◊y Jehovah has increased 

Jehoshabeath (2 Chr 22:11) tAoVbAvwøh ◊y Jehovah is an oath 
Jehoshaphat (2 Sam 8:16) fDpDvwøh ◊y Jehovah has judged 
Jehosheba (2 Kings 11:2) oAbRvwøh ◊y Jehovah has sworn 
Jehoshua (Num 13:16)364 Ao…wvwøh ◊y Jehovah is salvation 

Jehozabad (2 Kings 12:21) dDbÎzwøh ◊y Jehovah hath bestowed 
Jehozadak (1 Chron 6:14) q ∂dDxwøh ◊y Jehovah is righteous 

Thus, it is very evident that the first section of the Divine Name is pronounced as it is 
written, Jehovah, not Yahweh.365 
                                                                                                                                            
question [was] altered from Jeho (wøhVy) into Jo (wøy)” (pg. 369, Introduction to the Massoretico-Critical 
Edition of the Hebrew Bible, Christian D. Ginsburg. New York, NY: Ktav Publishing, 1966 (orig. pub. 
1897)).  “[T]he pronunciation Yehova . . . [is] in agreement with the beginning of all theophoric names, 
[and is] the authentic pronunciation, contrary to the form Yahvé of Samaritan origin. . . . [A]ll theophoric 
names in the Masoretic text follow the phonetic pattern ‘Yehô-a.’” (pgs. 174, 189 The Name of God, 
YeHoWaH, Gertoux; cf. pg. 210).  Note also Thomas Strouse, “Who is this Deity Named Yahweh?” 
http://www.deanburgonsociety.org/CriticalTexts/yahweh.htm. 
364  The Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament (Ludwig Koehler & Walter Baumgartner, 
trans. & ed. M.E.J. Richardson.  Leiden, The Netherlands: 2000) states that “Joshua [is] the first name in 
OT containing [Jehovah]” (though it then mentions as prior the shortened name dRbRkwøy, found in Exodus 
6:20; Numbers 26:59;  the names Aliah (hÎyVlAo) in 1 Chronicles 1:51 and Beriah (hDoyîrV;b) in Genesis 46:17 
are not theophoric).  It is noteworthy that this theophoric name was specifically chosen by Moses for the 
man formerly named simply Oshea ( AoEvwøh, Numbers 13:16), and the name taken by the Messiah and Son of 
God, the Lord Jesus (Heb. Joshua; cf. Hebrews 4:8).  However, Koehler & Baumgartner neglect the earlier 
theophoric name Joseph, PEswøy (Genesis 30:24; cf. Genesis 22:2, h¥ÎyîrOm).  However, it is true that 
Joshua/Jehoshua is the first theophoric name which contains the unabbreviated Jeho-, which is not found 
in dRbRkwøy or PEswøy.  Note that Jehoshua/Joshua can be written as AoUvwøh ◊y (Exodus 17:9) as well as Ao…wvwøh ◊y. 
365  A consistent advocate of the pronunciation Yahweh should insist upon changing all these Biblical 
names from, e. g., Jehoahaz to Yahwahaz, Jehoshaphat to Yahweshapaht, Jehoshua to Yahweshua, and so 
on. 
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 Names of people and places that end with the Divine Name likewise evidence that 
Jehovah is correct, rather that Yahweh.  Consider the following examples:366 

Abiah (1 Samuel 8:2) hÎ¥yIbSa Jehovah is (my) father 
Ahiah (1 Samuel 14:3) hÎ¥yIjSa brother of Jehovah 

Amaziah (2 Kings 12:21) hÎyVxAmSa Jehovah is mighty 
Athaliah (2 Kings 11:3) hÎyVlAtSo afflicted of Jehovah 
Hezekiah (2 Kings 18:1) h¥ÎyIq ◊zIj Jehovah is my strength 
Hilkiah (2 Kings 18:37) hÎ¥yIqVlIj My portion is Jehovah 

Jedidiah (2 Samuel 12:25) ;hÎy √dyîd ◊y beloved of Jehovah 
Jesaiah (1 Chron 3:21) hÎyVoAv ◊y Jehovah has saved 

Jeremiah (Jeremiah 27:1) hÎyVm √rˆy Jehovah has founded 
Josiah (1 Kings 13:2) …hÎ¥yIvaøy whom Jehovah heals 

Micaiah (2 Kings 22:12) hÎyDkyIm Who is like Jehovah? 
Moriah (Genesis 22:2) h¥ÎyîrOm chosen by Jehovah 

Obadiah (1 Chron 3:21) hÎy √dAbOo servant of Jehovah 
Pekahiah (2 Kings 15:22) hÎyVjåqVÚp Jehovah sees 
Seraiah (2 Samuel 8:17) hÎy ∂rVc Jehovah is ruler 

Shemaiah (1 Kings 12:22) hÎyVoAmVv heard by Jehovah 
Uriah (2 Samuel 11:3) hÎ¥yîr…wa Jehovah is my light 
Uzziah (2 Kings 12:21) hÎyVxAmSa Jehovah is mighty 

Zachariah (2 Kings 14:29) hÎy √rAk ◊z Jehovah remembers 
Zedekiah (1 Kings 22:11) hÎ¥yIq √dIx Jehovah is righteous 

These names evidence that Jehovah is the correct ending for the Tetragrammaton, not 
Yahweh. They employ the shortened form of Jehovah, Jah (Psalm 68:4, ;hÎy),367 which 
combines the first letter of the Name (y) with the hÎ  at the end, validating that ah, not eh 
or some other vocalization, properly ends the Tetragram.368  Both the Jehovah names 
                                                
366  Unlike the Jeho- names, the list above is only representative, not comprehensive.  Like the list of 
Jeho- names, only one reference where a name is found is listed.  There are many names that end in hÎy 
(iah) that are not included, for there are a great many more of such names in Scripture than there are Jeho- 
names.  The English letter i appears on these names, not because a Hebrew chireq uniformly precedes the 
hÎy, but because the y is transliterated as i instead of as y.  An examination of the names above in Hebrew 
will validate that no single vowel uniformly precedes the hÎy.  Furthermore, it should be noted that very 
many of the iah names also have forms ending in …whDy.  For example, equivalents to the first three names 
(hÎ¥yIbSa, hÎ¥yIjSa, hÎyVxAmSa) are found in 2 Chronicles 13:20 ( …whZ¥ÎyIbSa), 1 Kings 14:4 ( …whÎ¥yIjSa), and 2 Kings 14:1 
( …whÎyVxAmSa). 
367  Note the use of Jah and Jehovah together in Isaiah 12:2; 26:4. 
368  The advocate of the pronunciation Yahweh could argue that ;hÎy does not combine the beginning 
and ending of the longer hDOwh ◊y, but rather constitutes the first portion of the Name, thus supporting an initial 
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ending in ah and the shortened form Jah itself validate that the final syllable of the Name 
is ah, not eh.  No theophoric names anywhere in Scripture end with an eh, the expected 
ending were the Name pronounced Yahweh.  Similarly, the word Hallelujah (Psalm 
104:35; 105:45; 106:1, 48; ;h`Dy_…wlVl`Ah/;hÎy …wlVlAh/;hÎy…wlVl`Ah) and the Greek Alleluia (Revelation 
19:1-6; aÓllhlou/iœa) validate the ah at the end of the Divine Name.   

Furthermore, the Mishna states that the Name was pronounced as it was written, 
that is, as hDOwh ◊y, Jehovah.369  This pronunciation is also consistent with Talmudic 
evidence.370  The plain evidence of what the vowels on the Name actually are, other 

                                                                                                                                            
syllable of Yah instead of Yeh/Jeh.  However, the fact that all the theophoric names that clearly do contain 
the initial portion of the Tetragram read as Yeho not as Yah makes this idea unlikely.  Furthermore, the 
mappiq in ;hÎy is expected only if the h is a final consonant, which also suggests that the hÎ  represents the 
concluding portion of the Tetragrammaton.  Note that certain theophoric names, such as 2 Samuel 
12:25’s ;hDy √dyîd ◊y, also contain the mappiq.  Thus, when theophoric names end with the Name, it is 
reasonable to think that the final portion of the name, the hÎ  of Jehovah, is combined with the initial 
consonant y. 
369  Thus, the Mishna records, “In the sanctuary they would pronounce the [divine] name as it is 
written, and in the provinces, by an epithet” (Tamid 7:2: Owy…w…nIkV;b hÎnyîdV;mAb…w ,OwbDtVkI;k MEÚvAh tRa MyîrVmOwa …wyDh 

v ∂;dVqI;mA;b).  It should be noted that the idea that the Jews always forbade the pronunciation of the 
Tetragrammaton is false.  In addition to the quotation above, the Mishna speaks of the “voice of the high 
priest when he made mention of the Divine name on the Day of Atonement” (Tamid 3:8: .Myîr…wÚpI;kAh MOwyV;b 

MEÚvAh tRa ryI;k ◊zAm a…whRv hDoDvV;b lOwdÎ…g NEhO;k lRv lOwq PAa ,MyîrVmOwa v´y ◊w).  Likewise, the Talmud affirms that 
the Tetragram was pronounced.  It declares that, on the Day of Atonement, “Ten times that day [the High 
Priest] pronounced the Divine Name, three in the first confession, three in the second confession, three in 
connection with the he-goat that is sent away, and one in connection with the lots” (Yoma 39A, Babylonian 
Talmud, trans. Neusner).  Likewise, Yoma 69B reads, “‘And Ezra blessed, the Lord, the great God’ 
(Nehemiah 8:6).  What is the meaning here of ‘great’? Said R. Joseph said Rab, ‘It means that he magnified 
him by using the Ineffable Name of God. . . . ‘[A]nd Ezra praised the great God’ (Nehemiah 8:4-6) . . . 
[S]aid R. Giddal, ‘It means that he magnified him by using the Ineffable Name of God.’” 

While “the pronunciation of the Name became forbidden . . . at the time of Abba Shaül in the 
second century . . . before the priesthood of Simon the Just (3rd century [B. C.]) . . . the name was used even 
outside of the Temple” (pg. 214, The Name of God YeHoWaH, Gertoux).  The Name was known and 
pronounced by Adam and Eve (Genesis 4:1) and their descendants, such as Abraham (Genesis 13:4). It was 
known and pronounced in Israel (Exodus 7:16), and known and pronounced by Gentiles (2 Chronicles 
2:11).  A simple study of the Tetragram in Scripture testifies to its common use.  Archeology evidences that 
the Tetragrammaton was pronounced commonly enough in Israel that it was known to the surrounding 
nations, as is evidenced, for example, by the presence of the Name on the Moabite Mesha Stone (850 B. C.; 
note the translation of the Stone in the article “Yahweh,” Dictionary of Deities and Demons in the Bible).  
The practice of pronouncing the Tetragrammaton continued until after the completion of the canon.  A 
prohibition of saying Jehovah is not only dangerous because it is entirely absent from Scripture, but the 
connection between the God one names and the Deity one worships (Exodus 23:13; Joshua 23:7; Jeremiah 
10:25; Joel 2:32; Romans 10:13) makes a prohibition the more unbiblical. 
370  The declaration of Sotah 10b, 36b, that the name Judah, h ∂d…wh ◊y, contains the name of God (“To . . 
. Judah, who sanctified the name of Heaven in public, they gave the entire name of the Holy One, blessed 
be he.” Sotah 36b; cf. “Judah . . . had . . . the entire set of letters of the name of the Holy One, blessed be he 
. . . [in] his name”, Sotah 10b, trans. Neusner) supports the translation Jehovah. The entire vocalization 
(except for the Ow/ …w) of hDOwh ◊y are in the name h ∂d…wh ◊y; Yahweh does not have any of the vowels of h ∂d…wh ◊y. 
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theophoric names, the Mishna, and a variety of other evidences demonstrate that the 
Tetragrammaton is correctly pronounced Jehovah. 
 In contrast to the strong evidence in favor of the pronunciation Jehovah, very little 
favors the pronunciation Yahweh. Since this latter pronunciation is not favored by any 
evidence in the Hebrew of the Bible, nor in other ancient Jewish documents, its advocates 
must look outside of Scripture and Jewish texts for evidence in its favor.  This they find 
in the late patristic writers “Theodoret . . . and Epiphanius . . . [who] give Iabe” as the 
pronunciation of the Tetragrammaton, although “the former distinguish[es] it as the 
pronunciation of the Samaritans.”371  These statements constitute the most substantive 
and strongest argument in favor of the pronunciation Yahweh.372  Also, papyri involving 
pagan magic, and “which . . . are not to be conceived of as transcriptions of the 
Tetragrammaton . . . [and in which] every possible and impossible designation of deities, 
Greek, Egyptian and Semitic, is found in profuse variety, just as, in general, this whole 
                                                
371  “Jehovah,” Dictionary of the Bible, William Smith, rev. & ed. H. B. Hackett.  The article also 
mentions that others writers speculated that the pronunciation was Iaw, Ieuw, Iaou, or Iaoue.  (The 
pronunciation Iaoue, which is in some manuscripts of 2 and 3 Clement, and is also somewhat close to 
Yahweh, has as a textual variant Iaou, so it is not certain that Iaoue exists at all as a patristic 
pronunciation.  See the table in Deismann, Bible Studies, pg. 317.)  The dictionary concludes, “even if these 
writers were entitled to speak with authority, their evidence only tends to show in how many different ways 
the four letters of the word hwhy could be represented in Greek characters, and throws no light either upon 
its real pronunciation or its punctuation. . . . In the absence, therefore, of anything satisfactory from these 
sources, there is plainly left a wide field for conjecture.” 
372  The (ed. Karen Van Der Toorn; article “Yahweh,” pgs. 910-919, note 910-924) provides no other 
arguments in its extensive article in favor of the Yahweh prounciation than the references by Ephiphanius 
and Theodoret and a textually suspect reading of Clement of Alexandria (cf. the previous footnote), 
omitting the fact that Theodoret said that Iabe was a Samaritan pronunciation rejected by the Jews and the 
textual problems in Clement’s alleged Iaoue.  The evidence in favor of the pronunciation Jehovah is 
likewise entirely omitted.  While omitting all the evidence in favor of Jehovah and omitting the problems 
with the pronunciation Yahweh, the Dictionary had plenty of room for detailed descriptions of the most 
ridiculous and blasphemous modernistic speculations on the origin and development of the worship of 
Jehovah in Israel.  

Other arguments in favor of the form Yahweh are certainly made at times;  the examination below 
is not comprehensive, and, in light of the tremendous amount of speculation and discussion about the 
pronunciation of the Name, exhaustive analysis would be beyond the scope of this sketch.  Let it be 
sufficient that other arguments against Jehovah and in favor of Yahweh, such as that the latter 
pronunciation “was common to religions other than Israel’s . . . having been found in Babylonian 
inscriptions[,] [and] Ammonite, Arabic and Egyptian names appear . . . to contain it” (“God, Names of,” 
The International Standard Bible Encyclopedia, James Orr, gen. ed. Grand Rapids, MI:  Eerdmans, 1939, 
elec. acc. Online Bible for Mac), are not especially convincing to one with Christian presuppositions, and 
the conclusions advanced by the International Standard Bible Encyclopedia given above are disputed (cf. 
“Yahweh,” Dictionary of Deities and Demons in the Bible).  Uncertain evidence that pagan religions 
worshipped a god called Yahweh certainly does not prove that the one God of Israel would receive such a 
name.  For a history of the discussion of the pronunciation of the Tetragrammaton (albeit with certain 
unbiblical biases—note the anti-Trinitarianism on pgs. 218-222), see The Name of God YeHoWaH, which is 
Pronounced as it is Written, I_Eh_oU_Ah: Its Story, Gérard Gertoux.  Other treatises on the pronunciation 
of the Tetragram are mentioned by Smith and others, and an extensive bibliography is found in the 
Dictionary of Deities and Demons in the Bible. 
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class of literature is characterized by a peculiar syncretism of Greek, Egyptian and 
Semitic ideas”373 contain invocations that sound like the word Yahweh.374  To use the 
speculations of two patristic writers—one of whom even specifies that Yahweh was a 
Samaritan pronunciation, and that the Jews used something else375—to overthrow the 
vocalization of the Name in the MTR, Jehovah, is entirely unjustifiable.  To use a name 
found in some pagan papyri that are invoking numberless idols and demons to reject 
Jehovah is even worse.  The evidence for the pronunciation Yahweh is very poor, and 
totally insufficient to overthrow the powerful and numerous evidences in favor of the 
pronunciation Jehovah. 
 Thus, it is evident that Jehovah is the correct pronunciation of the Name of 
God.376  Jehovah has not allowed the pronunciation of His Name to be lost.377 

                                                
373  Pg. 323-324, Deismann, Bible Studies. 
374  Deismann (Bible Studies, pg. 324ff.) records the following forms (among others) that he thinks 
could possibly sound like the Tetragrammaton, all of which are invoked in these pagan papyri: iaw; 
iawai; ia; iawia; iah (which Deismann admits occurs in the midst of “other meaningless permutations 
of . . . vowels,” pg. 325); ah; aiœa; iawt; iawq; iaoue; iawouhe; ihwuoei; iawouhe; iawouhe; 
ieouahw; ehouiaw; iabe; iaboe; iaba; iabawq; iabaß.  Discussing some of these forms, he writes, 
“We must first of all investigate whether the said forms do not belong to the manifold permutations of the 
seven vowels, which are all but universally considered to be capricious and meaningless, mocking every 
possible attempt at explanation, and which can therefore, now less than ever, yield a basis for etymological 
conjectures. . . . [O]ther [names] again appear to have no special meaning, for . . . magical formulae are 
formed from the seven vowels aehiouw and their permutations and combinations . . . in all probability 
there were magic formulae formed from the consonants also, now Hebraising, now Egyptianising, now 
Graecising, and without any definite meaning. . . . The value of the vocalic transcriptions . . . for the 
determination of [the Tetragrammaton’s] true pronunciation appears to us, by reason of the diffuse and 
capricious usage of the vowels which we find throughout the Magic Literature, to be at most very small. 
The very great uncertainty of the traditional texts must also be urged as an objection to [these papyri] being 
so employed. Nowhere could copyists’ errors be more easily made, nowhere are errors in reading by editors 
more possible, than in these texts. Let any one but attempt to copy half a page of such magic formulae for 
himself: the eye will be continually losing its way because there is no fixed point amidst the confusion of 
meaningless vowels by which it can right itself” (pg. 329-330, Bible Studies).  To take the fact that a word 
that sounds like Yahweh is found within lists of meaningless jabber and countless permutations of vowels 
and consonants designed to assist one in performing pagan magic is about as valid a method of determining 
the vocalization of the Tetragrammaton as concluding that whatever sounds pop into one’s head after 
asking Merlin the Wizard for help and saying Abra Cadabra provide evidence for the proper pronunciation 
of God’s holy Name. 
375  Theodoret affirmed that the Jews said Aia, according to the article “Jehovah,” Dictionary of the 
Bible, William Smith, rev. & ed. H. B. Hackett—but other MSS of Theodoret affirm he said the Jews call 
God Ia (see pg. 326, Deismann, Bible Studies), which, since it sounds like the actual Biblical designation 
Jah ( ;hÎy), is quite likely what his actual affirmation was. 
376  Deismann records that “J. M. Gesner . . . believed that he had discovered the Divine name Jehovah 
in the vowel series [found in Greek texts of] IEHWOUA” (pg. 328, Bible Studies:  Contributions Chiefly 
from Papyri and Inscriptions to the History of the Language, the Literature, and the Religion of Hellenistic 
Judaism and Primitive Christianity, G. Adolf Deismann, trans. Alexander Grieve, (3rd ed., Edinburgh: T. 
& T. Clark, 1923, orig. pub. 1901, citing De laude dei per septem vocales in the Commentationes Soc. Reg. 
Scient. Götting., i. (1751), p. 245 ff.), a noteworthy fact, although Deismann did not agree with Gesner.  
Smith also dissents from Gesner in “Jehovah,” Dictionary of the Bible, William Smith, rev. & ed. H. B. 
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VII. Appendix II: A Sampling of the Biblical Evidence  

for the Inspiration of the Hebrew Vowels 
 
 Advocates of the IV typically, and correctly, affirm that the self-testimony of the 
only true God, infallibly appearing in the Bible, is incomparably more certain than the 
best attested historical evidences, and, consequently, that the Bible’s own affirmations are 
decisive in the question of the inspiration of the Hebrew vowels.  The following 

                                                                                                                                            
Hackett.  One would need to exercise great care to verify the correctness of Gesner’s thesis before 
employing it as legitimate evidence. 
377  If the pronunciation of the Tetragrammaton had been lost, then the promise, “this is my name for 
ever, and this is my memorial unto all generations” (Exodus 3:15) has failed.  This idea also runs contrary 
to many other verses, such as:  “And they that know thy name will put their trust in thee: for thou, LORD, 
hast not forsaken them that seek thee” (Psalm 9:10); “The name of the LORD is a strong tower: the 
righteous runneth into it, and is safe” (Proverbs 18:10); “And it shall come to pass, that whosoever shall 
call on the name of the LORD shall be delivered” (Joel 2:32); “The LORD hear thee in the day of trouble; 
the name of the God of Jacob defend thee . . . Some trust in chariots, and some in horses: but we will 
remember the name of the LORD our God” (Psalm 20:1, 7); “Pour out thy wrath upon the heathen that 
have not known thee, and upon the kingdoms that have not called upon thy name. . . . Help us, O God of 
our salvation, for the glory of thy name: and deliver us, and purge away our sins, for thy name’s sake” 
(Psalm 79:6, 9); “And he shall stand and feed in the strength of the LORD, in the majesty of the name of 
the LORD his God; and they shall abide: for now shall he be great unto the ends of the earth” (Micah 5:4).  
The Messiah receives the name Jehovah as well (Jeremiah 23:5-6). 
 Consistency would seem to require that one who affirmed that the Tetragrammaton never be 
pronounced also abstain from employing words such as Hallelujah, since both the unabridged Jehovah and 
the shortened form Jah, found in Hallelujah, are considered the Name (Psalm 68:4; 83:18). 
 One notes as well that the inspired explanation of the significance of the Tetragrammaton is “I 
AM THAT I AM” and “I AM” (h™RyVh`Ra . . . h¡RyVh`Ra r ∞RvSa h™RyVh`Ra) as in the Authorized Version in Exodus 
3:14.  “I will be what I will be” or some other future significance, is inferior to the view that gives the 
imperfect verb hyh a gnomic significance expressing the true God’s self-existence and eternality.  “I AM” 
is supported by the Lord Jesus’ declaration that He is the very “I AM” (e˙gw¿ ei˙mi, John 8:58) and by the 
LXX rendition of Exodus 3:14 as e˙gw¿ ei˙mi oJ w‡n . . . oJ w‡n.  Note also Revelation 1:4, oJ w·n kai« oJ h™n kai« 
oJ e˙rco/menoß. The idea that Exodus 3 specifies the Name as a Hiphil form possessing the idea of “causing 
to be” is invalid, since “the causative form of the verb ‘to become, to be’ does not exist in Hebrew and it 
has never existed” (pg. 211, The Name of God YeHoWah, Gertoux).  Nor does v´y signify “I AM,” as does 
hRyVhRa.  In the words of the Moses Maimonides, “God taught Moses how to teach them and how to establish 
amongst them the belief in the existence of Himself, namely, by saying Ehyeh asher Ehyeh, a name derived 
from the verb hayah in the sense of ‘existing,’ for the verb hayah denotes ‘to be,’ and in Hebrew no 
difference is made between the verbs ‘to be’ and ‘to exist.’  The principle point in this phrase is that the 
same word which denotes ‘existence’ is repeated as an attribute. . . . This is, therefore, the expression of the 
idea that God exists, but not in the ordinary sense of the term;  or in other words, He is ‘the existing being 
which is the existing Being,’ that is to say, the Being whose existence is absolute” (The Guide for the 
Perplexed, Moses Maimonides, trans. M. Friedlaender (London:  George Routledge, 1956) pgs. 94-5. Cited 
pgs. 50-51, Post-Reformation Reformed Dogmatics, Vol. 3:  The Divine Essence and Attributes, Richard A. 
Muller.  Grand Rapids, MI:  Baker Academic, 2003.). 
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sampling378 of texts summarize some of the evidence from Scripture itself that requires 
the inspiration of the Hebrew vowels. 
 Generally, Scripture presents certain presuppositions that those who bow to God’s 
authority must recognize as they come to the question of the preservation of its text.379  
First, God revealed the Scriptures so men could know His will both in the time of the 
giving of the Old and New Testaments and in subsequent eras (Deuteronomy 31:9-13, 
24-29; 1 John 1:1-4, 2:1-17; 2 Timothy 3:14-17; 2 Peter 1:12-15). Certainly the Bible 
makes clear that no Scripture was intended for only the original recipient (Romans 15:4, 
16:25-26; 1 Corinthians 10:11). God intended for those writings to be recognized and 
received by the churches as a whole (e.g., Colossians 4:16; Revelation 1:3-4). God’s 
inspired words were to be guarded (1 Timothy 6:20-21) as a “form (pattern) of sound 
words” for the church (2 Timothy 1:13-14) and to be used to instruct the future churches 
(2 Timothy 2:2).  Second, the Bible promises that God will preserve every one of His 
Words forever down to the very jot and tittle, the smallest letters of every word (Psalm 
12:6-7, 33:11, 119:152, 160; Isaiah 30:8, 40:8; 1 Peter 1:23-25; Matthew 5:18, 24:35).  
Third, the Bible promises that God’s Words are perfect and pure (Psalm 12:6-7; Proverbs 
30:5-6).  Fourth, the Bible promises that God would make His Words generally available 
to every generation of believers (Deuteronomy 29:29; 30:11-14; Isaiah 34:16, 59:21; 
Matthew 4:4; 5:18-19; 2 Peter 3:2; Jude 17).  Fifth, the Bible promises there will be 
certainty as to the Words of God (Deuteronomy 4:2; 12:32; Revelation 22:18-19; 2 Peter 
1:19; Luke 1:4; Proverbs 1:23, 22:20-21; Daniel 12:9-10; 1 John 2:20).  Sixth, the Bible 
promises that God would lead His saints into all truth, and that the Word, all of His 
Words, are truth (John 16:13, 17:8, 17).  Believers are not to set themselves above the 
Word but receive it with the faith of a little child, rejecting secular and worldly “wisdom” 
(Matthew 11:25-26; 1 Corinthians 3:18-20).  Seventh, God states that the Bible will be 
settled to the extent that someone could not add or take away from His Words and 
effectually corrupt them (Revelation 22:18-19; Deuteronomy 12:32).  Eighth, The Bible 
shows that Israel in the Old Testament and true churches in the New Testament would 
receive and guard these Words (Nehemiah 9:13-14; Psalm 78:5-7; 147:19; Ezekiel 20:11; 

                                                
378  As indicated earlier, a book-length discussion of this topic is found in One Tittle Shall in No Wise 
Pass: Destroying the Scholarly Myth that God did not Inspire the Vowels of the Old Testament, Chester W. 
Kulus.  Cleveland, GA: Old Paths Publications, 2009. 
379  A book length exposition of the Biblical doctrine of preservation is Thou Shalt Keep Them:  A 
Biblical Theology of the Perfect Preservation of Scripture, ed. Kent Brandenburg.  El Sobrante, CA:  Pillar 
and Ground Publishing, 2003. Cf. also “Transmission of the Text in Church History,” Paul Ferguson 
(unpub. paper; contents generally replicated in certain issues of The Burning Bush, the theological journal 
of the Far Eastern Bible College). 
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Matthew 28:19-20; John 17:8; Acts 8:14, 11:1, 17:11; Romans 3:2; 9:4; 1 Thessalonians 
2:13; 1 Corinthians 15:3; 1 Timothy 3:15).  Ninth, the Bible presents as a pattern that 
believers would receive these Words from other believers (Deuteronomy 17:18; 29:29; 1 
Kings 2:3; Proverbs 25:1; Acts 7:38; Philippians 4:9; Colossians 4:16; 1 Thessalonians 
1:6; Hebrews 7:11).  Tenth, the Bible teaches that Scriptural promises may appear to 
contradict science and reason, such as when Genesis 2 presents a newly created world 
that would appear old on uniformitarian presuppositions. However, the Scriptures 
declare:  “It is better to trust in the LORD than to put confidence in man” (Psalm 118:8).  
Eleventh, Christ implied the preservation of His very Words by making them the standard 
of future judgment (John 12:48). He also warned of the vanity of ignoring His actual 
words (Matthew 7:26). Christ emphatically declared, “the scripture cannot be broken” 
(John 10:35). In Matthew 22:29 Jesus rebuked, “Ye do err, not knowing the scriptures.” 
If the Scriptures were only accessible in long-lost original autographs, the Lord would not 
chide people for being ignorant of Words that were not available.  Believers are 
commanded to contend for the faith (Jude 3) and this faith is based upon the word of God 
(Romans 10:17). Finally, in summary, “The just shall live by faith” (Romans 1:17; 
Habakkuk 2:4) and believers must “walk by faith, not by sight” (2 Corinthians 5:7).  
Scripture, and faith in the promises of God, must be the “glasses” through which 
Christians evaluate historical data about the preservation of the Bible.  Scripture teaches 
the verbal, plenary preservation of the verbally, plenarily inspired autographa (Psalm 
12:6-7; Matthew 5:18; Matthew 24:35);  that the preserved Words would be perpetually 
available to God’s people (Isaiah 59:21);  that Israel was the guardian of Scripture in the 
Old Testament (Romans 3:1-2), and the church the guardian of Scripture in the 
dispensation of grace in the New Testament (1 Timothy 3:15).  The Holy Spirit would 
lead the saints to accept the words the Father gave to the Son to give His people (John 
16:13; 17:8).  Believers can know where the canonical words of God are, because they 
are to live by every one of them (Matthew 4:4; Revelation 22:18-19) and are going to be 
judged by them at the last day (John 12:48). 
 Based on those truths, the fact that God inspired words in the Old Testament, not 
consonants alone, and He promised that His people could have certainty about those 
words, and required them to treasure and live by every one of them, requires that the Old 
Testament text contained vowels as well as consonants when it was dictated by the Holy 
Spirit through human penmen.  There are many texts where a solely consonantal Hebrew 
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Bible is ambiguous.380  For example, Deuteronomy 33:27 promises:  “The eternal God is 
thy refuge, and underneath are the everlasting arms” (M¡Dlwøo tâOoOr ◊z tAj™A;tIm…w M®d$®q 

yEhâølTa ‹hÎnOoVm).  The English Standard Version notes:  “Revocalization of verse 27 yields 
He subdues the ancient gods, and shatters the forces of old.”  In 1 Kings 17:4, instead of 
God telling Elijah to stay by the brook Cherith, since “I [the LORD] have commanded 
the ravens to feed thee there” (:M`Dv äÔKVlR;kVlAkVl yItyYˆ…wIx My ∞Ib √rOoDh_tRa ◊w), revocalization could 
change the “ravens” into “Arabians” (MyI;b √rAo), or even into “people of the city Orbo” or 
“of the rock Oreb.”381  God promises His Son, the Messiah, “Thou shalt break them [the 
heathen] with a rod of iron” (l¡Rz √rA;b fRb ∞EvV;b MEoOrV;t, Psalm 2:9).  Changing the vowels leads 
to the translation in the New International Version, “You will rule” (MRo √rI;t) instead of 
“break” (MEoOrV;t).  Psalm 7:11, instead of reading “God judgeth the righteous, and God is 
angry with the wicked every day” (:Mwáøy_lDkV;b M¶EoOz l#Ea ◊wŒ qyóî;dAx f ∞Epwøv MyIhølTa) can be 
revocalized to read “God . . . is not angry every day.”382  Proverbs 23:7, instead of 
stating:  “For as he thinketh in his heart, so is he” (a…wñh_NQR;k w#øvVpÅnV;b r¶AoDv_wømV;k —y§I;k) can read 
“for like a hair in the throat,” so is he,383 by changing the vowels of rAoDv to rDoEc, and 
considering vRp‰n as “throat” based on Ugaritic and Akkadian cognates.  In numerous 
verses, one could not tell whether commands or statements involve “milk” (bDlDj) or “fat” 
(bRlEj)—Moses, three times, commands Israel not to boil a kid in its mother’s blj 
(Exodus 23:19; 39:26; Deuteronomy 14:21; note also the ambiguity in Genesis 45:18; Job 
10:10; 21:24; Psalm 63:5; Ezekiel 34:3), but there would be no way of knowing what 
God actually commanded and what He forbade without the vowels, although He repeated 

                                                
380  Kulus, on pgs. 189-244 of One Tittle Shall In No Wise Pass, provides over 100 examples of 
ambiguity, out of many more that could be listed. 
381  “[T]he word rendered ravens (Orebim, MyIb √rOo) only has that meaning if it be written with the 
vowel points. But the vowel points are confessedly not ‘inspired’ in any sense, but are a late Masoretic 
invention. Without the change of a letter the word may equally well mean people of the city Orbo, or of the 
rock Oreb . . . or ‘merchants,’ . . . or Arabians. No doubt difficulties might be suggested about any of these 
interpretations; but which would be most reasonable, the acceptance of such small difficulties, or the literal 
acceptance of a stupendous miracle . . . by which we are to believe on the isolated authority of a nameless 
and long subsequent writer, that, for months or weeks together, voracious and unclean birds brought bread 
and flesh to the Prophet twice a day? It is as perfectly open to any one who chooses to say that ‘Arabians,’ 
or ‘Orbites,’ or ‘merchants,’ or ‘people of the rock Oreb’ fed Elijah, as to say that the ‘ravens’ did so” 
(Chapter 34, “Elijah, 1 Kings 17:1-7,” in The Pulpit Commentary, 1 Kings, by Frederick W. Farrar.  Elec. 
acc. Christian Library Series, vol. 3:  Expositor’s Bible.  Rio, WI: AGES Digital Software Library, 2006). 
382  “[T]he evidence on one side amounts to a positive affirmation, ‘God IS angry every day;’ and, on 
the other side, to as positive a negation, ‘He is NOT angry every day.’ . . . The true sense may be restored 
thus: lEa, with the vowel point tsere, signifies GOD: lAa, the same letters, with the point pathach, signifies 
not . . . [thus meaning] . . . ‘God judgeth the righteous, and is NOT angry every day.’ . . . [conveying] the 
ideas of patience and longsuffering” (Note on Psalm 7:11, Adam Clarke’s Commentary on the Bible, 1832. 
Elec. acc. The Online Bible for Mac, Ken Hamel, version 3.0). 
383  As in the New Revised Standard Version. 
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His statement three times.  Many more specific instances of ambiguity could be given.  
“The nature and genius of the Hebrew language require points; without these the 
difference can’t be discerned between nouns and verbs, in some instances, as rbd, with 
many others; between verbs active, and verbs passive, between some conjugations, 
moods, senses, and persons, Kal, Piel, Pual; imperatives and infinitives, are proofs 
hereof; nor can the Vau conversive of senses be observed, which yet is used frequently 
throughout the Bible, and without which, the formation of some of the tenses by letters 
would be useless. . . . [W]ithout the points a grammar cannot be written . . . for example, 
describe the conjugation Kal without points, and immediately you’ll be at a stand, and 
much more in Piel.”384  Biblical promises that believers can have certainty about the text 
of the Bible require the inspiration of the Hebrew vowel points. 
 One cannot respond that the true vowels were preserved by oral tradition from the 
time that Scripture was originally given by inspiration until the time the vowels were 
invented on the TMT because it is impossible that oral tradition could preserve every jot 
and tittle of the entire Bible correctly for thousands of years—which is what God 
promised—and the Baptist and Protestant doctrine of sola Scriptura is the revealed truth 
(2 Timothy 3:16, etc.), not the doctrine of Catholicism and of the Pharisees that authority 
is shared by both Scripture and tradition (cf. Mark 7:13; Colossians 2:8).  Jewish oral 
traditions are of no value whatsoever for the interpretation of the Bible.  Believers are 
commanded to “not giv[e] heed to Jewish fables, and commandments of men, that turn 
from the truth” (Titus 1:14; cf. 1 Peter 1:18).  The true reading of Scripture has not been 
preserved by unregenerate Jews who are under the curse of God for rejecting the Messiah 
and are experiencing a “famine . . . of hearing the words of the LORD” (Amos 8:11-14), 
as the TMT requires (if its advocates argue that one can determine the true reading at all).  
Advocates of the TMT, if they wished to attempt to accept the truth that God promised 
certainty about the text of Scripture, would really have to affirm that anti-Christ, 
unregenerate, and unknown Tiberian Masorites had the Holy Spirit move upon them and 
re-inspire Scripture, so that the correct vowels were in every case recorded, but God has 
promised perfect preservation, not reinspiration. 
 Furthermore, were the points not inspired, adding them would be a grievous sin:  
“Ye shall not add unto the word which I command you, neither shall ye diminish ought 
from it, that ye may keep the commandments of the LORD your God which I command 
you” (Deuteronomy 4:2).  “Every word of God is pure: he is a shield unto them that put 

                                                
384  Pg. 122, A Dissertation Concerning the Antiquity of the Hebrew Language, Letters, Vowel-Points, 
and Accents, John Gill.  Elec. acc. John Gill Collection, Paris, AK: Baptist Standard Bearer, 1999. 



 231 

their trust in him. Add thou not unto his words, lest he reprove thee, and thou be found a 
liar” (Proverbs 30:5-6).  “For I testify unto every man that heareth the words of the 
prophecy of this book, If any man shall add unto these things, God shall add unto him the 
plagues that are written in this book: And if any man shall take away from the words of 
the book of this prophecy, God shall take away his part out of the book of life, and out of 
the holy city, and from the things which are written in this book” (Revelation 22:18-19).  
One would have no way of knowing whether the vowels added on TMT assumptions 
represented the correct words in instances of ambiguity or not, and, because of the 
quantity of uncertain passages, the science of probability would make it morally certain 
that the added vowels would, in various places, represent the wrong words.  All those 
who loved, printed, preached, taught, reproduced, defended, supported in any way, or did 
not heartily loathe and detest as corrupt a Hebrew text with vowel points would be under 
a dreadful Divine curse.  Indeed, in verses where the text was ambiguous, it would be 
impossible to know whether or not one was preaching or teaching what God intended or 
corrupting Scripture, making disobedience to commands not to add or take away from the 
words and commandments of God impossible to obey.   

Furthermore, in the many texts where individuals or groups were commanded to 
“to keep all the words of this law and these statutes [every single commandment given to 
the original human penmen by inspiration], to do them” (Deuteronomy 17:18-20; cf. 
11:18; 28:15, 58; 8:3 & Matthew 4:4; Joshua 1:8; Leviticus 26:14; etc.), promising 
incredible blessings for obedience and fearful curses for disobedience, the blessings 
would be entirely impossible to obtain, and curses would be certain to descend, since 
there would be no way of knowing what exactly one was supposed to obey.  Sincere 
believers would have to despair of Divine blessing, expecting instead certain awful 
judgments upon them.  Similar commands, such as the command to “read” all that Moses 
“wrote” so that one might “observe to do all the words of this law” (Deuteronomy 31:9-
13) would be impossible to obey, as one would not know if one was reading all the words 
God and Moses intended to record or other words with different vowels;  the fact that 
Joshua, after writing out the Pentateuch, read to Israel “all the words of the law . . . 
[t]here was not a word of all that Moses commanded, which Joshua read not” (Joshua 
8:31-35) requires a text with vowels;  otherwise Joshua would not have read every single 
word correctly.  Nor could Baruch have read every single word of the book of Jeremiah 
correctly (Jeremiah 36:2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 11, 13, 16-18, 32, 45:1).  For that matter, God has 
covenanted that all of His inspired words would be “preserved . . . forever” (Psalm 12:6-
7) and in the mouths of every generation of His people:  “As for me, this is my covenant 
with them, saith the LORD; My spirit that is upon thee, and my words which I have put 
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in thy mouth, shall not depart out of thy mouth, nor out of the mouth of thy seed, nor out 
of the mouth of thy seed’s seed, saith the LORD, from henceforth and for ever” (Isaiah 
59:21).  Without infallibly revealing the Bible anew to every single believer—which 
would not be preservation, but reinspiration—the promise that the saints would have 
every single word correct cannot be fulfilled without a text that includes the vowel points. 
 Both the Biblical doctrine of preservation in general and many specific passages 
of Scripture require that the Hebrew vowels were given by inspiration and recorded by 
the human penmen of Scripture along with the consonants.  The sampling above of the 
many testimonies of God Himself about the preservation of His Word render absolutely 
certain what can also be strongly defended with historical evidence—not the Hebrew 
consonants of the Old Testament alone, but the vowels also, were given and recorded by 
inspiration. 
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A Review 
Manuscript Copies of the New Testament  

Text Streams or Text Families 

A REVIEW 

By way of review, I remind you that the Old Testament was originally written primarily 
in Hebrew and the New Testament in Greek. Further, it must be remember that there are 
no original autographs of either the Hebrew Old Testament or the Greek New Testament. 
Yet, the Old and New Testaments have been preserved in apographs (exemplars or 
copies) of the originals. Since the focus in this paper is the New Testament it is important 
to know that there are at least 5309 surviving Greek manuscripts that contain all or parts 
of the New Testament. In addition there are more than 19,000 ancient New Testament 
manuscripts in Latin, Syriac, Armenian, and other language versions. The oldest copies 
of the New Testament know to exist are NOT Greek copies but the Syriac and the Old 
Latin versions (pre-Jeromes Latin Vulgate). The Old Syriac "is a good translation from 
the Greek, and exists practically complete in about 46 manuscripts." (General Biblical 
Introduction by Herbert Miller, 1937; 240-41). The oldest of those manuscripts is from 
the 4th or 5th century but the form of text they preserved dates from the close of the 
second or the beginning of the third century. "The Old Latin version was likely translated 
from the Greek in roughly 157 AD." (A Plain Introduction to New Testament 
Criticism, II, 1894; Scrivner; pp.42-42). Finally, there are more than 24,000 handwritten 
copies of the New Testament have survived.  

MANUSCRIPT COPIES OF THE NEW TESTAMENT  

There are some important facts that relating to the 5309 manuscripts that need to be 
considered at this point.  

The Four Kinds of Greek Manuscripts  

There are four kinds of Greek manuscripts that we have in our possession today: 1) 
papyri, 2) uncials, 3) cursives, and 4) lectionaries." (Defending The King James 
Bible by D. A. Waite; p. 53). "The Greek manuscripts of the New Testament, so far as 
known, were written on papyrus, parchment, or paper. The autographs, both of the 
historical and epistolary writers, are supposed to have been written on papyrus. The great 
uncials copies and the most valued of the minuscules and lectionaries were written on 
parchment, while paper was employed largely in the making of the later lectionaries and 
the printed texts of the New Testament." (Praxis In Manuscripts of the Greek New 
Testament by Rev. Charles F. Sitterly; 1898; p.15). 

Papyri Manuscripts 
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Papyrus is a brittle kind of paper made out of the papyrus 
plant, which grows in Egypt. To my knowledge there are 
about 97 papyrus fragment manuscripts of the New 
Testament. Most of those surviving early texts only have 
a few verses on them. The most ancient example is the 
John Ryland papyrus fragment p52, seen at the left, which 
includes portions of . It is housed in John Rylands 
Library, Manchester, England. The fragment is believed 
to have been written some time between 98 and 138 AD. 
(The Complete Text of the Earliest New Testament 
Manuscripts; Philip W. Comfort & David P. Barrett; 
1999 Baker Books; p.17-18).  

There are six papyri that I am aware of, which record 
large portions of the New Testament. P45, dated around 
200 AD, contains portions of all four Gospels and Acts. 

P46, from the second century, has almost all the Paul's epistles and Hebrews. P47, also 
from the second century, contains . These are from what is called the Beatty Papyri 
housed in Dublin Castle in Dublin Ireland. Then there are three lengthy papyri from the 
Bodmer Papyri. P66 is a second century papyrus that contains almost all of John. P72, a 
third or fourth century papyrus, contains all of 1 and 2 Peter and Jude. Finally, P75, dated 
between 175-200 AD, contains the most of .  

The Uncials or Majuscules 

Uncial comes from the Latin 
word uncialis, which means inch-high. It 
is used to delineate a type of Greek and 
Latin writing which features capital 
letters. There are few, if any, divisions 
between words in uncial manuscripts and 
no punctuation to speak of. The word 
majuscule, meaning large or capital 
letter, is a synonym for uncial. There are 
some 267 uncials. Three of the most 
famous uncial New Testament 
manuscripts are the fourth century 
manuscripts Sinaiticus and Vatican-us 
and the fifth century Codex Alexandrius. 
As an example of an uncial I have 
included a picture of Codex Sinaiticus  
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Cursives or Minuscules 

Cursives or minuscules are Greek manuscripts written in 
lower case letters, more like handwriting. The letters flow 
together, much like writing of today. There are spaces 
between words and some degree of punctuation. There are 
at least 2,764 cursive New Testament manuscripts known 
today. On the left is a cursive manuscript of John 1 from 
about 1022 AD.  

Lectionary Manuscripts  

The word lection comes from a Latin root word meaning 
"to read." Lectionaries are portions of Scriptures in Greek 
(or Latin) Bibles that were read in the church services 
during the year. There are at least 2,143 known 
lectionaries in existence. New discoveries are regularly 
coming to light and so it is difficult to have exact, up to 

date figures. 

TEXT STREAMS OR TEXT FAMILIES 

J. J. Griesbach identified three New Testament text-types calling them 
the Alexandrian, Western and Byzantine. He first published his findings in 1775. H. B. 
Sweete writes that there are basically three types of manuscripts, the Constantinoplian 
or Textus Receptus; the Eusebio-Origen or Palestinain; the Hysychian or 
Egyptian text type. (Introduction of the Old Testament in Greek by H. B. Swete, pp. 76 
& ff). More recently men like Lightfoot, in his book How We Got the Bible, and Metzger 
in his book The Text of the New Testament, have broken down the divisions further and 
identify four text streams or text families; Alexandrian, Western, Caesarean, 
and Byzantine. While I agree that it is possible to divide and subdivide and micro-divide 
text types, depending upon the criteria you use, I have decided to look at the text streams 
issue simply and follow the path of Benjamine G. Wilkinson. He wrote, "anyone who is 
interested enough to read the vast volume of literature on this subject, will agree that 
down through the centuries there were only two streams of manuscripts. (Which 
Bible edited by Dr. David Otis Fuller; from the chapter - Our Authorized Bible 
Vindicated by Benjamin G. Wilkinson; p. 187).  

The Traditional, Byzantine or Eastern Text Group of The Reformation-Protestant 
Bibles  

"The first stream which carried the Received Text in Hebrew and Greek, began with the 
apostolic churches, and reappearing at intervals down the Christian Era among 
enlightened believers, was protected by the wisdom and scholarship of the pure church in 
her different phases: precious manuscripts were preserved by such as the church at Pella 
in Palestine where Christians fled, when in 70 A.D. the Romans destroyed Jerusalem; by 
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the Syrian Church of Antioch which produced eminent scholarship; by the Italic Church 
in northern Italy; and also at the same time by the Gallic Church in southern France and 
by the Celtic Church in Great Britain; by the pre-Waldensian, the Waldensian, and the 
churches of the Reformation. (Ibid. p.187)  

Here is why this is important. Nearly all ancient English Bibles (except the Wycliffe & 
Douay-Rhimes Catholic Bible), and in fact all the Reformation English Bibles follow the 
same text family. That family is the Received Text, also called the Textus Receptus. It 
must be noted that Elzevir first gave the title, Textus Receptus, to the Traditional Text in 
1633. This text type has been called by various names by Bible scholarsthe 
Constantinoplian text, Antiochian text, Byzantine text, Traditional text, Apostolic text, 
the Majority text and the Textus Receptus (Latin for Received Text). The Textus 
Receptus belongs to the stream of early apostolic manuscripts that were brought from 
Judea. The Textus Receptus was the Bible of early Eastern Christianity. Dr. Hort admits 
this when he says, "It is no wonder that the traditional Constantinopolitan text, whether 
formally official or not, was the Antiochian text of the fourth century. It was equally 
natural that the text recognized at Constantinople should eventually become in practice 
the standard New Testament of the East." (Revision Revised, John Burgon, p. 134.) 

Regardless of where you stand on the "textual debate," this is the fact; the foundational 
text of all English Bible New Testament translations from 1525 to 1880 was from the 
Byzantine, Traditional or Majority Text group. The sole exception was the Jesuit 
Rheimes New Testament of 1582. 

I have used the term "Majority Text" several times now, therefore I want to point out just 
how large this majority is. "This first stream appears, with very little change, in the 
Protestant Bibles of many languages, and in English, in that Bible known as the King 
James Version, the one which has been in use for three hundred years in the English-
speaking world. These manuscripts have in agreement with them, by far the vast majority 
of copies of the original text. So vast is this majority that even the enemies of the 
Received Text admit that nineteen-twentieths of all Greek manuscripts are of this class. 
(Which Bible edited by Dr. David Otis Fuller; from the chapter - Our Authorized Bible 
Vindicated by Benjamin G. Wilkinson; p. 187-88).  

Indeed, the enormous majority of all Greek New Testament manuscripts in existence are 
from the so-called Byzantine, Traditional text group. When I began my study several 
years back, there were 5,255 known manuscripts and portions. Of that number, the large 
majority, 5,210 of them, more closely matched the Traditional Text group. Only 45 of 
them followed the minority or Westcott and Hort tyhpe text group. So, more than 99% of 
all the manuscripts that exist are of the Byzantine text family or Traditional text family. 
"The remainder, representing the Western stream of manuscripts, are clearly 
defective. Yet it is these defective copies upon which almost all modern translators place 
their trust. But the Reformers of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries made no such 
error." (Modern Bible Translations Unmasked by Russell & Colin Standish; p.37).  
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In fact, there is enormous support for the Majority Text found in Armenian, Ethiopic, 
Gothic, Latin, and Syriac translations, some predating the earliest Greek manuscripts we 
possess. But despite this fact, in the nineteenth century, following the texts of the Codex 
Vaticanus and the Codex Sinaiticus, many passages of the New Testament have been 
altered. Yet more recently discovered papyrus fragments have confirmed the Majority 
Text. "Nineteenth-century biblical scholars claimed that much of the first fourteen 
chapters of the Gospel of John was corrupted by scribes in the later Byzantine Era. This 
claim was shown to be utterly false by the discovery of Papyrus Bodmer II. Dated about 
A.D. 200, prior to the commencement of the Byzantine Era, this Papyrus verified many 
of the disputed passages attributed to late Byzantine copyists and demonstrated that these 
passages were present in very early manuscripts." (Modern Bible Translations 
Unmasked by Russell & Colin Standish;p.37-38).  

The Minority, Western or Alexandrian Text Group of The Roman Catholic Bibles  

The second stream is a small one of a very few manuscripts. Less the 1% of all Greek 
New Testament manuscripts fit into this group. Here is a brief overview of the three 
manuscripts considered to be the most important within this group.  

1. Codex Alexandrinus (A) This codex was the first of the so-called "great uncials" to 
become known to western paleographers. "Walton, in his polyglot Bible, indicated it by 
the letter A and thus set the fashion of designating Biblical manuscripts by such 
symbols." (The Catholic Encyclopedia online; Codex Alexandrinus; http://www. 
newadvent.org/cathen/04080c.htm). The codex came to the knowledge of the western 
world when Cyril Lucar, the Patriarch of the Greek Catholic (Greek Orthodox) Church in 
Alexandria was transferred in 1621 AD to become the new Patriarch of Constantinople. 
He sent the codex as a gift to King James I of England, but James I died before the gift 
was presented. Finally, in 1627 AD Charles I accepted it in James I's stead. It seems 
probable that Cyril Lucar had brought it with him from Alexandria. Concerning the 
provenance of the volume, there is "a note by Cyril Lucar states that it was written by 
Thecla, a noble lady of Egypt, but this is probably merely his interpretation of an Arabic 
note from the 14th century which states the MS was written by Thecla, the martyr 
(shortly after the Council of Nicaea in 325 AD). The article goes on to say that "another 
Arabic note by Athanasius (probably Athanasius III., patriarch c. 1308 AD) states that it 
was given to the patriarchate of Alexandria, and a Latin note of a later period dates the 
presentation in 1098." Upon careful examination, scholars say it is clear that more than 
one person worked on the volume. Actually, at some time in its history the work was 
bound into four volumes, three Old Testament Volumes and one containing the New 
Testament and 1 and 2 Clement. The Catholic Encyclopedia says, "two hands are 
discerned in the New Testament by Woide, three by Sir E. Maunde Thompson and 
Kenyon" and, "the greater part of Volume III (last volume of the Old Testament) is 
ascribed by Gregory to a different hand from that of the others." (The Catholic 
Encyclopedia online; Codex Alexandrinus). The text of Alexandrinus is in double 
columns of 49 to 51 lines. It is the first codex to contain the major chapters with their 
titles. A new paragraph is indicated by a large capital. But, there are some paleographers 
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that believe that the principal scribe who prepared this codex could not even read Greek, 
because spaces sometimes appear in the middle of a word.  

The Old Testament of Alexandrinus  

I have often read that Alexandrinus contains a complete Old Testament. But that is not an 
accurate statement. There are about 30 Pslams missing, , because along the line some 
place ten leaves of the Old Testament were lost. There are various other lacunas (gaps) in 
the Old Testament as well. "<="" font="">" are missing as well. (The Catholic 
Encyclopedia online; Codex Alexandrinus). The order of the Old Testament books is 
peculiar.  

Not only are there Old Testament deletions, but there are numerous Old Testament 
additions as well. It contains deuterocanonical books and in addition to 1 and 2 
Machabees it adds 3 and 4 Machabees which are apocryphal books of a very late origin. I 
find it interesting that The Epistle to Marcellius, which is attributed to Athanasius, is 
inserted as a preface to the Pslater, together with Eusebius's summary of the Pslams. It 
contains Pslam 151 as well as 14 Odes or Liturgical Canticles. 

The New Testament of Alexandrinus 

The New Testament has lost from 19 to 25 leaves of the Gospel of Matthew, as far as . 
Strangely there are two leaves missing from the Gospel of John which cover the much 
disputed passage about the adulterous woman. But, what is amazing is that the Gospels 
follow the so-called Syrian type text, the ancestor of the Textus Receptus, which is 
evidence that the traditional text type did have an early origin! There are three leaves 
missing in . This manuscript ends with , therefore leaving out 9-20. It omits (For an angel 
went down at a certain season into the pool, and troubled the water: whosoever then first 
after the troubling of the water stepped in was made whole of whatsoever disease he had.) 
and (For there are three that bear record in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy 
Ghost: and these three are one.).  

There are additions to the New Testament as well. According to the table of contents the 
New Testament once contained the Psalms of Solomon, though it is now missing. Also 
added to the New Testament are the Epistle of St. Clement of Rome and the II Epistle of 
Clement. In these two letters "Clement of Alexandria teaches that: [1] Men are saved by 
works (2 Clement 2:12,15); [2] Christians are in danger of going to Hell (2 Clement 3:8); 
[3]Christians don't get new bodies at the resurrection (2 Clement 4:2); [4] He was a 
prophet who wrote Scripture (2 Clement 4:11); [5] The male and female in 9 were anger 
and concupiscence (when they were speaking of Christ's being the head, then the 
husband, followed by the wife in order or chain of authority). Not believing the Bible 
literally, Clement both fantasized and spiritualized the Scriptures." (Which Version is The 
Bible? By Floyd Jones Th.D, Ph.D; Published by Global Evangelism of Goodyear 
Arizona; p.69).  
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In conclusion, I have to wonder why Codex A is considered so valuable textually when it 
has so many problems? Copyist's errors are frequent. I remind you that numerous 
paleographers believe that whoever prepared the text could not even read Greek. 
Likewise it is agreed that two or three different people worked on the manuscript. One 
author says it "is considered one of the most valuable witnesses to the Septuagint." But, 
"it is found, however, to bear a great affinity to the text embodied in Origen's Hexapla 
and to have been corrected in numberless passages according to the Hebrew." And in 
fact, "the text of the Septuagint codices is in too chaotic a conditionto permit of a sure 
judgment on the textual value of the great manuscript." (Codex Alexandrinus; The 
Catholic Encyclopedia; On line edition). The New Testament is not much better because 
of its mixed origin, not to mention the extra biblical material included in the volume. This 
early 5th century copy of the Bible (with some mutilations) is in the British Library in 
London. Many scholars consider it to be 3rd of importance only to the next two... 

2. Codex Vaticanus (B) This codex is an uncial manuscript thought to be from mid-4th 
century. It is made up of 759 leaves written in three columns and has 42 lines to the 
column, except for the poetical books where there are two columns per page. "It was 
written by three scribes" according to the Encyclopedia Britannica which goes on to state 
that later and then much later changes were made by two other scribes (Encyclopedia 
Britannica - 11th Edition; vol.3; p879). It went unnoticed in the Vatican library for many 
years until it became known to textual scholars in 1475. However, it was used by Rome. 
"Pope Sixtus V made it the basis of an edition of the Greek Old Testament in 1580" (The 
New Archeological Discoveries and Their Bearing Upon the New Testament by Camden 
M. Cobern; published by Funk and Wagnalls 1922; p.136). It was not published to 
scholars until it was issued in different volumes between 1828 to 1838 in 5 volumes. This 
set proved to be very inaccurate. In fact, the Vatican kept the manuscript sequestered and 
took great pains to be sure it was not readily available to outsiders for about another 400 
years! From 1843-1866, leading scholars Constantine von Tischendorf and S.P. Tregelles 
were allowed to look at it for a few hours, but not allowed to copy the MS.  

How is this manuscript viewed? Though I cannot figure out why, many consider this to 
be the greatest of Codex witnesses to the New Testament. In fact, this parchment 
manuscript "was reckoned as the chief authority among MSS. for the Greek Testament of 
Westcott and Hort." (The New Archeological Discoveries and Their Bearing Upon the 
New Testament by Camden M. Cobern; published by Funk and Wagnalls 1922; p.136). 
But there are those who have questioned this evaluation and with good reason! In 1860, 
while a temporary chaplain of an English congregation at Rome, John Burgon made a 
personal examination of it and found some major problems with in the manuscript. This 
has been confirmed by many others. Here are just a few of the problems. "The entire 
manuscript has had the text mutilated, every letter has been run over with a pen, making 
exact identification of many of the characters impossible." (Vaticanus and Sinaiticus - 
ww.waynejackson. freeserve. co.uk/kjv /v2.htm). Dr. W. Eugene Scott, who owns a large 
collection of ancient Bible manuscripts and Bibles says, "the manuscript is faded in 
places; scholars think it was overwritten letter by letter in the 10th or 11th century, with 
accents and breathing [marks] added along with corrections from the 8th, 10th and 15th 
centuries. All this activity makes precise paleographic analysis impossible. Missing 
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portions were supplied in the 15th century by copying other Greek manuscripts." (Codex 
Vaticanus by Dr. W. Eugene Scott, 1996).  

I question the "great witness" value of any manuscript has been overwritten, 
doctored, changed and added to for more than 10 centuries. Let me tell you more.  

The Old Testament of Vaticanus The first 46 chapters of Genesis are missing 
through are missing as well. are omitted as well. "The order of the books of the Old 
Testament is as follows: Genesis to Second Paralipomenon, First and second Esdras, 
Psalms, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Canticle of Canticles, Job, Wisdom, Ecclesiasticus, 
Esther, Judith, Tobias, the Minor Prophets from Osee to Malachi, Isaias, Jeremias, 
Baruch, Lamentations and Epistle of Jeremias, Ezechiel, Daniel; the Vatican Codex does 
not contain the Prayer of Manasses or the Books of Machabees." (The Catholic 
Encyclopedia On-line; Codex Vaticanus) 

The New Testament of Vaticanus Coming to the New Testament, Barry Burtons writes 
in his book Let's Weigh the Evidence -- "it omits<="" font="">, the Pauline Pastoral 
Epistles , and all of Revelation... in the gospels alone it leaves out 237 words, 452 clauses 
and 748 whole sentences, which hundreds of later copies agree together as having the 
same words in the same places, the same clauses in the same places and the same 
sentences in the same places." Floyd Jones further notes that and are missing.  

There is yet another strange thing about Vaticanus that John Burgon tells us about 
relating to the last twelve verses of Mark. 

"To say that in the Vatican Codex (B), which is unquestionably the oldest we posses, St. 
Mark's Gospel ends abruptly at the eight verse of the sixteenth chapter, and that the 
customary subscription (Kata Mapkon) follows, is true; but it is far from being the whole 
truth. It requires to be stated in addition that the scribe, whose plan is found to have been 
to begin every fresh book of the Bible at the top of the next ensuing column to that which 
contained the concluding words of the preceding book, has at the close of St. Mark's 
Gospel deviated from his else invariable practice. He has left in this place one column 
entirely vacant. It is the only vacant column in the whole manuscript - a blank space 
abundantly sufficient to contain the twelve verses which he nevertheless withheld. Why 
did he leave that column vacant? What can have induced the scribe on this solitary 
occasion to depart from his established rule? The phenomenon (I believe I was the first to 
call distinct attention to it) is in the highest degree significant, and admits only one 
interpretation. The older manuscript from which Codex B was copied must have 
infallibly contained the twelve verses in dispute. The copyist was instructed to leave them 
out - and he obeyed; but he prudently left a blank space in memoriam rei. Never was a 
blank more intelligible! Never was silence more eloquent! By this simple expedient, 
strange to relate, the Vatican Codex is made to refute itself even while it seems to be 
bearing testimony against the concluding verses of St. Mark's Gospel, by withholding 
them; for it forbids the inference which, under ordinary circumstances, must have been 
drawn from that omission. It does more. By leaving room for the verses it omits, it brings 
into prominent notice at the end of fifteen senturies and a half, a more ancient witness 
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than itself." (Revision Revised: The Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel of St. Mark by John 
William Burgon; p. 86-87) That's not all. I turn your attention to -- "No man hath seen 
God at any time; the only begotten Son, which is in the bosom of the Father, he hath 
declared him." Notice the phrase I have underlined, "the only begotten Son." Both 
Vaticanus (B) and Sinaiticus (Aleph) read "the only begotten God" instead of "the only 
begotten Son."That clearly reflects the Arian heresy! In fact, many textual authorities 
have identified Vaticanus and Sinaiticus, the manuscripts so revered by modern textual 
critics, as two of the copies of the Greek New Testament made by Eusebius. Frederick 
Nolan and other authorities have charged Eusebius with making many changes in the 
Scripture. Nolan wrotes, "As it is thus apparent that Eusebius was not wanting in power, 
so it may be shown that he wanted not the will, to make those alterations in the sacred 
text, with which I have ventured to accuse him." (An Inquiry into the Integrity of the 
Greek Vulgate by Frederick Nolan; p. 35). I bring this to your attention because, "it is no 
less true to fact than paradoxical in sound, that the worst corruptions to which the New 
Testament has ever been subjected, originated within a hundred years after it was 
composed; that Irenaeus (A.D. 150), and the African Fathers, and the whole Western, 
with a portion of the Syrian Church, used far inferior manuscripts to those employed by 
Stunica, or Erasmus, or Stephens thirteen centuries later, when moulding the Textus 
Receptus." (Scrivener, Introduction to New Testament Criticism, 3rd Edition, 511, quoted 
in Wilkinson, p.18.).  

Here is another interesting fact. "It contains the Epistle of Barnabaswhich teaches that 
water baptism saves the soul." (Which Version is The Bible? by Floyd Jones; published 
by Global Evangelism of Goodyear Arizona; p. 68).  

Finally, there are two important points that I want to make before moving on. "Erasmus 
knew about Vaticanus B and its variant readings in 1515 AD while preparing the New 
Testament the New Testament Greek text. Because they read so differently from the fast 
majority of mss which he had seen, Erasmus considered such readings spurious." (Which 
Version is The Bible? by Floyd Jones; published by Global Evangelism of Goodyear 
Arizona; p. 68). Further, as I understand it, Vaticanus was available to the translators of 
the King James Bible, but they did not use it because they knew it is unreliable..." It 
wasn't until 1889-1890 that a complete facsimile was made. The manuscript remains in 
Vatican City to this day.  

3. Codex Sinaiticus a (a or ALEPH) This codex (also mid-4th century) was discovered 
by Tischendorf at St. Catharine's Monastery at the foot of Mt. Sinai on his third visit 
there in 1859. Today, most of this codex is housed in the National British Library. "The 
original provenance of the codex is debatable, but the two likeliest contenders seem to be 
Egypt and Caesarea. It was certainly present in the library at Caesarea sometime between 
the fifth and seventh centuries, where it was corrected at one point against a manuscript 
that had been corrected against the original Hexapla of Origen by the martyr Pamphilius. 
Although it has frequently been suggested, it is unlikely that Sinaiticus (or Codex 
Vaticanus, a very similar manuscript) was one of the fifty parchment books ordered by 
the Emperor Constantine. The text of the OT reflects the Old Greek (where it has been 
determined), though it is inferior to Vaticanus in most books. In the NT, Sinaiticus is 
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frequently cited as an Alexandrian witness. However, in , at least, it contains a text more 
closely related to the Western tradition." (Codex Sinaiticus by James R. Adair, Jr. - 
Expanded by the author from his article in Eerdmans Dictionary of the Bible)  

This manuscript is written on thin vellum. The portion of the manuscript that resides at 
the British Library contains 346 leaves of that number 199 are Old Testament leaves. 
There are another 43 leaves at the University Library at Leipzig and yet another 3 partial 
leaves at Leningrad. In 1975 the monks at St. Catherine's monastery discovered several 
leaves from Genesis believed to be from Sinaiticus in a room whose ceiling had collapsed 
centuries ago. The leaves measure 13 X 15 inches and are written in uncial characters, 
without accents or breathings, and with no punctuation except, at times, the apostrophe 
and the single point for a period. It is written in four columns to the page, except in the 
poetical books, which are written in two wide columns. There are 48 lines per column 
except in the Catholic Epistles, which have 47 lines per column. Originally it must have 
contained the whole Old Testament, but is "has suffered severely from mutilation, 
especially in the historical books from Genesis to Esdras (Ezra) inclusive. A curious 
oddity that occur is that Esdras (Ezra) 9:9 follows 1 Parlipomen (1 Chronicles) 19:17 
without any break." (The Catholic Encyclopedia On-line; Codex Sinaiticus). The article 
goes on to say that one of the many later correctors has added a note that states that the 
seven leaves of 1 Parlipomen (1 Chronicles) copied into the Book of Esdras (Ezra) 
because the manuscript from which Sinaiticus was copied was incorrect as well. One has 
to wonder about the scribe(s) doing the copying. Either he (or they) did not know the 
Bible or he did not know the language or he was careless. Perhaps it was a combination 
of all of these. But, I must say that errors like this lead me to doubt that statement of the 
"scholars" who claim that this is one of the "best" manuscripts. Speaking of scribes, 
Konstantin Von Tischendorf identified the handwriting of four different scribes in the 
writing of the original text. But that is not the end of the scribe problem! "He recognized 
seven correctors of the text" (The Catholic Encyclopedia On-line; Codex Sinaiticus). 
Others say there were as many as ten scribes who altered the text. James R. Adair, Jr., 
author of the article on Sinaiticus in the Eerdmans Dictionary of the Bible says at one 
point the codex was "corrected against the original Hexpala of Origen by the martyr 
Pamphilius." He arrived at this conclusion because of a note that is the manuscript. It 
reads -- 

"This codes was compared with a very ancient exemplar which had been corrected by the 
hand of the holy martyr Pamphilus [died 309 AD]; which exemplar contained at the end 
of the subscription in his own hand: 'Taken and corrected according to the hexapla of 
Origen: Antonius compared it: I, Pamphilus, corrected it.'" The problem is that Origen 
was a Bible corrupter, who "was moving away from the pure text of Scripture which had 
come from the Apostles hands." (Rome and The Bible; by David Cloud; published by 
Way of Life Literature, 1996; p. 22). And there is good reason to come to this conclusion. 
Origin "cited the versions of Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion, on the former part of 
the Canon, he appealed to the authority of Valentinus and Heracleon on the latter. While 
he thus raised the credit of those revisals, which had been made by heretics, he detracted 
from the authority of that text which had been received by the orthodox. Some of the 
difficulties which he found himself unable to solve in the Evangelsits, he undertook to 
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remove" (Inquiry into the Integrity of the Greek Vulgate by Frederick Nolan; published 
1815; p.432).  

My point is simply this. The early corrections of the manuscript are made from Origen's 
corrupt source. But that was just the beginning of the tampering! As many as nine other 
scribes tampered with the codex. Consider the observations of Tischendorf once again. 
He "counted 14,800 corrections in Sinaiticus." (Codes Sinaiticus by Navida Shahid; 
www.beyond-the-illusion.com/files/Religion/Islam/research/codx0894.html). Alterations, 
and more alterations and more alterations were made, and in fact, most of them are 
believed to be made in the 6th and 7th centuries. "On nearly every page of the manuscript 
there are corrections and revisions, done by 10 different people." (Which Is The Right 
Version of the Bible; www.waynejackson. freeserve.co.uk/kjv/v2.htm). He goes on to 
say, "the New Testamentis extremely unreliableon many occasions 10, 20, 30, 40, words 
are droppedletters, words even whole sentences are frequently written twice over, or 
begun and immediately canceled; while that gross blunder, whereby a clause is omitted 
because it happens to end in the same word as the clause preceding occurs no less than 

115 times in the New Testament."  

There is one particular omission that made a real 
impact upon my mind, that I believe is important to 
beings into the picture at this point. Several years 
back I went to the British Museum, specifically to 
take a look at Sinaiticus. To my surprise I discovered 
that, while indeed was missing, it was clear to see 
that it had originally been there, but had been 
pumiced (erased) out. The space was still evident in 
the codex and the letters could faintly be seen.  

My point is, it was there originally. I could see it 
with my own eyes! It was at that point that I realized 
that the note in my New International Version - "The 
two most reliable early manuscripts do not have ", 

was not telling the whole story! In reality, the verses were originally there! I should be 
noted that the New Testament omits and about a dozen other entire verses. "The most 
significant fact regarding these MSS it that in both Vaticanus B and Sinaiticus 
Aleph, reads that Jesus was the only begotten "God" instead of the only begotten "Son." 
God was not begotten at the incarnation! God begat his "only begotten son who, insofar 
as his deity is concerned, is eternal as we read in . That is the original Arian heresy. The 
Arian heresy is believed by many to have resulted "from Origen's editing the Greek 
manuscripts encountered in his travels and appears in Vaticanus B and Sinaiticus a which 
were derived from copying his work. (The Septuagint: A Critical Analysis by Floyd 
Jones; published by Global Evangelism 1998; p. 10).  

There are numerous other problems with this codex as well. For instance, it includes two 
uninspired books in the New Testament. The entire Epistle of Barnabas (which teaches 
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baptizmal regeneration), except six leaves, and the Shepherd of Hermas, which is 
incomplete.  

Finally, I must point out something ironic about these two alleged "oldest and best" 
manuscripts. They do not agree with each other! "There are 3036 differences between the 
readings in Vaticanus and Sinaiticus in the Gospels alone" (Codex B and Its Allies by 
Herman Hoskier; volume 2, p.1). John Burgon points out that it is easier to find two 
consecutive verses in which the two manuscripts differ, than two consecutive verses in 
which they entirely agree. We should find that very disturbing. My research has led me to 
conclude that the three "Great Uncials" are at best unreliable. I am thankful that the 
Bibles of the Reformation were based on what came to be called the Traditional text or 
the Textus Receptus.  

The Canonicity of the Received Bible Established from Reformation 
and Post-Reformation Baptist Confessions 

 
 
I. Introduction and Presuppositions 
 
II. Baptist Confessions employ the Textus Receptus 
 
III. Baptist Confessions support the supremacy of the King James Version 
 
III. Baptist Confessions affirm the verbal, plenary preservation of  the Textus Receptus 
 
IV. The textual basis for Received Text readings cited in Baptist Confessions 
 
V. Conclusion 
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I. Introduction and Presuppositions 

 

The Bible teaches the verbal, plenary preservation of the inspired autographa 

(Psalm 12:6-7).  Furthermore, it affirms the perpetual availability of the preserved words 

of God to every generation of believers (Isaiah 59:21).  Israel was the guardian Scripture 

in the Mosaic dispensation (Acts 7:38, Romans 3:2), while the church has this 

responsibility in the New Testament (Matthew 28:18-20).  The church, as the depository 

of God’s words (1 Timothy 3:15), led by the Holy Spirit (John 16:13), recognized and 

received (John 17:8) the words of God as they were given her by Christ her Savior.  

Believers can have confidence that the words of Scripture, and, as a necessary 

consequence, the books of Scripture, and these alone, constitute the deposit of infallible 

revelation which forms their sole authority for faith and practice (2 Timothy 3:15-17) and 

upon which they will be judged (John 12:48) because the Spirit led the church to accept 

these words, and no others, as God’s Word.386 

Christ’s church is an autonomous assembly of immersed believers, organized to 

carry out the Lord’s work.387  The only universal “church” in the Bible is the Whore of 

Babylon, the one-world religious system which will dominate the Tribulation (Revelation 

17)—although all believers constitute the universal family of God (Galatians 3:26), 

Christ’s church is local and visible, and entered through water baptism (1 Corinthians 

12:13).  Churches are unaffiliated with any hierarchy, and the only officers are 

                                                
386  Since this work is a historical study, demonstration of the postulates stated in this paragraph will 
not be pursued further.  See Thou Shalt Keep Them, ed. Kent Brandenburg (El Sobrante, CA: Pillar and 
Ground Publishing, 2003) for a book-length justification. 
387  For a detailed exposition of the ecclesiology developed in this paragraph, see Landmarks of 
Baptist Doctrine, vol. 4, Robert J. Sargent, Oak Harbor, WA:  Bible Baptist Church Publications, 1990, 
pgs. 481-596.  This doctrinal position has traditionally been termed Landmarkism. 
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congregationally elected pastors and deacons. 388   Consequently, all religious 

organizations which employ episcopal or presbyterian polity are not the Christ’s 

churches.  Those who teach baptismal regeneration, as do Catholicism and the major 

Protestant denominations,389 are also cursed (Galatians 1:8-9), and cannot constitute the 

                                                
388  Each church has ultimate power over its membership and other decisions (Matthew 18:15-18, 1 
Corinthians 5).  Only two church offices appear in Scripture (Philippians 1:1, 1 Timothy 3).  “Pastor” or 
“shepherd” (poimen), “elder” (presbuteros), and “bishop” or “overseer” (episcopos) refer to the same 
office; in 1 Peter 5:1-2, the elders (presbuterous) are to “feed” (poimanate) the flock (poimnion), taking the 
“oversight” (episkopountes).  In Acts 20:17, 28, Paul addresses the “elders” (presbuterous) of the church at 
Ephesus and exhorts them to take heed to the “flock” (poimnio) over which the Holy Spirit made them 
“overseers” (episkopous).  In Titus 1:5-7, the each of the “elders” (presbuterous) is a “bishop” (episkopon). 
389  Catholicism affirms that “by Baptism all sins are forgiven, original sin and all personal sins, as 
well as all punishment for sin” (section 1263, pg. 321, Catechism of the Catholic Church, Paulist Press:  
Mahwah, NJ: 1994.  Emphasis in the original.) and that “The Lord himself affirms that Baptism is 
necessary for salvation” (section 1257, pg. 320, Catholic Catechism).  Martin Luther called baptism “a new 
birth by which we are . . . loosed from sin, death, and hell, and become children of life, heirs of all the gifts 
of God, God’s own children, and brethren of Christ”  (Luther, Works, 53:103).  Martin Luther composed 
the Lutheran Small Catechism, which affirms that “baptism effects forgiveness of sins, delivers from death 
and the devil, and grants eternal salvation to all who believe, as the Word and promise of God declare.” 
(IV). The Anglican and Episcopalian confession of faith, the 39 Articles of Religion, states in Article 27 
that “baptism is not only a sign of profession, and mark of difference, whereby Christian men are discerned 
from others that be not christened [made Christians by baptism], but it is also a sign of Regeneration or new 
Birth, whereby, as by an instrument, they that receive Baptism rightly are grafted into the Church: the 
promises of forgiveness of sin, and of our adoption to be the sons of God by the Holy Ghost, are visibly 
signed and sealed.”  If baptism is a “seal” of forgiveness of sin, it is the way that sins are forgiven.  One is 
“baptized, and born again” (Article 15).  Furthermore, the Anglican Book of Common Prayer (New York, 
NY: Church Pension Fund, 1945, pgs. 270, 280) commands the priest to pray, immediately before baptism, 
“Give thy Holy Spirit to this child, that he may be born again, and be made an heir of everlasting 
salvation,” and, after administering the water, to thank God that He was pleased “to regenerate this infant 
with thy Holy Spirit, to receive him for thy own child, and to incorporate him into thy holy Church.”  John 
Wesley, the founder of Methodism, was an Anglican priest, and the Anglican 39 Articles, which taught 
salvation by baptism, were endorsed by him and his denomination.  Commenting on John 3:5, Wesley 
affirmed, “Except a man be born of water and of the Spirit—Except he experience that great inward change 
by the Spirit, and be baptized (wherever baptism can be had) as the outward sign and means of it [he cannot 
enter into the kingdom of God].”  He states here that baptism is the means of the new birth.  He also 
declared, “It is certain our Church supposes that all who are baptized in their infancy are at the same time 
born again;  and it is allowed that the whole office for the baptism of infants proceeds upon this 
supposition” (pg. 128, The Theology of John Wesley, William R. Cannon, New York, NY:  Abingdon-
Cokesbury Press, 1946).  His brother, the Methodist hymn-writer Charles Wesley, wrote against the 
Baptists, “Partisans of a narrow sect/ Your cruelty confess/ Nor still inhumanly reject/ Whom Jesus would 
embrace./ Your little ones preclude them not/ From the baptismal flood brought/ But let them now to Christ 
be saved/ And join the Church of God.” (Charles Wesley’s Journal, 18 October 1756, 2:128). John Calvin, 
essentially the founder of Presbyterian and Reformed churches, that “God, regenerating us in baptism, 
ingrafts us into the fellowship of his Church, and makes us his by adoption” (Institutes, 4:17:1), and the 
Reformed Second Helvetic Confession states that “to be baptized in the name of Christ is to be enrolled, 
entered, and received into the covenant and family, and so into the inheritance of the sons of God . . . to be 
cleansed also from the filthiness of sins . . . God . . . adopts us to be his sons, and by a holy covenant joins 
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church.  Since only believer’s (Acts 2:38, 8:36-38, Mark 16:16) immersion (Romans 6:3-

5, Colossians 2:12) is New Testament (NT) baptism, societies practicing infant “baptism” 

are not the Lord’s congregation.  Furthermore, since the Son of God promised His church 

succession from the time of her founding (John 1:35ff.) until the end of the age (Matthew 

16:18), and only the church has the authority to baptize (Matthew 28:19),390 religious 

assemblies without any historical affiliation with the line of Christ’s churches likewise 

are not the body of Christ.  These Biblical ecclesiastical stipulations necessitate the 

conclusion that only among the churches now denominated “Baptist” is found the 

congregation of the Lord,391 for only they teach His doctrine and possess a succession 

from the Jerusalem church founded by the Savior to the present. 

Since Baptist churches are Christ’s churches, an examination of text-type they 

have historically approved will solve, for those who accept Divinely mandated 

bibliological and ecclesiological presuppositions, the current controversy over the correct 

original language texts of Scripture and their respective English translations.  Since the 

Holy Spirit has led Christ’s churches and people to accept the genuine words of God and 

reject corruptions (John 17:8, Revelation 22:18-19), Baptist acceptance of the Textus 

                                                                                                                                            
us to himself . . . all these things are assured by baptism. . . . We condemn the Anabaptists, who deny that 
newborn infants of the faithful are to be baptized” (Article 20). 
390  God gave John the Baptist direct heavenly authority to immerse (Matthew 21:23-27).  John 
baptized those who were received the gospel under his ministry, including the apostles and other believers 
from which Christ organized His church.  In Matthew 28:17-20, the Lord Jesus gave the Great 
Commission, including the authority to baptize until the end of the age, to the church.  He never gave this 
command to any other individual or institution, so no one can administer genuine baptism apart from the 
authority of an already constituted congregation. 
391  Of course, this does not posit a succession of the name “Baptist,” only of the assemblies so 
denominated today—they have received different names historically, from “Christians” in the first century 
to “Anabaptists,” “Cathari,” “Waldenses,” and others.  This also does not mean that every assembly 
assuming the label “Baptist” is a true church (2 Corinthians 11:14). 
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Receptus (TR),392 the Hodges-Farstad text-type (commonly denominated the “Majority 

Text” (MT), a convention which will be followed here, although one not strictly 

accurate),393 or the modern critical text-type (CT),394 along with translations based upon 

                                                
392  The reference to the text-type known today as the Textus Receptus or Received Text is here meant.  
The fact, often mentioned by opponents of the TR, that the phrase did not come into existence until the 
seventeenth century is irrelevant.  One could as well assert that there were no human beings in England 
until the last few centuries because, until the requisite stage of development of the English language, homo 
sapiens were called something else.  
393  The phrase “Majority Text” is inaccurate because no actual collation of all Greek manuscripts 
(MSS) has ever been made.  Although over 5,000 NT MSS are extant, both the Hodges-Farstad text and the 
Robinson-Pierpont text are based on the apparatus of von Soden, which was a collation of only a few 
hundred MSS.  Furthermore, von Soden’s collation is of very questionable accuracy.  As “Majority Text” 
advocate Wilbur Pickering states, “Once upon a time I was led to believe that von Soden’s work was 
basically reliable.  This was important because his work underlies both the Hodges-Farstad and Robinson-
Pierpont editions of the Majority Text.  However, the Text und Textwert collations demonstrate objectively 
that not infrequently Soden is seriously off the mark.  Maurice Robinson’s collations of the Pericope 
Adulterae demonstrate objectively that Soden is very seriously wrong there.  With reference to Soden’s 
treatment of codex 223 . . . 27% error is altogether too much, and what is true of MS 223 may be true of 
other MSS as well. . . . For myself, I must reconsider the evidence for the whole New Testament” 
(Hebraious: Introduction to the book of Hebrews in a new collation, Wilbur Pickering).  Later in the 
introduction to his new collation, Pickering also states, “If complete collations ever become available . . . [I 
estimate the following] margin of error . . . in my [new] apparatus.”  The actual Majority Text does not 
exist, and the different printed editions that go by the title disagree with one another.  Furthermore, there 
are places where the printed “Majority Text” follows a minority of Greek MSS.  Pickering, in his 
translations at http://walkinhiscommandments.com, documents that in 2 Timothy 3:7, the Textus Receptus, 
the Hodges-Farstad, the Robinson-Pierpont, and the modern critical texts all read Mwu¨sei √ with c. 30% of 
Greek MSS, while Mwu¨sh has c. 60% of Greek MSS (and Mwsei has c. 10%).  Here a majority variant is 
not found in any printed text.  Pickering likewise documents that in Ephesians 5:21 the Textus Receptus 
follows about 70% of MSS with the reading e˙n fo/bwˆ Qeouv, while both the CT/UBS and both editions of 
the printed “Majority” text, Hodges/Farstad and Robinson/Pierpont, contain e˙n fo/bwˆ Cristouv, which has 
about 30% support (while two other readings have very limited MSS support). 
 Pickering similarly comments on the book of Revelation:  “Very early on (probably within the II 
century) three main independent lines of transmission developed, and then a variety of variations within 
those streams.  Thus there are some 150 variant sets where no reading receives even 50% attestation, and 
another 250 sets where the strongest numerical attestation falls below 60%.  In those 400 places to speak of 
a ‘majority’ text is not convincing[.]”  Pickering sets forth his own perferential criteria, and then concludes 
that he is “not aware of a single translation based upon [what Pickering thinks is the best/closest to 
“Majority/Original” text of Revelation].”  The Textus Receptus tends to follow the largest of these three 
divisions in Revelation, but that grouping does not always represent the actual majority of MSS. Hoskier 
declared, concerning the TR text of Revelation:  “I may state that if Erasmus had striven to found a text on 
the largest number of existing MSS [manuscripts] in the world of one type, he could not have succeeded 
better” (cited on pg. 16, J. A. Moorman, When the KJV Departs from the “Majority” Text, 2nd ed. 
Collingswoord, NJ:  Bible For Today, 1988).  Moorman concludes, “Here then is a powerful example of 
God’s guiding providence in preserving the text of Revelation” (ibid, pg. 26).  Nonetheless, in Revelation 
the Textus Receptus is in a variety of places follows what is less than 50% of the Greek MSS. 
 Thus, one who follows a printed “Majority Text” instead of the Textus Receptus is following a text 
that does not represent the actual majority of Greek MSS, which are yet uncollated.  Furthermore, the 
“Majority Text” has not been translated into the languages of the world and received as the Word of God 
by Baptist churches, as has the Textus Receptus. There are practically no translations in any language that 
have been made from the “Majority Text,” which was not even in print in Greek until the 1990s.  Like the 



 257 

these original language sources, will tell the believer where he may find the perfect Bible 

God has promised him. 

While an examination of pre-Reformation Baptist groups such as the Waldenses 

is also pertinent to this study,395 a narrower focus on Reformation and post-Reformation 

                                                                                                                                            
critical Greek text of the United Bible Society, the “Majority Text” is not a certain, stable text with specific 
and certain readings, while the Textus Receptus is both certain and stable.  Thus, in the 1-2% of places 
where the Hodges-Farstad/Robinson-Pierpont texts differ from the Textus Receptus, they do not fit the 
model of Scripture for the preservation of the text.  (cf. also the article “Errors in the King James Version?  
A Response to William W. Combs of Detroit Baptist Seminary,” Jeffrey Khoo. The Burning Bush (15:2, 
July 2009) 101-127 for an examination of the “best” examples of places where the TR or the KJV contains 
alleged textual or translational errors.) 
394  It is noteworthy that the critical text sometimes follows readings that are not found in any known 
Greek MS on the face of the earth, so that it not only rejects the Biblical presupposition of the availability 
of Scripture (Matthew 4:4; Isaiah 59:21; Revelation 22:18-19) but even the fundamental fact of verbal, 
plenary preservation itself (Psalm 12:6-7; Matthew 24:35).  In Luke 3:33, the Textus Receptus, with 99%+ 
of MS evidence, reads touv ΔAra¿m.  If one rejects the 99% + of MSS evidence, there are single MSS that 
give 6 alternative readings.  The CT puts together the first part of Aleph’s reading and the first part of B’s 
reading to create something in no Greek MSS anywhere, touv ΔAdmi«n touv ΔArni«. It then rejects the 99%+ 
reading as corrupt.  It also creates a new person (who in the world is “Arni”?).  Thus, the CT position is not 
even consistent with the Biblically insufficient view that all of God’s words are preserved somewhere in at 
least one Greek manuscript.  Note also Acts 16:12, where the Textus Receptus follows the large majority of 
MSS in reading prw¿th thvß, while the CT prw¿thß has no MSS support whatsoever. 
395  Pre-reformation Baptists used the Textus Receptus.  See Rome and the Bible:  Tracing the History 
of the Roman Catholic Church and its Persecution of the Bible and of Bible Believers, David Cloud, Oak 
Harbor, WA:  Way of Life Literature, 1997, 2nd ed., pgs. 29-30, Crowned With Glory and Honor, Thomas 
Holland, chapter 3, “Testimony Through Time”;  Our Authorized Bible Vindicated, Benjamin Wilkinson, 
chapter 2, “The Bible Adopted by Constantine and the Pure Bible of the Waldenses,” Answers to 
Objections to Our Authorized Bible Vindicated, Bejamin Wilkinson, chapter 3, “The Itala and the Bible of 
the Waldenses,” Robert L. Webb, The Waldenses and the Bible, Carthage, IL:  Primitive Baptist Library, n. 
d. (available at http://members.aol.com/dwibclc/waldbib.htm).  The Waldensies, for example, believed that 
“John, 1 Epistles 5:7, [wrote], There are three that bear recond in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the 
Holy Ghost, and these three are one” (“Exposition on the Creed, Confirming the Articles Thereof by 
Express Passages of Scripture,” History of the Old Albigenses Anterior to the Reformation, Jean Paul 
Perrin, Book 3, Chapter 3, pg. 331. elec. acc. in the AGES Christian Library Series, Vol. 20, Biblical and 
Church History Collection. Rio, WI: 2006).  The Paulician document The Key of Truth quotes Acts 8:37 
(pg. 77, Fred C. Conybeare, ed. and trans., The Key of Truth (Oxford: At the Clarendon Press, 1898), cited 
on pg. 77, I Will Build My Church: The Doctrine and History of Baptists, Thomas M. Strouse, 3rd. ed. 
Newington, CT: Emmanuel Baptist Theological Press, 2001).  The Waldenses employed the Textus 
Receptus text type, as evidenced by the Codex Teplensis (pgs. 78-79, I Will Build My Church, Thomas 
Strouse).  The Albigenses used the European Old Latin type of text, which is a largely TR translation (and 
not, as much of the African Old Latin, part of the allegedly extant “Western” family) rather than the 
Catholic Latin Vulgate in the Middle Ages, as evidenced by the 13th century Old Latin Codex C (cf. “Latin 
Version, the Old,” T. Nicol, in International Standard Bible Encyclopedia (gen. ed. James Orr. Orig. pub. 
Eerdmans, 1939; elec. acc. Online Bible For Mac software, Ken Hamel).  While validation is impossible in 
the 21st century, it is noteworthy that certain Anabaptists of the sixteenth century affirmed that they had in 
their possession the autographs of some New Testament books:  “[W]e have information, that even at the 
present day there are brethren and Christians at Thessalonica, who agree with the [Anabaptists] in all 
articles of religion, also in baptism, two of whom were yet in the time of our fathers, with the brethren in 
Moravia, and then also in the Netherlands, and communed with the brethren, who expressly declared that 
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Baptists will here be maintained.  If Baptists universally396 used one of the three text-

types mentioned above from the inception of the Protestant age for centuries 

subsequently, this text must constitute the preserved Word of God.  The Lord having 

promised His church the perpetual availability of the inspired oracles, and the Holy Spirit 

having secured their perpetual acceptance by the saints, the church cannot have neglected 

the true text of the Bible for hundreds of years. 

 

II. Baptist Confessions employ the Textus Receptus 

 

Confessional documents indicate, in a unique way, the universally held beliefs of 

those who adopt or employ them.  Since Baptists accept Scripture as the only legitimate 

foundation for faith and practice, the dogmatic affirmations of their confessions are often 

conjoined with proof-texts.  These references, along with textual allusions found within 

confessional statements themselves, illumine the textual position of the confessing 

churches.397  Since verses employed in proof-text citations were considered the best to 

                                                                                                                                            
they still preserved in good condition, at Thessalonica, the originals of St. Paul’s two epistles to the 
Thessalonians. Likewise, that many of their brethren were still living, scattered here and there in Ethiopia, 
Greece and other oriental countries, as well as other Christians, who, like them, were preserved by God, 
and remained in the same doctrine, and the. true practice of baptism, constantly from the beginning of the 
apostles to this time. . . . They stated further that the church of God at Thessalonica had remained 
unchanged in faith from the time of the apostles, and that they still preserved in good condition the letters 
which the apostle Paul wrote to them with his own hands” (Pg. 366, The Bloody Theater or Martyr’s 
Mirror.  Thieleman J. Van Braght, trans. Joseph F. Sohm.  2nd. Eng. ed. Scottdale, PA:  Herald Press, 
1999). 
396  “Universal” usage of a text-type, as employed in this paper, does not mean that every single 
Baptist, from the smallest toddler to the most seasoned saint, in every part of the globe, held to precisely 
the same textual view.  It refers to general, comprehensive, or ubiquitous textual use.  The sense of the 
word is similar to that in which one might speak of “universal” acceptance of the principles of gravity, or of 
a round earth;  such views are generally accepted by mankind, despite the possibility that certain savages 
on remote islands know nothing of them. 
397  Sometimes confessions cite verses where variants between the TR, CT, and MT are found, but 
nothing contextually indicates which of the three is employed.  References of this sort have not been 
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substantiate the dogma then confessed, citations of uniquely TR, MT, or CT variants, or 

allusions to distinctive textual readings within the body of the confession, indicate 

ecclesiastical acceptance of the canonicity of the text-type employed.  If a particular verse 

or passage was not universally accepted, it would not appear in confessional literature—

undisputed verses could easily be substituted.  It will be seen that Baptist confessions398 

from both the Reformation and post-Reformation eras employ only the Textus Receptus, 

rather than the CT or MT, indicating the universal acceptance of this text in this era of 

church history. 

 Early Continental Anabaptist churches employed the Textus Receptus. The widely 

accepted Schleitheim Confession of 1527, the foundation for a number of later Anabaptist 

confessions, employs the “long” ending of Mark (16:9-20) as a proof text against infant 

baptism 399  and references the pericope adulterae (John 7:53-8:11). 400   A 

contemporaneous Anabaptist book on church order likewise supports the long ending of 

Mark.401  The Waterland Confession of 1580, constructed by immersionist Mennonites, 

cites 1 John 5:7 as one of only two verses listed in Article two on Trinitarianism, 

demonstrating a strong assumption of its authenticity, and cites the verse again in the next 

article.402  It references the long ending of Mark eight times,403 cites Acts 8:37,404 and 

                                                                                                                                            
adduced as evidence in this study.  However, once the textual basis for a confession has been established, 
such references are legitimately assumed to employ the Biblical text-type elsewhere quoted. 
398  Naturally, mention of a confession in this composition does not indicate its absolute doctrinal 
harmony with the position of the author of this paper.  Only lower criticism is currently at hand. 
399  Article #1, cited from pg. 25, Baptist Confessions of Faith, William J. Lumpkin, Valley Forge, 
PA: Judson Press, 1969 (rev. ed.). 
400  Article #6, pg. 28, ibid. 
401  Discipline of the church, how a Christian ought to live (Ordnung der Gemein, wei ein Christ leben 
soll), 1527, article #9, pg. 34, ibid. 
402  pgs. 44-45, ibid. 
403  Article VII, XVI, XXV, XXIX, XXX, XXXI pg. 48, 52, 58, 59, 60, ibid. 
404  Article XXXI, pg. 60, ibid. 
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supports, in the text of the confession, both the TR reading “the Son of the living God” 

(not the CT “Holy One”) in John 6:69405 and the TR “of his flesh and of his bones” 

(omitted in the CT) in Ephesians 5:30.406   The Received Text was the Bible of 

Reformation era Continental Anabaptism. 

 Early English Baptists also employed the Textus Receptus.  Thomas Helwys, the 

early English General Baptist, composed what is often “judged the first English Baptist 

Confession of Faith,”407 the 1611 Declaration of Faith of English People Remaining at 

Amsterdam in Holland.  The first sentence of the first article quotes and references 1 John 

5:7;408 the Trinitarianism derived from this exclusively TR verse is the fountain from 

which the rest of the confession flows.  It also cites the long ending of Mark twice,409 and 

employs the exclusively TR verse, Acts 8:37, as the sole support for baptism upon a 

confession of faith.410  Some of John Smyth’s associates composed Propositions and 

Conclusions concerning True Christian Religion c. 1612, a work still referenced by 

English General Baptists in 1651, which also found its way to America.411  This creed 

references 1 John 5:7 and twice writes out the verse in the text of the confession,412 and 

cites only Mark 16:9 to support Christ’s ascension to the right hand of God after His 

resurrection, demonstrating absolute confidence in the long ending of Mark.413  It has 

been said that “perhaps no Confession of Faith has had so formative an influence on 

                                                
405  Article VIII, pg. 49, ibid. 
406  Article XXIV, pg. 58, ibid. 
407  pg. 115, ibid. 
408  pg. 117, ibid. 
409  Article 5, pg. 118, ibid. 
410  Article 10, pg. 119, ibid. 
411  pg. 123-124, ibid. 
412  Article 43, 61, pg. 131, 135, ibid. 
413  Article 46, pg. 132, ibid. 
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Baptist life”414 as the Particular Baptist Confession of Faith of 1644.  It cites Acts 8:37415 

and the long ending of Mark.416  It supports the TR reading validating the Deity of Christ 

in Acts 20:28, “church of God, which he hath purchased with his own blood.”417  It 

supports the Received Text declaration that Christ “washed [not the CT “loosed”]  us 

from our sins in his own blood” in Revelation 1:5418 and the TR reading “the Lord added 

to the church [not the CT “to them”]” in Acts 2:47.419  The General Baptist associational 

confession of 1651, The Faith and Practice of Thirty Congregations, Gathered 

According to the Primitive Pattern, employs 1 John 5:7,420 and builds a doctrinal point 

solely on the exclusively TR Acts 8:37.421  The 1654 Baptist confession The True Gospel-

Faith Declared According to the Scriptures references the long ending of Mark.422  The 

Baptist Midland Association Confession of 1655 quotes 1 John 5:7 in its text—it is the 

first verse referenced in the Confession and the only one listed in support of 

Trinitarianism.423  The 1656 Somerset Confession424 cites Mark 9:44.425  Early English 

Baptist confessions uniformly employ the Received Text. 

                                                
414  pg. 152, ibid. 
415  Article 39, pg. 167, ibid. 
416  ibid. 
417  Article 18, pg. 161 ibid. 
418  Article 40, pg. 167, ibid. 
419  Article 52, pg. 168, ibid.  The doctrinal point made in the confession is only clear if the TR reading 
is followed. 
420  Article 20, pg. 178, ibid. 
421  Article 35, pg. 180, ibid. 
422  Article 29, pg. 195, ibid. 
423  Article 2, pg. 198, ibid. 
424  The title page represented the document as “A Confession of the Faith of Several Churches of 
Christ in the County of Somerset, and of some Churches in the Counties neer adjacent.” pg. 203, ibid. 
425  Article 42, pg. 214, ibid. 
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 Subsequent English Baptist confessions also unanimously support the Textus 

Receptus.  The General Baptist Standard Confession,426 written in 1660 and accepted by 

the denomination for many years subsequently, quotes only Mark 16:15427 to support the 

universal preaching of the gospel, writes out 1 John 5:7 in its text,428 and supports with 

Luke 24:51429 the doctrine (not explicitly stated in CT narrative, with Mark 16:19 and 

Luke 24:51 eliminated, a tremendous doctrinal change) of Christ’s ascension into heaven 

after His forty days of post-resurrection appearances.  The Particular Baptist Second 

London Confession of Faith, originally printed in 1677 and often reissued from that time 

to the modern era, the “most influential confession among Particular, Calvinistic, or 

Reformed Baptists since that time . . . the Confession held by most Reformed Baptist 

churches today,”430  employs the language of and references 1 John 5:7 to prove 

Trinitarianism,431 references the long ending of Mark three times,432 supports the TR 

reading “only begotten Son [not the CT “only begotten God]” in John 1:18,433 supports 

the Christological doctrine of communicatio idiomatum434 using only the TR readings 

                                                
426  The confession was originally entitled A Brief Confession or Declaration of Faith, Set forth by 
many of us, who are (falsely) called Ana-Baptists, to inform all Men (in these days of scandal and 
reproach) of our innocent Belief and Practise;  for which we are not only resolved to suffer Persecution, to 
the loss of our Goods, but also Life it self, rather than to decline the same. 
427  Article 4, pg. 225, Baptist Confessions of Faith, Lumpkin. 
428  Article 7, pg. 227, ibid. 
429  Article 22, pg. 231, ibid.  Since the CT only leaves unchallenged Acts 1:9, which does not 
explicitly state Christ ascended into heaven, any confession that states the doctrine of Christ’s ascension 
forty days after His resurrection is teaching a peculiarly Received Text doctrine. 
430  Quoted from the introduction to the confession, pg. 669, in The Trinity Hymnal, Baptist Edition 
(Grand Rapids, MI:  Reformed Baptist Church of Grand Rapids, 2004).  This hymnal, and thus the 
confession bound with it, is very much in use today. 
431  Chapter 2:3, pg. 253, Baptist Confessions of Faith, Lumpkin. 
432  Chapter 7:2, 8:4, 19:2, pg. 253, 262, 291, ibid. 
433  Chapter 2:3, pg. 253, ibid; the Confession states “the Son is Eternally begotten of the Father,” and 
proves it with John 1:14, 18. 
434  The doctrine of the communicatio idiomatum is “by reason of the Unity of [Christ’s] Person, that 
which is proper to one nature, is sometimes in Scripture attributed to the Person denominated by the other 
nature” (Second London Confession, 8:7, pg. 262, ibid, italics and capitalization reproduced from the 
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“church of God, which he hath purchased with his own blood” and “Son of man, which is 

in heaven” in Acts 20:28 and John 3:13, and supports the necessity of a profession of 

conversion before baptism using only the TR verses Mark 16:16 and Acts 8:37.435  This 

striking affirmation of the Received Text is compounded through the affirmation in the 

introduction that care has been taken “to affix texts of scripture in the margin, for the 

confirmation of each article in our Confession;  in which work we have studiously 

endeavored to select such as are most clear and pertinent for the proof of what is asserted 

by us.”436  No doubt whatever was felt about peculiarly TR readings—they could be the 

“most clear and pertinent” verses for doctrine.  Indeed, since to “Holy Scripture . . . 

nothing at any time is to be added,”437 the churches which issued the confession would 

have rejected the 7% deviation in the CT and the c. 1% in the MT as serious error;  such 

alterations would certainly not have been a “non-issue” or “preference” not worth 

fighting about.  The General Baptist Orthodox Creed of 1679 writes out 1 John 5:7 in the 

text and references it five times,438 more than any other verse mentioned.  It references 

the TR “God [not the CT “who”] was manifest in the flesh” in 1 Timothy 3:16.439  It uses 

the phrase “love of God . . . [who] laid down his life” in 1 John 3:16, found in the KJV-

based Scrivener TR,440 to prove the communicatio idiomatum, along with the TR readings 

                                                                                                                                            
original).  The doctrine is amply illustrated in the Received Text verses the Confession quotes to prove it, 
Acts 20:28 and John 3:13. 
435  Chapter 29:2, pg. 291, ibid. 
436  pg. 246, ibid. 
437  Article 1, pg. 250, ibid. 
438  Article 3, 5, 24, pgs. 299, 300, 315, ibid. 
439  Article 6, pg. 300-301, ibid.  The verse does not prove the point made in the sixth article without 
the reading “God.” 
440  The Greek tou Theou is absent from the MT and the CT.  It is not italicized in the 1611 KJV, but 
appears in italics in the 1769 revision almost universally in use today.  It appears in the Textus Receptus as 
edited by Scrivener and conformed to the Authorized Version. 
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of Acts 20:28 and John 3:13.441  Acts 20:28 is also cited in two other places in the 

confession. 442   Mark 16:9-20 is referenced five times, 443  Mark 9:46 (without also 

referencing v. 48, which is found in both the CT and TR;  the exclusively Received Text 

reading was deemed sufficient) appears,444 and Acts 8:37 is twice employed.445  English 

Baptist confessions employed the Received Text of Scripture. 

 Baptists in America depended upon English Baptist confessional material, which 

supported the Received Text.  Early American General Baptists appear to have 

acknowledged the 1660 Standard Confession,446 while the more Calvinistic Philadelphia 

Association employed the Second London Confession of 1677,447 which “influenced 

Baptists generally and has been perhaps the most influential of all confessions.  Local 

church covenants still reflect its outlook and summarize its doctrines. . . . it [was] often 

referred to in America as ‘the Baptist confession.’”448  The only possible American 

confessional competitor to the Second London Confession, as printed by the Philadelphia 

Association and others subsequently, is the New Hampshire Confession of Faith of 1833, 

which received a very wide circulation through its inclusion in both Edward Hiscox’s and 

J. M. Pendleton’s church manuals, and was adopted, with minor changes, by groups such 

as the fundamentalist449 General Association of Regular Baptist Churches450 and the 

                                                
441  Article 7, pg. 301, ibid. 
442  Article 6, 9, pg. 300, 303, ibid. 
443  Article 9, 17, 18, 28, 31, pg. 303, 309, 310, 317, 321, ibid. 
444  Article 10, pg. 304, ibid. 
445  Article 23, 28, pg. 314, 317, ibid. 
446  pg. 347, ibid. 
447  pgs. 348-353, ibid. 
448  pgs. 352-353, ibid. 
449  The word “fundamentalist” is here employed of those who would accept it as a self-designation.  It 
is employed descriptively, not as either a compliment or a pejorative. 
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Landmark movement’s American Baptist Association. 451   The Southern Baptist 

Convention also made it the basis for its influential 1925 statement of faith.  The New 

Hampshire Confession452 quotes Acts 8:37,453 references the long ending of Mark,454 

accepts the Received Text version of Luke 22:19-20,455 refers to the TR “being justified 

by faith, we have peace (not the CT reading “let us have peace”) with God” in Romans 

5:1,456 and the “made me (not CT, “you”) free from the law of sin and death” in Romans 

5:2. 457   Other original American Baptist confessional material, such as the 1923 

fundamentalist Articles of Faith of the Baptist Bible Union of America, also employs 

Received Text readings such as the long ending of Mark and Luke 24:51.458  American 

Baptist confessions continue the English Baptist practice of employment of the Textus 

Receptus. 

 For Continental, English, and American Baptists,459 the Received Text was the 

Bible.  The churches that confessed the faith of these documents affirmed it through their 

                                                                                                                                            
450  pg. 382, ibid.  The Conservative Baptist Association in 1947 also stated that their “brief and 
simple confession . . . is but a re-affirmation of the substance of the historic Philadelphia and New 
Hampshire Confessions of faith.” (pg. 383, ibid.) 
451  “This body reaffirm[s] its acceptance of the New Hampshire confession of faith;  so long held by 
our American Baptist people” (“Doctrinal Statement of the American Baptist Association,” appearing first 
in their year book of 1944, quoted from pg. 378, Lumpkin, Baptist Confessions of Faith.) 
452  The edition employed is found on pgs. 543-563 of Principles and Practices for Baptist Churches, 
Edward T. Hiscox, Grand Rapids, MI:  Kregel, n. d. (formerly entitled New Directory).  While this is one 
very influential printing of the confession, it cannot be assumed that every printing of the confession 
included these verse references (the version reprinted in Lumpkin’s Baptist Confessions of Faith pgs. 361-
367 includes none at all).  Nevertheless, useful information about American Baptist views is still provided.  
The history of the confession, including the general and early inclusion of proof-texts, is discussed on pgs. 
538-542 of Hiscox’s Principles and Practices. 
453  Article 15, pg. 557, Hiscox, Principles and Practices. 
454  Article 15, pg. 557, ibid. 
455  Article 16, pg. 558, ibid. 
456  Article 9, pg. 552, ibid. 
457  Article 13, pg. 556, ibid. 
458  Article 18, pg. 389, Lumpkin, Baptist Confessions of Faith. 
459  Detailed examination of Baptist confessions from other lands will not be pursued in this study.  
They often demonstrate dependence upon earlier English or American Baptist material, and consequently 
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confident and constant proof-texting and quotation from distinctively TR readings.  No 

hint of controversy over any such reference appears, and the CT and MT are entirely 

absent.  This unanimous confessional testimony evidences a universal Baptist acceptance 

of the TR for the hundreds of years from the Reformation era to modern times. 

 

III. Baptist Confessions support the supremacy of the King James Version 

 

In addition to their support of the Textus Receptus, Baptist confessions support the 

supremacy of the English Authorized Version.  Confessional material after the 

composition and establishment460 of the KJV in the seventeenth century employs this 

English Bible.  The General Baptist 1651 Faith and Practice follows the AV in its 

citations of verses found within the confession,461 as does the Particular Baptist Somerset 

Confession of 1656.462  The 1660 Standard Confession employs the KJV463 and includes 

(as do many other confessions) the AV’s traditional interpretation of monongenes as 

“only-begotten”464 rather than the modern critical alternatives of “unique” or “one and 

                                                                                                                                            
favor the Received Text;  for example, the “Brazilian Baptists, one of the largest and most vigorous of the 
younger Baptist groups, have long acknowledged the New Hampshire Confession of Faith” (pg. 421, ibid.), 
a TR confession.  Independently composed confessional material also employs the Received Text;  for 
example, the Russian churches associated with Ivan Prokhanov that joined the Baptist Union in the 1940s 
employed a confession that repeatedly quotes the long ending of Mark (pg. 423, 426, 429, ibid.), supports 
the TR reading “church of God” in Acts 20:28 (pg. 428, ibid), and employs the exclusively Received Text 
Acts 8:37 as the sole support for an important doctrinal affirmation about baptism (pg. 426, ibid.).  
460  This is not to deny that a period of transition from earlier Received Text Bibles (such as the 
Geneva) did not exist. 
461  Ezekiel 43:11, Matthew 5:16, and Hebrews 3:6 are quoted and follow the KJV verbatim.  Romans 
12:18, found on the title page, seems to paraphrase. See pgs. 174, 176, Lumpkin, Baptist Confessions of 
Faith. 
462  1 Peter 3:15, Matthew 10:32, and Acts 17:11, on the cover, are verbatim, as is Isaiah 8:20 (except 
for word/rule). See pg. 203, ibid. 
463  The title page employs Acts 24:14, and numerous quotations are found throughout the text of the 
confession.  See pgs. 224ff, ibid. 
464  Article 3, 4, pg. 225-6, ibid. 
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only,” 465  which undermine the historic Trinitarian doctrine of the Son’s eternal 

generation, namely, in the words of the Orthodox Creed, that He is “eternally begotten of 

the father.”466  The Orthodox Creed consistently quotes the KJV,467 supports its view that 

ha’almah in Isaiah 7:14 indicates Christ is born of a “virgin” not just a “young 

woman,”468 and its rendering of mimey ‘olam in Micah 5:2 as a prediction that the Son of 

God is “from everlasting,” rather than a created being “from ancient times,” the Arian, 

Unitarian, and modern critical translation (see NIV, ESV, RSV, NRSV, etc.).469  The 

Second London Confession of 1677 quotes and supports the KJV, accepting translational 

features such as the imperative “search” rather than an indicative “you search” in John 

5:39 and the Lord Jesus as “author and finisher of our faith” in Hebrews 12:2.470  The 

New Hampshire Confession indicates that the KJV “Jehovah” (Exodus 6:3, Psalm 83:18, 

Isaiah 12:2, 26:4) is correct, rather than that the modern alternative “Yahweh” is the 

name of God,471 in agreement with the traditional Hebrew OT, the second Rabbinic Bible 

of 1524-5 as edited by Ben Chayyim, literally rendered,472 rather than the current critical 

OT based on the Leningrad manuscript.473  Baptist confessions reflect the translation 

                                                
465  See, e. g., the RSV, NRSV, NIV, ESV, NLT, etc. on John 3:16. 
466  Article 3, pg. 299, Lumpkin, Baptist Confessions of Faith. 
467  E. g. 1 John 3:16, “love of God,” article 7, Job 9:33, “any daysman betwixt us” Article 17, etc. 
(pgs. 301, 308, ibid.)  
468  Article 5, pg. 300, ibid.  Without a Messianic view of Isaiah 7:14 as a prophecy of Christ’s virgin 
birth, rather than a declaration concerning the normal conception of a child in Isaiah’s day, the verse would 
not relate to the argument of the article. 
469  Article 4, pg. 299, ibid. 
470  The title page quotes Romans 10:10 and this section of John 5:39.  Hebrews 12:2 is referenced in 
chapter 14.  Note also 1 Timothy 2:1-2 in chapter 24.  See pgs. 241, 269, 284, ibid. 
471  Article 2, pg. 362, ibid. 
472  The idea that the pronunciation “Jehovah” originated when the vowels of Adonai were added to 
the Tetragrammaton, although widespread, is very dubious. 
473  The Ben Chayyim text fully points the Tetragrammaton as Yehowah (hÎOwh ◊y), while the Hebrew CT 
removes the cholem (hÎwh ◊y), leaving Yeh-wah, which, as it obviously is missing a vowel, is more open to 
critical emendation to an alternative pronunciation.  It should be mentioned that no Hebrew MSS in 
existence actually points the Name as “Yahweh.”  For one who maintains Biblical presuppositions, it is 



 268 

choices of the King James Version, as they do its textual basis, the TR.  Indeed, since 

God, who worketh all things after the counsel of His own will (Ephesians 1:11), did not 

see fit for any English CT or MT versions to gain acceptance, or probably even come into 

existence, among the churches of God, in the centuries after the Reformation when 

Baptist confessions were constructed, it could hardly have been otherwise.  Baptist 

confessions support the English Authorized Version. 

 

III. Baptist Confessions affirm the verbal, plenary preservation of the Textus Receptus 

 

In addition to the original and English language texts quoted in Baptist 

confessions, direct statements about the doctrine of preservation can inform the believer 

about the view Christ’s churches in past centuries would maintain if confronted with the 

modern textual controversy.  The influential Particular Baptist True Confession of 1644 

states that to the “Church [Christ] hath made the promises, and giuen the seales of his 

Covenant, presence, loue, blessing and protection:  Heere are the holy Oracles as in the 

side of the Arke, surely kept & purely taught.”474  As the autographa was placed in the 

                                                                                                                                            
inconceivable that God would allow the correct pronunciation of His Name to be lost (cf. Exodus 3:15, 
Psalm 9:10, Proverbs 18:10, Joel 2:32, etc.), so the pointing actually in the Hebrew text must represent the 
correct pronunciation, Yehowah or Jehovah (see “Appendix:  The Vocalization of the Tetragrammaton” in 
“Evidences for the Inspiration of the Hebrew Vowel Points,” Thomas D. Ross, http://faithsaves.net; 
“Jehovah,” Scott Jones, http://www.lamblion.net/Articles/ScottJones/jehovah1.htm; “Who is this Deity 
Named Yahweh?” Thomas Strouse, http://www.deanburgonsociety.org/CriticalTexts/yahweh.htm, and The 
Name of God YeHoWaH, which is Pronounced as it is Written, I_Eh_oU_Ah: Its Story, Gérard Gertoux, 
Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 2002, for defenses of the traditional rendering of the 
Tetragrammaton).  Satan is the one who wishes men deny or doubt the Name of God.  The difference 
between the Old Testament Textus Receptus, the 1524-5 Rabbinic Bible edited by Ben Chayyim, and the 
current critical Hebrew OT, adopted in 1937 and the standard for modern Bible versions, is explained on 
pgs. 27-28, Defending the King James Bible, D. A. Waite, Collingswood, NJ: Bible For Today Press, 1999.  
It should be noted that, strictly speaking, both the Hebrew TR and CT are editions of the Ben Asher 
Masoretic Text, a point not clearly brought out in the source here listed. 
474  Article 18, pg. 87, ibid.  Spelling is given as found in the text of the confession without any 
updating to modern parlance. 
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ark of the covenant (Deuteronomy 31:26) and perfectly preserved for Israel, so the 

confession states that the church has, by God’s grace, perfectly preserved the Word of 

God.  Furthermore, the church has not just “surely kept” the Word, but also “purely 

taught” it—the preserved text was that which was in use among the people of God.  

Confessional presuppositions of verbal, plenary preservation, perpetual availability, and 

the church as the New Testament guardian of Scripture are consistent only with the TR 

textual position.  Neither the CT nor the MT even claim to be perfectly preserved.  The 

CT was not in use for hundreds of years, but is allegedly a restoration of a purer text than 

that received by the churches from (at least) the Reformation era to the nineteenth 

century.  The MT text form was also not available and in use for centuries since the TR 

was the only Greek text coming from the printing press and being translated into 

multitudes of languages to feed the flock of God.  The doctrine of preservation presented 

in the True Confession of 1644 is consistent only with the Received Text position. 

The eminent Second London Confession of 1677 contains a powerful affirmation of 

the preservation of Scripture.  It states: 

The Old Testament in Hebrew (which was the Native language of the people of 
God of old) and the New Testament in Greek, (which at the time of the writing of 
it was most generally known to the Nations), being immediately inspired by God, 
and by his singular care and Providence kept pure in all Ages, are therefore 
authentical;  so as in all controversies of Religion, the Church is finally to appeal 
unto them.  But because these original tongues are not known to all the people of 
God, who have a right unto, and interest in the scriptures, and are commanded in 
the fear of God to read and search them, therefore they are to be translated into 
the vulgar language of every Nation, unto which they come, that the Word of God 
dwelling plentifully in all, they may worship him in an acceptable manner, and 
through patience and comfort of the Scriptures may have hope.475 

The confession promises that God would keep His Word “pure in all Ages.”  The “Holy 

Scripture delivered by the Spirit” originally in inspiration is that “Scripture so delivered, 

                                                
475  Article 1:8, pg. 251, ibid. 
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[into which their] faith is finally resolved,”476 preserved perfectly to the time of the 

composition of the confession in the available text daily lived by and suffered for.  This 

expression of preservation in the Second London Confession rejects the restorationist 

philosophy undergirding the CT, along with the (lesser degree of) corruption the MT 

presupposes in the text received by the churches.  It also rejects the Ruckmanite 

affirmation of direct inspiration or preservation of a translation (and the view of the Latin 

Vulgate held by then current counter-Reformation Catholicism), since it is the Greek and 

Hebrew language copies which are perfectly preserved, not an allegedly superior Latin or 

English translation—indeed, the confession proves church democracy with Acts 14:23 

and the command to “see the original.”477  The text “unto which nothing at any time is to 

be added”478 is the Hebrew and Greek Received Text.  Although translations are not 

authorities superior to the original languages, they nevertheless are “the Word of God . . . 

the Scriptures.”  The confession affirms, as does the Bible,479 that God’s Word accurately 

translated is still authoritative Scripture, still the Word of God.  Finally, since the 

confession declares that “the Church is finally to appeal unto [the Scriptures],” it evinces 

a fideistic or presuppositional bibliology:  “The Authority of the Holy Scripture . . . 

dependeth . . . wholly upon God . . . the Author thereof;  . . . it is to be received, because 

it is the Word of God.”480  The Scripture is not established by the prior and superior 

authority of textual criticism;  the perfectly preserved and available text of Scripture, the 

Textus Receptus quoted in the confession, sits in judgment upon textual criticism.  This is 
                                                
476  Article 1:10, pg. 252, ibid. 
477  Article 26:9, pg. 287, ibid. 
478  Article 1:6, pg. 250, ibid. 
479  For example, in 1 Timothy 5:18, Paul translates Deuteronomy 25:4 from Hebrew into Greek, then 
quotes Luke 10:7, and calls both his translated quotation and the untranslated original language “scripture.”  
It is also noteworthy that his translation here employs formal equivalence, not dynamic equivalence. 
480  Article 1:4, pg. 250, ibid. 
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confirmed by the “Holy Spirit, bearing witness by and with the Word in our Hearts.”481  

The available Scripture, in use in the original languages and in translation for the whole 

body of the people of God, is the infallibly preserved deposit of God’s truth, and the Holy 

Spirit’s guidance of the priesthood of believers, not the ratiocinations of a handful of 

textual critics or seminary professors, confirms this pure and available common text, this 

Received Text, in their hearts. 

The 1679 General Baptist482 Orthodox Creed contains a powerful affirmation of 

the preservation of Scripture in the TR and its English representation, the Authorized 

Version.  It affirms that “we have the scriptures delivered to us now . . . by the holy 

scriptures we understand, the canonical books of the old and new testament, as they are 

now translated into our English mother-tongue, of which there hath never been any doubt 

of their verity, and authority, in the protestant churches of Christ to this day.”483  The 

Received Text available in that day, both as found in the original languages and 

reproduced in the King James Bible,484 constituted the preserved Word of God, which 

                                                
481  Article 1:6, pg. 250, ibid. 
482  It should be noted that not all General Baptists were Arminians;  they would simply have 
universally rejected the limited (“particular”) atonement position of the Particular Baptists.  This General 
Baptist confession, for example, affirms that “those that are effectually called, according to God’s eternal 
purpose, being justified by faith do receive such a measure of the holy unction, from the holy spirit, by 
which they shall certainly persevere unto eternal life.” (Article 36, pg. 324, ibid.). 
483  Article 37, pg. 324-325, ibid. 
484  The New King James Version, in addition to eliminating the thee/thou/thy and ye/you distinction 
between second person singular and plural found in the King James Bible and in the Hebrew and Greek 
original language texts, does not always follow the Authorized Version in its textual and translational 
choices.  For example, in Isaiah 9:3, the KJV reads, “Thou hast multiplied the nation, and not increased the 
joy,” while the NKJV states the exact opposite: “You have multiplied the nation/ And increased its joy.”  In 
Judges 5:13, the KJV reads: “Then he made him that remaineth have dominion over the nobles among the 
people: the LORD made me have dominion over the mighty,” while the NKJV states:  “Then the survivors 
came down, the people against the nobles/ The LORD came down for me against the mighty.”  The KJV 
follows the actual Hebrew text and Jewish tradition in considering the two instances of dår ◊y as apocopated 
forms from h ∂d ∂r, hence the translation “have dominion,” while the NKJV translation “came down” is based 
upon an amendation of the Hebrew text to dårÎy, “come down.”  While the KJV in 2 Corinthians 2:17 states:   
“For we are not as many, which corrupt the word of God,” the NKJV affirms:  “For we are not, as so many, 
peddling the word of God.”  The KJV understands the verb kaphleu/w in the way the Vulgate, Gothic, 
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was universally received by Baptists and by the wider family of God, “all true Protestants 

[who hold] the fundamental articles of the Christian religion, against the errors and 

heresies of Rome.”485  These available scriptures “are [note the present tense] given by 

the inspiration of God”486;  they are identical with the autographs and still exude the very 

breath of God.487  The confession also stated that “the authority of the holy scripture 

[defined as the KJV] dependeth not upon the authority of any man, but only upon the 

authority of God.”488  Textual critics do not sit in judgment upon the Textus Receptus;  

Divine preservation of the common Bible is presupposed, and all men must to submit to 

it.  Furthermore, Scripture, when in the “mother tongue” is still “God’s word,”489 so 

saints without knowledge of the original languages still have it available to them, and are 

able to judge Biblical “faith and practice.”490  The universal priesthood of believers is not 

divided into a high-priestly inner sanctum whose members, on account of their 

scholarship and knowledge of languages, are alone able to interpret the Word, and a 

plebeian laity unable to understand the Bible and therefore dependent upon their 

overlords’ scholarly pontifications. 

                                                                                                                                            
and Syriac versions do, as adulterantes verbum Dei, corrupting or adulterating the Word of God, as the 
ka¿phloß in Isaiah 1:22 (LXX) corrupted or adulterated wine with water (admittedly, the ka¿phloß tended 
to do so for unjust gain), or as Lucian records philosophers corrupted their lessons like a ka¿phloß 
(filo/sofoi aÓpodi÷dontai ta» maqh/mata w‚sper oi˚ ka¿phloi, . . . dolw¿santeß kai« 
kakometrouvnteß, see BDAG);  the translation in the NKJV changes the emphasis of 2 Corinthians 2:17 
dramatically.  The NKJV is not merely an English language update of the Authorized Version, and those 
who agree with Baptist confessional declarations that there is no doubt about the accuracy of the KJV 
would not be able to make the same affirmation about the NKJV. 
485  pg. 297, ibid. 
486  Article 37, pg. 326, ibid. 
487  Consider Christ’s statement in Matthew 4:4, “Man shall not live by bread alone, but by every 
word that proceedeth out of the mouth of God”—“proceedeth” (ekporeuomai) is a present participle, 
suggesting continuing action.  Inspiration (as product, not process) applies to preserved copies as much as 
to the autographs, and, in a derivative sense, to accurate translations.  Compare the article “Are Accurate 
Copies and Translations of Scripture Inspired?” at http://faithsaves.net. 
488  Article 37, pgs. 324-325, ibid. 
489  ibid. 
490  ibid. 
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Baptist confessions affirm that God has perfectly preserved His originally inspired 

Word in the Received Text and the King James Version.  Modern Baptists who do the 

same hold the historic position.  The bibliology of CT and MT advocates is entirely 

absent from Baptist confessional literature. 

 

IV. The textual basis for Received Text readings cited in Baptist Confessions 

 

The textual evidence for TR readings cited in Baptist confessions varies greatly.  Some of 

the citations, such as Mark 16:9-20, which “is present in the vast number of 

witnesses,”491 have very strong support, even on the grounds of secular textual criticism.  

MT advocates would agree with the Textus Receptus and Baptist confessions in verses 

such as 1 Timothy 3:16, where the reading “God” is in “the great majority of the Greek 

copies.”492  Confessional literature citing verses common to the Received Text and MT 

(others include Mark 9:44, 46, missing in but nine MSS and present in over 2,000,493 

Luke 22:19-20, missing in only one very poor Greek MSS,494 Luke 24:51, omitted in 

only two Greek MSS of thousands,495 John 1:18, where “Son” is found in thousands of 

MSS and altered in but seven,496 John 3:13, where “which is in heaven” is contained in 

                                                
491  See the comments on Mark 16:9-20, pg. 103, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New 
Testament, Bruce M. Metzger, 2nd. ed.  New York, NY: American Bible Society, 1994.  For textual-critical 
defense of the authenticity of these verses, see The King James Version Defended, Edward F. Hills, Des 
Moines, Iowa:  Christian Research Press, 1996, pgs. 159-168, and the study The Last Twelve Verses of 
Mark, John William Burgon, Collingswood, NJ: Dean Burgon Society, reprint of 1871 ed. 
492  Pg. 33, “God—was manifest in the flesh,” Terence H. Brown, pgs. 24-41 of True or False? ed. 
David Otis Fuller, Grand Rapids, MI:  Grand Rapids International Publications, 1973. 
493  Note on Mark 9:44, 46, Textual and Translational Notes on the Holy Gospels, J. P. Green, Sr. 
494  Note on Luke 22:19-20, ibid. 
495  Note on Luke 24:51, ibid. 
496  Note on John 1:18, ibid. 
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“at least 99.9% of all manuscripts”497 etc.)498 eliminates any claim that the CT is the 

historic text of God’s churches;  unfortunately, this would not usually concern its 

advocates, who approach textual criticism with atheistic and restorationist 

presuppositions. 

However, the Textus Receptus and the Baptist confessions which affirm its 

preservation vary at times from the MT as well as the CT.  The Johannine comma (1 John 

5:7), although represented in a small minority499 of Greek MSS,500 is ubiquitous in 

Baptist confessions, often as the sole basis for doctrinal conclusions.  Acts 8:37 is very 

frequently quoted in confessions without any hint of doubt concerning its sufficiency for 

doctrine, although absent from the MT.501  Confessional establishment of doctrine using 1 

John 3:16’s phrase “love of God,” as found in the KJV, is striking.  Although “of God” is 

absent from the MT, and, indeed, at least 95% of Greek MSS (although it has support in 

                                                
497  Note on John 3:13, ibid. 
498  Other references quoted in confessional literature which contain textual material common to the 
TR and MT against the CT include John 6:69, 7:53-8:11, Acts 2:47, 20:28 (in the reading idiou haimatos 
but not in the TR ekklesia tou Theou), Romans 5:1 (versus the Westcott-Hort text in v. 1), Ephesians 5:30, 1 
Tim 6:5 (both retain “from such withdraw thyself,” but the MT and CT have other variants from the TR in 
the verse), and Revelation 1:5 (both TR and MT have “washed” against the CT, but the MT changes 
“loved” to “loves” with the CT). 
499  “The passage is absent from every known Greek manuscript except eight” (note on 1 John 5:7-8, 
Metzger, Textual Commentary, pg. 647) of the c. 500 Greek MSS which include 1 John (only 14 of which 
predate the ninth century), but it is apparently cited by patristics as early as A. D. 200 and is found in the 
great body of Old Latin and Latin Vulgate MSS.  Removing the verse also creates problems in the Greek 
grammatically (“‘And These Three Are One’ A Case For the Authenticity of 1 John 5:7-8 Rooted in 
Biblical Exegesis, Jesse M. Boyd, http://www.ovrlnd.com/Bible/casefor1john57.html;  see also An Inquiry 
Into the Integrity of the Greek Vulgate, Frederick Nolan, London, R & R Gilbert, 1815, chapter 4). 
500  Since, upon believing presuppositions, manuscript evidence exists to testify to the perpetual 
availability of the perfectly preserved Bible, printed editions also contribute to a proper view of textual 
evidence, since their acceptance in the church evinces God’s approval of their readings.  Considering that 
countless copies of the Textus Receptus have been printed and employed by the saints in Greek and in 
translations worldwide, in an important sense 1 John 5:7, and every other Received Text variant in the 
minority in (currently available) Greek MSS, is a majority reading.  The promise of perpetual availability 
also answers the question about which edition of the TR to follow in the (few) instances where variations 
occur—the Received Text as edited by Scrivener, the exact Greek text underlying the King James Bible, is 
the version in use, and so should be followed. 
501  It is found in the uncial E, many Greek miniscule MSS and early translations (Latin Vulgate, Old 
Latin, Syriac, Coptic, and Arminian) and its content receives patristic confirmation in the second century.  
See note on Acts 8:37, pgs. 315-316, Metzger, Textual Commentary. 
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early translations),502 it is quoted with absolute confidence, as part of the preserved 

Textus Receptus.  No confession ever criticizes or questions a Received Text or 

Authorized Version rendering.503  When the Received Text deviates from the MT, 

historic Baptist creeds still follow the TR and the English Bible produced from it, the 

KJV. 

 

V. Conclusion 

 

The true churches of Jesus Christ, against which the omnipotent Savior promised 

the gates of hell would never gain victory (Matthew 16:18), and which, for the last 

centuries, have been designated “Baptist,” uniformly and confidently employed the 

Textus Receptus and the English King James Version in their confessional documents as 

the certain and infallible basis for their faith.  Those who formulated, propagated, and 

employed every Baptist confession composed from the Reformation era to modern times 

declared their faith in the Received Text and its English translational counterpart as “the 

text now received by all, in which [is] nothing changed or corrupted.”504  No indication of 

controversy or question concerning this text appears anywhere, and churches 

unhesitatingly employed verses absent in the modern CT and MT but preserved in the TR 

                                                
502  See note on 1 John 3:16, pg. 971, The Interlinear Bible: Hebrew, Greek, English, ed. Jay P. Green, 
Sr., 2nd. ed. Lafayette, IN: Sovereign Grace Publishers, 1986.  It is “found in the Latin Vulgate, and in the 
Genevan versions, and in one [Greek] manuscript” (Barnes’ Notes on the Bible, on 1 John 3:16), as well as 
being “favoured by the Syriac version . . . and the Ethiopic version” (note on 1 John 3:16, An Exposition of 
the Old and New Testament, John Gill, orig. pub. 1809).  The paucity of Greek MSS evidence doubtless 
explains the italicization of the phrase in the 1769 KJV.  
503  This does not mean, of course, that material written before the production and acceptance of the 
Authorized Version somehow still quoted it, or that paraphrase or adaptation of Biblical quotations did not 
at times take place. 
504  A translation of the Latin sentence Textum ergo habes, nunc ab omnibus receptum, in quo nihil 
immutatum aut corruptum damus, found in the preface to the 1633 Greek text printed by the Elzeviers, 
from which the term textus receptus came.  See pg. 9, Metzger, Textual Commentary. 
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to establish doctrine, often without the support of any texts shared by these three modern 

textual competitors.  The CT and MT are text forms entirely absent from Baptist 

confessional life.  Baptists affirmed the verbal, plenary preservation and perpetual 

availability of Scripture, and identified that matchless treasure with their common 

Bible,505 crystallized in the Authorized Version and its original language equivalents. 

These facts should settle the modern textual and translational controversy for 

every believer.  The church of God, for hundreds of years, loved, believed, confessed, 

preached, practiced, and suffered for that common, available Bible now set aside by those 

who accept the CT.506  Since the Holy Spirit led Christ’s churches to accept the Textus 

Receptus as the true text, it must be the Word of God.  If the CT is correct, God’s people, 

for hundreds of years, universally established their beliefs and practices from a human or 

Satanic corruption, from “the Greek text, reproduced in all early printed editions, [that] 

                                                
505  Historians recognize that the TR was identified with the autographs by both Baptists and even the 
general body of Protestantism.  The Textus Receptus “was also the Bible of the Middle Ages and much 
more, since it was independent of interpretation by Popes, councils, canon lawyers or university doctors.  In 
one sense both Zwingli and the radicals were uncritical about the Bible in that they made no attempt to go 
behind the received Hebrew and Greek texts to original manuscripts, and were not concerned that 
alternative readings were possible — quite the contrary, there was but one text . . . Zwingli and the 
Anabaptists . . . both accepted the received text, and both agreed that tradition, the hierarchy and any 
human authoritites, however ancient or eminent, must give way to the Word. . . . [the Baptists defended 
what this unbelieving historian calls] narrow and uncompromising bibliolatry” (Pg. 172-173, Zwingli, G. R. 
Potter.  London: Cambridge University Press, 1976). One of the editors of the modern CT stated, “It is 
undisputed that Luther used the Greek Textus Receptus for his translation of the German New Testament in 
1522 and all its later editions (although the term itself was not yet in use at the time). . . . [So did] all the 
translators of the New Testament in the 16th century (e.g., the Zürich version). All the translations of the 
17th century, including the King James version of 1611, the “Authorized Version,” were also based on this 
text. Thus the New Testament of the church in the period of the Reformation was based on the Textus 
Receptus.  It is equally undisputed that in the 16th or 17th century (and for that matter well into the 18th 
century) anyone with a Greek New Testament would have had a copy of the Textus Receptus. . . . Finally 
it is undisputed that from the 16th to the 18th century orthodoxy’s doctrine of verbal inspiration assumed 
this Textus Receptus.” (“The Text Of The Church?” Kurt Aland. Trinity Journal, 8:2 (Fall 1987), pg. 131).  
In fact, the “Textus Receptus . . . in this period . . . was regarded as preserving even to the last detail the 
inspired and infallible word of God himself” (pg. 11, The Text of the New Testament, Kurt & Barbara 
Aland, trans. Erroll Rhodes. Grand Rapids, MI:  Eerdmans, 1989).  This “this Byzantine text was regarded 
as ‘the text of the church’ . . . from the 4th . . . century” (pg. 143, “The Text of the Church?” Aland.) 
506  Since the people of God rejected the CT for centuries, one might, to highlight its antithesis with 
the old received Bible, call it the Textus Rejectus. 
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was disfigured . . . by the accumulation over the centuries of myriads of scribal 

alterations . . . some of considerable consequence.”  This “corrupt Byzantine form of text 

that provided the basis for almost all translations of the New Testament into modern 

languages down to the nineteenth century” hoodwinked the saints—the Spirit not guiding 

them into all truth—so that they accepted the “blatant errors of the Textus Receptus” as 

God’s Word and “reprinted in edition after edition . . . this debased form of the New 

Testament text.” 507  If the CT, and the modern versions stemming from it (NIV, NASV, 

NRSV, ESV, NLT, etc.) is correct, Jehovah (or, rather, the God who allowed His Name 

to be lost), for hundreds of years, allowed His church to employ a Greek text which is 7% 

corrupt, one containing nearly 10,000 errors,508 the approximate length of the entire book 

of Revelation, or of 2 Thessalonians, Titus, Philemon, James, 1 Peter, 2 Peter, 1 John, 2 

John, 3 John and Jude509 combined.510  If the CT is the best NT text, even today the saints 

cannot “live by every word that proceedeth out of the mouth of God” (Matthew 4:4), for 

                                                
507  Metzger, Textual Commentary, pgs. 9-10.  At least the theological modernist Metzger is honest 
enough to brazenly affirm his belief that the text employed by the people of God for centuries is corrupt 
and filled with scribal alterations, and, accordingly, worthy of abandonment.  Professed fundamentalists 
who continue to employ the King James Version, and even assert their love for it, while they share 
Metzger’s view of the Greek Received Text, are monumentally inconsistent.  Should not an English version 
which faithfully renders a corrupt, debased Greek text be immediately rejected and warned against, not 
preached from and loved?  Let institutions such as Bob Jones University, Calvary Baptist Theological 
Seminary, Central Baptist Seminary, Maranatha Baptist Bible College, and Northland Baptist Bible College 
cease to halt between two opinions.  If the CT is right, follow it—embrace the modern versions and 
repudiate the historic Baptist Bible as a debased corruption.  But if the KJV is right, then follow it—
embrace the TR and reject the modern Greek and English texts.  Thousands of changes cannot be 
inconsequential if the autographs were verbally, plenarily inspired—only the original reading can engender 
celestial fire from the breath of God—varients, of necessity, if they bring any fire whatever, carry it from 
the abyss. 
508  pg. xii, Defending the King James Bible, D. A. Waite, Collingswood, NJ: Bible For Today Press, 
1999. 
509  If texts and versions are simply a matter of personal preference, not of vital doctrine, would a 
modern Marcion who cut out from the New Testament the Revelation, or the ten other books here listed, be 
a non-issue? 
510  Statistics were obtained by a search of the Textus Receptus using Accordance Bible software.  Ten 
thousand is higher than the number of Greek words in the Revelation or the combination of other books 
mentioned. 
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its proponents do not even claim to have restored a perfect Bible.  If the CT is right, 

God’s promises about the preservation of Scripture have failed, and the autographa was 

errant and fallible.511  If God is true, the CT is not;  if the CT is, the God of the Bible does 

not exist. 

Since Christ led His church, by the Spirit, to an absolute confidence in the TR, as 

evidenced in her confessions, even when it varied from the modern MT, believers should 

continue to follow the Received Text in the 1-2% of the NT where the two differ.  

Furthermore, confessional affirmations should also make it clear to the eyes of faith that 

the English Authorized Version, rather than its modern non-CT competitors (NKJV, 

MKJV, etc.) should be retained.  In short, Baptist confessions, when considered in light 

of Bible promises of verbal, plenary preservation, perpetual availability, and the church 

as the guardian of the Word in the dispensation of grace, require that believers affirm the 

perfection of the Hebrew and Greek Textus Receptus that underlies the English King 

James Bible and affiliate themselves with the KJV-only side in the modern textual 

controversy.  The Lord is there. 

Furthermore, churches and allegedly Baptist associations and para-church 

institutions which employ any of the traditional Baptist confessions in their doctrinal 

statements are inconsistent when they discard the traditional Greek New Testament or 

adopt modern English versions.  Either their confession or their practice is in error, and 

they should give up the one or the other at once.  Baptist confessions also make it obvious 

                                                
511  Even apart from the failure of Divine promises of preservation evidencing a fallible Bible, the CT 
contains clear errors.  For example, it affirms in Matthew 1:7-8 that Asaph, rather than king Asa, is the 
ancestor of Christ, and its Matthew 1:10 places Amos, rather than king Amon, in His genealogy.  The CT, 
in Mark 1:2, affirms that “Isaiah the prophet” wrote the book of Malachi (see 3:1).  
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that the allegation, sometimes trumpeted by CT proponents who ought to know better,512 

that the KJV-only position is an innovation or a deviation from orthodoxy is utter 

nonsense.  The classical Baptist tradition follows the Received Text, in the original and in 

English.  Advocates of the CT and MT, or translations made from them, have, at that 

point, fallen away from the historic Baptist faith. 
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Daniel 3:25—“the Son of God,” or “a son of the gods”? 
 

The King James Version, in Daniel 3:25, reads: 
 
He answered and said, Lo, I see four men loose, walking in the midst of the fire, and they 
have no hurt; and the form of the fourth is like the Son of God. 
 
The large majority of modern Bible versions render the verse as follows: 
 
He answered and said, “But I see four men unbound, walking in the midst of the fire, and 
they yare not hurt; and the appearance of the fourth is like a son of the gods.” (ESV) 
 
The New King James Version reads “the Son of God,” but includes a marginal note 
reading, “or, a son of the gods.” 
 

Is the Authorized Version correct, or the modern versions?  The KJV translation 
is definitely the correct one, and the modern versions are in error, for the following 
reasons. 
 

First, the phrase Ny`IhDlTa_rAb in Daniel 3:25 is properly translated “the Son of God,” 
not “a son of the gods.”  First, the definiteness of the absolute noun Ny`IhDlTa, although 
nonarticular, makes the construct noun rAb definite likewise—it is “the Son,” not “a son,” 
as in Daniel 4:9, 15; 5:11, 14 the nonarticular Ny§IhDlTa Aj…wêr “the spirit,” not “a spirit,” of the 
gods/God, and in Daniel 5:11 Ny™IhDlTa_tAmVkDj is “the wisdom of the gods,” not “a wisdom of 
gods.”  
 

Second, in Daniel 3:25 the translation “God” for Ny`IhDlTa, rather than “gods,” is 
superior.  It is true that Ny`IhDlTa is a plural form, and it is likewise true that, unless one 
renders NyIhDlTa Aj…wr (Daniel 4:9, 15; 5:11, 14) as “the Spirit of God” rather than “the spirit 
of the gods,” in the other instances where the plural Ny`IhDlTa is found in the Old Testament 
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(Jeremiah 10:11; Daniel 2:11, 47; 3:12, 14, 18; 4:5–6, 15; 5:4, 11, 14, 23), the translation 
“gods” is proper, while the singular ;hDlTa is employed of the true God of Israel or of a 
particular but singular false god (Daniel 2:18–20, 23, 28, 37, 44–45, 47; 3:12, 15, 17, 26, 
28–29, 32; 4:5; 5:3, 18, 21, 23, 26; 6:6, 8, 11–13, 17, 21, 23–24, 27; Ezra 4:24–5:2; 5:5, 
8, 11–17; 6:3, 5, 7–10, 12, 14, 16–18; 7:12, 14–21, 23–26).  While these facts certainly 
merit consideration, they do not prove that Daniel 3:25 refers to “gods” for the following 
reasons.  First, the equivalent Hebrew plural to the Aramaic Ny`IhDlTa of Daniel 3:25 is 
MyIhølTa, the plural noun regularly and overwhelmingly used for the singular true God, 
Jehovah.  If the Hebrew plural MyIhølTa, the overwhelming majority of the time, “God” 
rather than “gods,” one must at least allow for the possibility that the Aramaic plural 
Ny`IhDlTa refers to “God,” rather than “gods,” in Daniel 3:25, when spoken of with reference 
to the true Deity revealed in Scripture.  This possibility is strengthened by the use of 
plural titles interchangeably with singular ones for the one true God in the book of Daniel 
itself.  Thus, the title NyInwøyVlRo, “the most High,” within the book always is always plural, 
but refers in every instance to the one true God, not to exalted pagan gods (Daniel 7:18, 
22, 25, 27).  The plural NyInwøyVlRo is employed interchangeably with the singular aDyD;lIo (Daniel 
3:26, 32; 4:14, 21–22, 29, 31; 5:18, 21; 7:25) in Daniel 7:25—the singular and plural 
words are designations of the true God in successive clauses.  Second, while the other 
instances of the Aramaic plural NyIhDlTa in the Old Testament refer to “gods,” rather than to 
“God” (again, on the assumption that NyIhDlTa Aj…wr is “the spirit of the gods” rather than “the 
Spirit of God,”—yet see Genesis 41:38—the My™IhølTa Aj…wõr is the pneuvma qeouv of the LXX, 
“the Spirit of God” mentioned on the lips of a pagan) in every other case the plural NyIhDlTa 
refers, at least in the mind of the speaker, to false gods, rather than the true God.  When 
the Hebrew plural MyIhølTa refers to false gods, it is also properly rendered in the plural as 
“gods,” but such a fact does not alter the use of the plural MyIhølTa for the single true God 
also.  As the use of the Hebrew plural MyIhølTa for a plurality of false gods does not 
eliminate its use for the singular true God also, the use of the plural NyIhDlTa for a plurality 
of false gods does not mean that the Aramaic plural cannot also refer to the singular true 
God.  Third, Aramaic usage of the plural of forms of words for “God” in reference to 
solely the one true God of the Bible is abundant.  The plural of hDlSa is employed 17 times 
in the Targums of Onkelos, Jonathan, and the Writings of the one true God, and only 
twice employed of “gods” (Genesis 31:53; Jeremiah 5:14; 15:16; 35:17; 38:17; 44:7; 
Hosea 12:6; Amos 3:13; 4:13; 5:14–16, 27; 6:8, 14; Psalm 51:16; 147:12, the true God;  
Psalm 135:5; 136:2, to “gods.”)  The Targum Neofiti twice employs the same plural for 
the one true God (Exodus 18:11; Deuteronomy 1:11).  The Targum Pseudo-Jonathan 
does the same in Exodus 18:11.  Thus, the phenomenon of employing a plural form for 
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the one true God of Israel is not restricted to Hebrew, but appears in Aramaic also.  
Fourth, the standard Koehler/Baumgartner Hebrew lexicon states that the word ;hDlTa, 
“God/gods” in Daniel 3:25, can be used in the plural of the one God of Israel (hDlTa, 2bd).  
Fifth, ancient translational evidence supports the rendering “the Son of God.”  The LXX 
translated Daniel 3:25 with the singular aÓgge÷lou qeouv, understanding the reference to 
be to “God” with the genitive singular, rather than the genitive plural, form of qeo/ß—the 
LXX supports a reference to “God,” not to the “gods.”  Theodotian and Aquila likewise 
read ui˚w ◊ˆ qeouv, “the Son of God,” not a reference to “gods.”  The Vulgate similarly 
supports a reference in Daniel 3:25 to the singular “Son of God,” rather than “the son of 
the gods,” through its rendering with the singular filio Dei.  Furthermore, “in Akkadian 
the equivalent plural [to the Aramaic NyIhDlTa] is used for a single deity” (Word Biblical 
Commentary on Daniel 5:5).  The Authorized Version follows very strong evidence in 
ancient translations in its reference to “the Son of God” in Daniel 3:25.  Sixth, the context 
supports a reference to “the Son of God” rather than “a/the son of the gods.”  First, the 
heathen gods had many sons, so Nebuchadnezzar would not speak of “the son of the 
gods,” but the translation “a son of the gods” has been shown to be inferior above. 
Second, Nebuchadnezzar immediately refers to “the most high God” (aDyD;lIo a¶DhDlTa) after 
his statement of v. 25.  After seeing “the Son of God,” Nebuchadnezzar would naturally 
conclude that the three Hebrew children were “servants of the most high God,” but seeing 
“a son of the gods” would have no obvious connection to “the most high God.”  
Nebuchadnezzar would have known of the Son of God from Daniel and his three friends, 
as the Son of God had been proclaimed the Object of faith for the heathen nations for 
hundreds of years at a minimum already (cf. Psalm 2:12, where king David exhorts the 
heathen to trust in God’s “Son,” the Aramaic word rAb being employed by David, as it is 
in Daniel 3:25).  Seventh, “the Son of God” is identified with the Angel of the LORD in 
Daniel 3:28; 6:22, the preincarnate Second Person of the Trinity, who promised, “when 
thou walkest through the fire, thou shalt not be burned” (Isaiah 43:2).   
 

For all of these reasons, Daniel 3:25 is properly referred to “the Son of God,” not 
“a/the son of the gods.”  Daniel 3:25, 28 both proves the preexistence of the Son of God 
(cf. Proverbs 30:4; Psalm 2) and makes a connection between the Son of God and the 
Angel or Messenger of Jehovah, the preincarnate Messiah.  The Son of God delivered His 
beloved saints out of the midst of the fiery furnace.  Furthermore, the Authorized Version 
is again vindicated in its rendering, while the modern Bible versions are shown to be 
inferior and corrupt. 
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Why monogenes is Correctly Translated “only begotten” in the KJV 
and Incorrectly Translated in many Modern Versions 

 
Compare the following modern Bible versions to the KJV.  There is no textual difference, 
only a translational one: 

For God so loved the world, that he gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in him 
should not perish, but have everlasting life. (KJV) 
For God so loved the world that he gave his one and only Son, that whoever believes in him shall 
not perish but have eternal life. (NIV) 
For God so loved the world, that he gave his only Son, that whoever believes in him should not 

perish but have eternal life. (ESV) 
For God so loved the world that he gave his only Son, so that everyone who believes in him may 
not perish but may have eternal life. (NRSV) 

Many modern versions incorrectly affirm that monogenes with reference to Christ only 
means “unique” or “one of a kind” rather than “only-begotten.”  However, this idea of the 
modern versions is false and is a serious attack on the classical doctrine of the Trinity, e. 
g,: 

The Lord our God is but one only living and true God . . . in this divine and infinite Being there are 
three subsistences, the Father, the Word (or Son), and the Holy Spirit, of one substance, power, and 
eternity, each having the whole divine essence, yet the essence undivided:  the Father is of none, 
neither begotten nor proceeding;  the Son is eternally begotten of the Father;  the Holy Spirit 
proceeding from the Father and the Son;  all infinite, without beginning, therefore but one God, 
who is not to be divided in nature and being, but distinguished by several peculiar relative 
properties and personal relations;  which doctrine of the Trinity is the foundation of all our 
communion with God, and comfortable dependence on Him.513 

What is the basis for believing that monogenes means “only begotten,” as in the KJV and 
in classical Trinitarianism, and not merely “unique” or “one and only”?  “Arius . . . 
identified gennetos [gennhto/ß], meaning “begotten,” with the distinct Greek term 
genetos, meaning ‘created.’” (pg. 43, The Three-Personed God, William J. Hill).  The 
identification of the two word groups is certainly erroneous, as a study of relevant Greek 
literature demonstrates their distinction.  Nor does monogenes simply mean unique rather 
than only begotten, for the alternative Greek word monodikos has existed from at least the 
days of Plato to express the former idea (cf. Philo, On the Creation 35, “[it] has a 
unique/single nature,” mo/nwsin monadikh\n e¶contoß fu/sin). 

monogenh/ß is derived from mono¿ß, “only,” and genna¿w [cf. gennhto/ß], “to 
beget.”  The concept that monogenh/ß simply means that the Son is “unique” is false.  
The fact that the classical derivation is at least as natural as its upstart alternative which 
derives the noun from gi÷nomai or ge÷noß, that the verb genna¿w (which is unquestionably 
“to beget”) is clearly employed in Scripture for the Son’s relation to the Father, not the 
noun monogenh/ß only, the existence of the alternative noun monadikoß to express the 

                                                
513  The London Baptist Confession of Faith of 1689, 2:1, 3. 
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idea of “unique,” and the consent of other passages of Scripture that teach eternal 
generation (Micah 5:2, etc.) demonstrate that the old derivation is correct.  

“Traditionally, the doctrine of the eternal generation of the Son was supported by 
an appeal to the five Johannine texts in which Christ is identified as monogenes (Jn 1:14, 
18; 3:16, 18; I Jn 4:9). As early as Jerome’s Vulgate, this word was understood in the 
sense of ‘only begotten’ (unigenitus), and the tradition was continued by the Authorized 
Version. However . . . [many today] reject this understanding and believe, instead, that 
the idea behind the word is more along the lines of ‘only’ (RSV) or ‘one and only’ (NIV). 
One of the main arguments is that the -genes suffix is related to the verb ginomai rather 
than gennao, thus acquiring the meaning ‘category’ or ‘genus.’ 

Unfortunately, this argument requires a selective reading of the evidence. It 
ignores the wealth of lexemes that have the -genes suffix. After searching Thesaurus 
Linguae Graecae . . . a comprehensive collection of all extant Greek literature up to the 
6th century AD, [it is estimated] that there are approximately 120 such words in the Greek 
vocabulary. Of these, 30% are not listed in Liddell and Scott, but the lexicon’s glosses of 
55% contain such words as ‘born’ and ‘produced.’ For example, neogenes is glossed as 
"newly produced," and theogenes, "born of God." A mere 11% involve meanings related 
to ‘kind’ (e.g., homogenes means ‘of the same genus’), while the remainder of usages 
have miscellaneous meanings. The sheer preponderance of the evidence would indicate 
that monogenes in the Johannine literature could very well mean ‘only begotten.’” (Lee 
Irons, “The Eternal Generation of the Son”). 

Furthermore, “even if genes comes from genos, the family relationship concept 
may be maintained. . . . meanings for genos [include] . . .  ancestral stock, descendant . . . 
a relatively small group with common ancestry, family, relatives . . . a relatively large 
people group, nation, people . . . This family relationship concept can be seen, for 
example, in Revelation 22:16 where our Lord describes Himself as the “offspring of 
David.” The word translated “offspring” is genos” (“The translation ‘only-begotten’ 
referring to the Son of God,” in “What I Would Like To See in A Bible Version for Study 
Purposes,” Myron J. Houghton, Faith Pulpit, Ankeny, IA: Faith Theological Seminary, 
July/August 2006)—and could not one derive genna¿w itself from an earlier root from 
which also came ge÷noß?  Those who contend that monogenh/ß simply means “unique” 
should consider the fact that century after century of Greek patristic writers, who thought, 
spoke, and wrote in Greek from their youth, unanimously affirmed, based on monogenh/ß, 
that the Son is “only-begotten” and eternally generated.  How many of the modern 
opponents to eternal generation fluently speak—not to mention think—in Greek?  Is their 
Greek really so much better than that of the delegates to the Council of Nicea and the 
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other ancient Councils, so that they can correct the unanimous ancient affirmation of 
Trinitarian orthodoxy that the Son is eternally begotten?  “[I]t must surprise the student to 
learn that Athanasius and a hundred Greek bishops, whose mother tongue was Greek, 
knew less Greek than we do, and in particular did not know that monogenes is derived 
from ginomai rather than from gennao.  Even so, the two verbs are themselves derived 
from an earlier common stem.  At any rate, the genes in monogenes derives immediately 
from genos.  This word as a matter of fact suggests begetting and generation, as much as 
if it had been derived from gennao.  Genos means first of all race, stock, kin.  Genei uios 
means a natural as opposed to an adopted son.  Genos also means direct as opposed to 
collateral descent” (pg. 120, The Trinity, Gordon Clark. 2nd ed.  Jefferson, MR: Trinity 
Foundation, 1990). 
 

Is “God Forbid” A Mistranslation in the KJV? 
 

 The Old Testament Hebrew translated as “God forbid” is the negative interjection 
lyIlDj

514  within a particular syntactical construction, 515  found in phrases such 
as …w…n%R;mIm …wn°D;l ·hDlyIlDj (Joshua 22:29).  Commenting on this verse, Keil and Delitzsch note, 
“ …w…nR;mIm …wnD;l hDlyIlDj, far be it from us away from Him (…w…nR;mIm=hÎOwhy`Em, 1 Samuel 24:7; 26:11; 
1 Kings 21:3), to rebel against Jehovah, etc.”516  That is, the word is properly considered 
in texts such as Joshua 22:29 as a part of a syntactical construction that expresses the idea 
of “God/Jehovah forbid.”  This view is supported by texts such as hGÎwøhy`Em y ∞I;l hDlyªIlDj (1 
Samuel 24:6), hYÎwøhy`Em ‹yI;l hDly§IlDj (1 Samuel 26:11), h˝Îwøh ◊y y°I;l ·hDlyIlDj; (2 Samuel 23:17), 
hYÎwøhy`Em ‹yI;l hDly§IlDj (1 Kings 21:3), l¶EaDl hDl™IlDj Job 34:10 (Job 34:10, KJV, “be it far from 
God”), and y%AhølTaEm y°I;l ·hDlyIlDj (1 Chronicles 11:19, KJV “my God forbid it me”).   

One notes that the LXX at times translates lyIlDj phrases with mh\ ge÷noito.517  
The Greek phrase mh\ ge÷noito is consistently rendered in the New Testament of the KJV 
as “God forbid.”518  Concerning this, A. T. Robertson’s massive Grammar of the Greek 
New Testament in the Light of Historical Research notes:  “In modern Greek Dr. Rouse 
finds people saying not mh\ ge÷noito, but oJ qeo\ß na» fula¿xhØ (Moulton, Prol., p. 249), 

                                                
514  The word appears a total of 21 times in the Old Testament, in Genesis 18:25; 44:7, 17; Joshua 
22:29; 24:16; 1 Samuel 2:30; 12:23; 14:45; 20:2, 9; 22:15; 24:7 (Eng. v. 6); 26:11; 2 Samuel 20:20; 23:17; 
1Kings 21:3; 1Chronicles 11:19; Job 27:5; 34:10. 
515  Note in the Hebrew text the l that consistently follows, the NIm often present, etc. 
516  Commentary on the Old Testament, C. F. Keil & F. Delitzsch, orig. pub. T & T Clark, Edinburgh, 
elec. acc. in the Christian Library Series, vol. 15: Classic Commentary Collection, AGES Library, Rio, WI: 
2006. Note on Joshua 22:29. 
517   Genesis 44:7, 17; Joshua 22:29; 24:16; 1 Kings 20:3517—in each case the KJV reads “God forbid.” 
518  Note Luke 20:16; Romans 3:4, 6, 31; 6:2, 15; 7:7, 13; 9:14; 11:1, 11; 1 Corinthians 6:15; 
Galatians 2:17; 3:21; 6:14. 
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though na¿ is not here necessary (Thumb, Handb., p. 127).” 519  That is, the modern Greek 
version of the New Testament’s mh\ ge÷noito is “God forbid.” 
 Thus, there are good reasons in both the Hebrew of the Old Testament and the 
Greek of the New Testament for the translation “God forbid” as found in the King James 
Version of the Bible.520 
 

Is it true that no two New Testament Manuscripts Are the Same? 
 

 The idea that no two New Testament manuscripts (MSS) are exactly the same has 
been widely circulated.  The testimony of Wilbur N. Pickering, Ph. D., in his essay, “In 
Defense of the Objective Authority of the Sacred Text,”521 explodes this myth based on 
his own personal collations.  Dr. Pickering writes: 

 [Out of 21 MSS of the Thessalonian epistles I have personally collated], eleven 
of their exemplars (over half) were ‘perfect,’ and another five were off by only 
one variant. . . . The MSS come from all over the Mediterranean world. . . . 
[Considering] minuscule 18  . . . at least ten [generations passed between this MS 
and] the family archetype[,] [very possibly] fifteen or more[.] . . . However many 
there actually were, please note that every last one of them was perfect!  The 
implications of finding a perfect representative of any archetypal text are rather 
powerful.  All the ‘canons’ of textual criticism become irrelevant to any point 
subsequent to the creation of that text [Emphasis in original, both here and below 
in the bold print.]. . . . For MS 18 to be perfect, all the generations in between had 
to be perfect as well.  Now I call this incredibly careful transmission.  Nothing 
that I was taught in Seminary about New Testament textual criticism prepared me 
for this discovery! . . . MS 18 is not an isolated case . . . [By contrast, a] typical 
“Alexandrian” MS will have over a dozen variants per page. . . . [but] one of the 
better f35 MSS [the f35 group is a segment of the Byzantine MSS] will go for pages 
without a variant. . . .  A monk copying an “Alexandrian” MS evidently did not 
consider that he was handling Scripture, in stark contrast to one copying a f35 MS. 
. . . In 2 John . . . [I have collated] twenty-four . . . MSS [that] are perfect 
representatives of the family as they stand . . . in 3 John . . . also twenty-four . . . 
in Jude . . . seventeen . . . for all three . . . eleven . . . all thirty-seven MSS [from 
which the statistics of this sentence come] are independent in their generation, as 
were their exemplars. . . . I see no evidence of collusion, of ‘stuffing the ballot 

                                                
519  A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light of Historical Research, A. T. Robertson. 4th 
ed.  Nashville, TN: Broadman Press, 1934, pg. 940. 
520  Note that various commentators have asserted the same thing.  For example: 
“There is OT warrant for the rendering ‘God forbid.’  Mh genoito corresponds to the Hebrew hlylx and 
occurs as the rendering of the same in the LXX (cf. Gen. 44:7,17; Josh. 22:29; 24:16; I  Kings 20:3).  And 
hlylx is sometimes used with the names for God hohy and myhla and la (I Sam. 24:6; 26:11; I Kings 
21:3; I Chron. 11:19; Job 34:10; cf. I Sam. 2:30) and with the pronoun when the same refers to God (Gen 
18:25).  Hence our English expression ‘God forbid’ has Biblical precedent.  The Greek mh genoito, 
indicating the recoil of abhorrence, needs the strength of this English rendering derived from the Hebrew 
Cf. J. B. Lightfoot:  Comm., ad Gal. 2:17.” (The Epistle to the Romans, John Murray, pg. 94). 
521  See http://walkinhiscommandments.com. 
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box’—there was no organized effort to standardize the Text.  We are looking at a 
normal transmission, except that it was incredibly careful. . . . [There were] 
twenty-one perfect exemplars [for all three books, 2 John, 3 John, and Jude]. . . . 
[In the book of James] . . . the examplars of [MSS] 18, 35, 1864, 1865, 2221 and 
2723 are perfect representatives . . . [In] 1 Peter . . . we have four exemplars that 
[are perfect copies] . . . [in] 2 Peter . . . we have eight exemplars . . . [in] 1 John . . 
. we have eight exemplars . . . [in] 2 John . . . most of the [collated] cursives are 
perfect representatives . . . [in] 3 John . . . we have twenty-one perfect exemplars . 
. . [in] Jude . . . half of the cursives are perfect representatives . . . The exemplar 
of [MS] 2723 . . . is perfect throughout a section of seven books. (pgs. 1-12) 

Thus, there are actually substantial numbers of manuscripts of the NT that are exactly 
alike.  The findings above are the work of only one man, working with a relatively small 
number of the over 5,000 MSS of the New Testament.  Someone who says that no two 
MSS of the New Testament are exactly alike does not know what he is talking about. 
 

What About Erasmus? 
 
November 28, 2005 (David Cloud, Fundamental Baptist Information Service, P.O. Box 
610368, Port Huron, MI 48061, 866-295-4143, fbns@wayoflife.org) - 
 
The following is from the author’s new book, The Bible Version Question-Answer Database. 
This information is in response the myths that are perpetrated today about Erasmus and the 
Received Greek New Testament underlying the Reformation Bibles. 
 
WASN’T ERASMUS A ROMAN CATHOLIC HUMANIST? 
 
“The Textus Receptus began with an edition of the Greek New Testament put together by a 
Roman Catholic humanist, Desiderius Erasmus, in A.D. 1516” (Stewart Custer, The Truth 
about the King James Version Controversy, p. 10). 
 
ANSWER:  
 
. We agree with the following assessment of Erasmus: “But Erasmus is a complex and many-
faceted individual. His true face is difficult to delineate. And there is also the tendency to 
picture him in one’s own mold or to interpret him in the light of one’s own convictions and 
preconceptions. A study of the studies about him and of the various judgments that have been 
passed reveals this quite clearly” (John Olin,Christian Humanism and the Reformation: 
Selected Writings of Erasmus, p. 37).  
 
2. Erasmus was not a humanist as it is defined today. He was a Christian humanist, “a biblical 
humanist” (Erasmus, Huizinga, p. 110).  
 
In a letter dated Jan. 7, 1985, Andrew Brown, Editorial Secretary of the Trinitarian Bible 
Society, replied as follows to this issue: “The use of the word ‘humanist’ in the Renaissance 
and Reformation period does not in any way share the atheistic connotations which that word 
now has in popular usage. A ‘humanist’ in that period was simply someone who was 
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interested in classical literature, culture and education, as a means of attaining a higher 
standard of civilised life. Stephanus, Calvin and Beza were all humanists in this sense…” 
(Letter to David Cloud from Andrew Brown, Jan. 7, 1985). On a visit with two friends to the 
Erasmus Museum near Brussels in 2003, we asked the deputy curator whether Erasmus was a 
humanist and she confirmed Andrew Brown’s statement. She told us that he was not a 
humanist after the modern definition but after the Reformation definition, meaning that he 
was a lover of learning and personal liberty and that he refused to depend strictly upon the 
“church’s” authority but wanted to go back to original sources such as the Greek for the New 
Testament. 
 
Erasmus warned about various dangers that he perceived in the humanist movement of his 
day and toward the end of his life was increasingly distancing himself from it. “Nothing is 
more characteristic of the independence which Erasmus reserved for himself regarding all 
movements of his time than the fact that he also joined issue in the camp of the humanists. ... 
In spite of the great expectations he cherished of classical studies for pure Christianity, he 
saw one danger: ‘that under the cloak of reviving ancient literature paganism tries to rear its 
head, as there are those among Christians who acknowledge Christ only in name but 
inwardly breathe heathenism’. This he writes in 1517 to Capito. In Italy scholars devote 
themselves too exclusively and in too pagan guise to bonae literae. ... The core of 
the Ciceronianus [meaning ‘On the Best Diction’ and published in 1528] is where Erasmus 
points out the danger to Christian faith of a too zealous classicism. ... We here see the aged 
Erasmus on the path of reaction, which might eventually have led him far from humanism. In 
his combat with humanistic purism he foreshadows a Christian puritanism” (Erasmus, 
Huizinga, pp. 170-173). 
 
3. Though we do not claim that Erasmus was a staunch, Bible-believing Christian, the whole 
story should be told.  
 
a. Erasmus was much more doctrinally sound than the typical Catholic of his day.  
 
Erasmus’ Enchiridion militis Christiani (Christian Soldier’s Manual) was translated into 
English by William Tyndale. It was written as a spiritual challenge to an actual soldier then 
living. “The general rules of the Christian conduct of life are followed by a number of 
remedies for particular sins and faults” (Erasmus, Johan Huizinga, p. 51). 
 
Following is a quote from Erasmus’ “Treatise on the Preparation for Death”: “We are assured 
of victory over death, victory over the flesh, victory over the world and Satan. Christ 
promises us remission of sins, fruits in this life a hundredfold, and thereafter life eternal. And 
for what reason? For the sake of our merit? No indeed, but through the grace of faith which is 
in Christ Jesus. We are the more secure because he is first our doctor. He first overcame the 
lapse of Adam, nailed our sins to the cross, sealed our redemption with his blood ... He added 
the seal of the Spirit lest we should waver in our confidence ... What could we little worms 
do of ourselves? Christ is our justification. Christ is our victory. Christ is our hope and 
security. … I believe there are many not absolved by the priest, not having taken the 
Eucharist, not having been anointed, not having received Christian burial who rest in peace, 
while many who have had all the rites of the Church and have been buried next to the altar 
have gone to hell.”  
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Hugh Pope, a Romanist, said Erasmus expressed doubts on “about almost every article of 
Catholic teaching” (see Michael Maynard, A History of the Debate over 1 John 5:7-8, p. 
329). Pope listed six dogmas in particular that Erasmus questioned, including the mass, 
confession, the primacy of the Pope, and priestly celibacy. 
 
Jan Schlecta of the Bohemian Brethren corresponded with Erasmus about their views and 
listed five non-Catholic doctrines that the Brethren believed. Erasmus had no objection to any 
of them (P.S. Allen, The Age of Erasmus, “The Bohemian Brethren”; cited from Michael 
Maynard, A History of the Debate over 1 John 5:7-8, p. 328). 
 
Erasmus advocated believer’s baptism by immersion. In his paraphrase on Matthew 28, 
Erasmus wrote: “After you have taught them these things, and they believe what you have 
taught them, have repented their previous lives, and are ready to embrace the doctrine of the 
gospel, then immerse them in water, in the name of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, 
so that by this holy sign they may believe that they have been delivered freely through the 
benefit of my death from the filthiness of all their sins and now belong to the number of 
God’s children” (Abraham Friesen,Erasmus, the Anabaptists, and the Great Commission, pp. 
50, 51). Friesen observes that “in virtually every passage in the Acts of the Apostles that 
deals with baptism, Erasmus proceeded to set the sermon or event into the context of the 
Great Commission” (p. 51). In his annotations on Mark 16:15-16, Erasmus said, “The 
apostles are commanded that they teach first and baptize later. The Jew was brought to a 
knowledge [of God] through ceremonies; the Christian is taught first” (Friesen, p. 54). This is 
a clear statement in support of scriptural baptism as opposed to infant baptism. 
 
In the introductory notes to the third edition of his Greek New Testament, Erasmus advocated 
re-baptism for those who were already sprinkled as infants (Friesen, pp. 34, 35). “It is little 
wonder, therefore, that when the doctors of the Sorbonne took a look at Erasmus’s proposal 
in 1526, they censured it and wrote that to ‘rebaptize’ children would be to open ‘the door to 
the destruction of the Christian religion’” (Friesen, p. 35). 
 
b. Erasmus wrote boldly against many of Rome’s errors. Consider some excerpts from his 
writings and remember that these were extremely bold words in those days, words that the 
Roman Catholic Church looked upon as heretical and worthy of death, words that very few 
were willing to put into print even if they believed them. 
 
Matthew 23:27 (on whited sepulchres) -- ‘What would Jerome say could he see the Virgin’s 
milk exhibited for money ... the miraculous oil; the portions of the true cross, enough if they 
were collected to freight a large ship? Here we have the hood of St. Francis, there Our Lady’s 
petticoat, or St. Anne’s comb, or St. Thomas of Canterbury’s shoes ... and all through the 
avarice of priests and the hypocrisy of monks playing on the credulity of the people. Even 
bishops play their parts in these fantastic shows, and approve and dwell on them in their 
rescripts.’ 
 
Matthew 24:23 (on Lo, here is Christ or there) -- ‘I saw with my own eyes Pope Julius II, at 
Bologna, and afterwards at Rome, marching at the head of a triumphal procession as if he 
were Pompey or Cesar. St. Peter subdued the world with faith, not with arms or soldiers or 
military engines.’  
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1 Timothy 3:2 (on the husband of one wife) -- ‘Other qualifications are laid down by St. Paul 
as required for a bishop’s office, a long list of them. But not one at present is held essential, 
except this one of abstinence from marriage. Homicide, parricide, incest, piracy, sodomy, 
sacrilege, these can be got over, but marriage is fatal. There are priests now in vast numbers, 
enormous herds of them, seculars and regulars, and it is notorious that very few of them are 
chaste. The great proportion fall into lust and incest, and open profligacy. It would surely be 
better if those who cannot contain should be allowed lawful wives of their own, and so 
escape this foul and miserable pollution.’ 
 
In about 1518 Erasmus published (anonymously) Julius Exclusus (Julius Excluded), a bold 
reproof against papal glory and wars. It depicted the late Pope Julius II as a worldly Julius 
Caesar appearing “in all of his glory before the gate of the Heavenly Paradise to plead his 
cause and find himself excluded” (Huizinga, p. 84). In 1506 Erasmus had witnessed the 
triumphal entry of Pope Julius into Florence at the head of the army that had conquered 
Bologna.  
 
c. Erasmus understood the necessity of uprooting the papacy, even though he did not have the 
courage to attempt it himself nor to openly join hands with those, like Luther, who were 
trying to do it. In 1518 he wrote the following remarks in his letters: “I see that the monarchy 
of the Pope at Rome, as it is now, is a pestilence to Christendom, but I do not know if it is 
expedient to touch that sore openly.” “We shall never triumph over feigned Christians unless 
we first abolish the tyranny of the Roman see, and of its satellites, the Dominicans, the 
Franciscans and the Carmelites. But no one could attempt that without a serious tumult” 
(Huizinga, pp. 141, 144).  
 
d. Though Erasmus was not a separating reformer after the fashion of a Luther or a Zwingli 
or a Tyndale, he desired the Scriptures to be placed in the hands of every man. This sentiment 
alone set him apart dramatically from that which prevailed among Catholic authorities of that 
day, and it was a sentiment that was severely condemned by Catholic authorities. From the 
days of Pope Innocent III in the early 13th century, the Roman Catholic Church had 
forbidden the Bible to be translated into the common tongues and had put men to death for 
translating and reading the Bible.  
 
Erasmus first expressed his desire for every Christian to understand the Scripture in 
his Enchiridion militis Christiani of 1501. “... within this scope Erasmus finds an 
opportunity, for the first time, to develop his theological programme. This programme calls 
upon us to return to Scripture. It should be the endeavour of every Christian to understand 
Scripture in its purity and original meaning” (Erasmus, Huizinga, p. 51). 
 
Erasmus developed this theme boldly in his Paraclesis (meaning “a summons or exhortation” 
and referring to his summons for Christians to study Holy Scripture) which was published as 
a preface to the first edition of his Greek and Latin New Testament of 1516. “Indeed, I 
disagree very much with those who are unwilling that Holy Scripture, translated into the 
vulgar tongue, be read by the uneducated as if Christ taught such intricate doctrines that they 
could scarcely be understood by very few theologians, or as if the strength of the Christian 
religion consisted in men’s ignorance of it. The mysteries of kings, perhaps, are better 
concealed, but Christ wishes His mysteries published as openly as possible. I would that even 
the lowliest women read the Gospels and the Pauline Epistles. And I would that they were 
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translated into all languages so that they could be read and understood not only by Scots and 
Irish but also by Turks and Saracens. ... Would that, as a result, the farmer sing some portion 
of them at the plow, the weaver hum some parts of them to the movement of his shuttle, the 
traveler lighten the weariness of the journey with stories of this kind! Let all the 
conversations of every Christian be drawn from this source. ... I think, and rightly so, unless I 
am mistaken, that that pure and genuine philosophy of Christ is not to be drawn from any 
source more abundantly than from the evangelical books and from the Apostolic Letters. ... If 
we desire to learn, why is another author more pleasing than Christ Himself? ... And He, 
since He promised to be with us all days, even unto the consummation of the world, stands 
forth especially in this literature, in which He lives for us even at this time, breathes and 
speaks. I should say almost more effectively than when He dwelt among men. ... We preserve 
the letters written by a dear friend, we kiss them fondly, we carry them about, we read them 
again and again, yet there are many thousands of Christians who, although they are learned in 
other respects, never read, however, the evangelical and apostolic books in an entire lifetime. 
The Mohammedans hold fast to their doctrines, the Jews also today from the very cradle 
study the books of Moses. Why do not we in the same way distinguish ourselves in Christ? ... 
Let us all, therefore, with our whole heart covet this literature, let us embrace it, let us 
continually occupy ourselves with it, let us fondly kiss it, at length let us die in its embrace, 
let us be transformed in it ... We embellish a wooden or stone statue with gems and gold for 
the love of Christ. Why not, rather, mark with gold and gems and with ornaments of greater 
value than these, if such there be, these writings which bring Christ to us so much more 
effectively than any paltry image? The latter represents only the form of the body--if indeed 
it represents anything of Him--but these writings bring you the living image of His holy mind 
and the speaking, healing, dying, rising Christ Himself, and thus they render Him so fully 
present that you would see less if you gazed upon Him with your very eyes” (quoted from 
John Olin, Christian Humanism and the Reformation: Selected Writings of Erasmus).  
 
As we have noted, this sentiment was 180 degrees contrary to the position of the Catholic 
Church in that day. In 1428 Rome had dug up the bones of English Bible translator John 
Wycliffe and burned them to express its outrage with his work. The Council of Toulouse 
(1229) and the Council of Tarragona (1234) had forbid the laity to possess or read the 
vernacular translations of the Bible. The Council of Toulouse used these words: “We prohibit 
the permission of the books of the Old and New Testament to laymen, except perhaps they 
might desire to have the Psalter, or some Breviary for the divine service, or the Hours of the 
blessed Virgin Mary, for devotion; expressly forbidding their having the other parts of the 
Bible translated into the vulgar tongue” (Allix, Ecclesiastical History, II, p. 213). The 
declarations of these Councils were still in force in Erasmus’ lifetime.  
 
e. As early as 1506, Erasmus expressed a desire to be completely devoted to Christ. “I am 
deliberating again how best to devote the remainder of my life (how much that will be, I do 
not know) entirely to piety, to Christ. I see life, even when it is long, as evanescent and 
dwindling ... Therefore I have resolved, content with my mediocrity (especially now that I 
have learned as much Greek as suffices me), to apply myself to meditation about death and 
the training of my soul. I should have done so before and have husbanded the precious years 
when they were at their best” (Erasmus, Huizinga, p. 59). 
 
f. Erasmus died in 1536 in Basel, Switzerland, among his Protestant friends (Edward 
Hills, The King James Version Defended, p. 195). There is a famous painting of Erasmus 
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sitting with these friends, the original of which is in the Erasmus Museum in Brussels. I saw 
it on a visit there in April 2003.  
 
g. Erasmus’ work was rejected by the Catholic Church. His books were castigated and burned 
throughout Europe.  
 
In England, Erasmus’ writings were publicly burned in May 1520. 
 
In France, the Sorbonne burned French translations of Erasmus’ work that had been made by 
Louis de Berquin. On April 17, 1529, Berquin himself was burned at the stake.  
 
In Spain, Reformers were called “Erasmistas.”  
 
In 1535, Emperor Charles V made it a capital offense to use Erasmus’ Colloquies in the 
schools. 
 
On July 1, 1523, the Belgium inquisitors burned two of Erasmus’ acquaintances in Brussels. 
 
The Council of Trent (1545-1564) branded Erasmus a heretic and prohibited his works. In 
1559, Pope Paul IV placed Erasmus on the first class of forbidden authors, which was 
composed of authors whose works were completely condemned. 
 
It was a Catholic apologist who made the famous statement, “Erasmus planted, Luther 
watered, but the devil gave the increase” (Smith, Erasmus, p. 399). Thus, the Roman Catholic 
Church did not recognize Erasmus as a friend but as an enemy.  
 
David Daniell rightly observes: “From Desiderius Erasmus came a printed Greek New 
Testament which, swiftly translated into most European vernaculars, was a chief cause of the 
Continent-wide flood that should properly be called the Reformation” (The Bible in English, 
p. 113). 
 
h. Much that can be said about Erasmus can also be said about John Wycliffe and William 
Tyndale. These are the fathers of the English Bible, but neither of them formally left the 
Catholic Church. Both were ordained Catholic priests to their death. Wycliffe continued to 
exercise the office of a priest in Lutterworth until his death in 1384. Before Tyndale was 
martyred in 1536 outside of the castle walls in Vilvoorde, Belgium, the authorities 
excommunicated him and disbarred him from the priesthood. Of course, both men had long 
rejected most of Rome’s dogmas, and the same is true of Erasmus.  
 
i. It is also important to note that there is no comparison between the situation with Erasmus 
and what we find in the field of modern textual criticism and the modern Bible versions 
today. Erasmus edited the Greek New Testament on his own. He was not doing that work in 
any official capacity in the Catholic Church nor did he have Rome’s backing but rather was 
criticized for it and his work was condemned in the strongest terms. On the other hand, the 
Roman Catholic Church has accepted modern textual criticism and the modern Bible versions 
with open arms. In 1965, Pope Paul VI authorized the publication of a new Latin Vulgate, 
with the Latin text conformed to the United Bible Societies Greek New Testament (Michael 
de Semlyen, All Roads Lead to Rome, p. 201). In 1987 a formal agreement was made 
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between the Roman Catholic Church and the United Bible Societies that the critical Greek 
New Testament will be used for all future translations, both Catholic and Protestant 
(Guidelines for International Cooperation in Translating the Bible, Rome, 1987, p. 5). Most 
of the translations produced by the United Bible Societies are “interconfessional,” meaning 
they have Roman Catholic participation and backing. 
 
4. While it is true that Erasmus was weak, he is the exception rather than the rule in the 
lineage of the Traditional Text. The modern version defenders who make an issue of Erasmus 
need to take a closer look at their own field. Modern textual criticism is founded upon the 
writings of hundreds of men more unsound in the faith than Erasmus. The influential names 
in the field of textual criticism include UNITARIANS such as Johann Wettstein, Edward 
Harwood, George Vance Smith, Ezra Abbot, Joseph Thayer, and Caspar 
Gregory; LIBERAL RATIONALISTS such as Johann Semler, Johann Griesbach, Bernhard 
Weiss, William Sanday, William Robertson Smith, Samuel Driver, Eberhard Nestle, James 
Rendel Harris, Hermann von Soden, Frederick Conybeare, Fredric Kenyon, Francis Burkitt, 
Henry Wheeler Robinson, Kirsopp Lake, Gerhard Kittel, Edgar Goodspeed, James Moffatt, 
Kenneth Clark, Ernest Colwell, Gunther Zuntz, J.B. Phillips, William Barclay, Theodore 
Skeat, George Kilpatrick, F.F. Bruce, George Ladd, J.K. Elliott, Eldon Epp, Brevard Childs, 
Bart Ehrman, C.H. Dodd, Barclay Newman, Arthur Voobus, Eugene Nida, Jan de Waard, 
Kurt Aland, Barbara Aland, Matthew Black, Allen Wikgren, Bruce Metzger, and Johannes 
Karavidopoulos; and TRADITIONALIST ROMAN CATHOLICS such as Richard Simon, 
Alexander Geddes, Johann Hug, and Carlo Martini. For documentation of the theological 
position of these and many other men in the field of modern textual criticism see “The 
Modern Bible Version’s Hall of Shame,” available from Way of Life Literature. 
 
5. It is also important to understand that Erasmus did not create a Greek text through 
principles of modern textual criticism; he merely passed on the commonly received text. 
“Hence in the editing of his Greek New Testament text especially Erasmus was guided by the 
common faith in the current text. And back of this common faith was the controlling 
providence of God. ... Although not himself outstanding as a man of faith, in his editorial 
labors on this text he was providentially influenced and guided by the faith of others” 
(Edward F. Hills, The King James Version Defended, 4th edition, p. 199). Westcott & Hort 
themselves said that Erasmus merely published the text commonly held as Received “without 
selection or deliberate criticism”; and they said further that the choices of the 16th century 
editors were “arbitrary and uncritical” (Hort, Introduction to the New Testament in the 
Original Greek). 
 
6. To raise the issue of Erasmus as a means of discounting the theological liberalism that is 
an intimate associate of modern textual criticism is to strain at gnats and swallow camels 
(Mat. 23:24). Those who do so strain at the gnat of Erasmus, who was admittedly weak in the 
faith but was also an exception in the field of the Received Text, and swallow the camel of 
the fact that theological modernism, skepticism, and unitarianism is THE RULE among the 
fathers of modern textual criticism. 
 
WASN’T ERASMUS’ GREEK NEW TESTAMENT DONE HASTILY AND ONLY 
FOR MONEY? 
 
“It is customary for naturalistic critics to make the most of human imperfections in the 
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Textus Receptus and to sneer at it as a mean and almost sordid thing. These critics picture the 
Textus Receptus as merely a money-making venture on the part of Froben the publisher. 
Froben, they say, heard that the Spanish Cardinal Ximenes was about to publish a printed 
Greek New Testament text as part of his great Complutensian Polyglot Bible. In order to get 
something on the market first, it is said, Froben hired Erasmus as his editor and rushed a 
Greek New Testament through his press in less than a year’s time” (Edward Hills, The King 
James Version Defended, p. 203). 
 
ANSWER: 
 
1. To look at the history of the Bible only through skeptical eyes and to see only weak men, 
is to fail to see the God of history and preservation. “But those who concentrate in this way 
on the human factors involved in the production of the Textus Receptus are utterly unmindful 
of the providence of God. For in the very next year, in the plan of God, the Reformation was 
to break out in Wittenberg, and it was important that the Greek New Testament should be 
published first in one of the future strongholds of Protestantism by a book seller who was 
eager to place it in the hands of the people and not in Spain, the land of the Inquisition, by the 
Roman Catholic Church, which was intent on keeping the Bible from the people” (Hills, The 
King James Version Defended, p. 203). 
 
2. To what extent Erasmus’ motive in working for Froben was financial only the Lord knows, 
but it is obvious that his motive went beyond the financial. He had been working on the 
Greek New Testament for some time and had expressed his desire to see it in print and to see 
it translated into the common languages so that the people could have the Word of God. In 
the Latin preface to his New Testament, Erasmus said: “Christ wishes his mysteries to be 
published as widely as possible. I would wish all women to read the gospel and the epistles of 
St. Paul, and I wish that they were translated into all languages of all Christian people, that 
they might be read and known, not merely by the Scotch and the Irish, but even by the Turks 
and the Saracens. I wish that the husbandman might sing parts of them at his plow, that the 
weaver may warble them at his shuttle, that the traveller may with their narratives beguile the 
weariness of the way.” 
 
3. The errors that were in the first edition of the Erasmus Greek New Testament were 
corrected in later editions and are therefore a non-issue today and should not enter the textual 
debate. “God works providentially through sinful and fallible human beings, and therefore 
His providential guidance has its human as well as its divine side. And these human elements 
were evident in the first edition (1516) of the Textus Receptus. For one thing, the work was 
performed so hastily that the text was disfigured with a great number of typographical errors. 
These misprints, however, were soon eliminated by Erasmus himself in his later editions and 
by other early editors and hence are not a factor which need to be taken into account in any 
estimate of the abiding value of the Textus Receptus” (Hills, The King James Version 
Defended, p. 202). 
 
DIDN’T ERASMUS USE A MERE HANDFUL OF MANUSCRIPTS? 
 
This is the standard line that is given by textual critics and parroted by those who support 
textual criticism. Consider the following three examples. Kenyon was an influential textual 
critic, and Carson and Wallace are New Evangelicals who defend textual criticism. 
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Frederic Kenyon -- “Erasmus used only a handful of MSS...” (The Text of the Greek Bible, p. 
155). 
 
D.A. Carson -- “Although Erasmus published a fourth and fifth edition, we need say no more 
about them here. Erasmus’s Greek Testament stands in line behind the King James Version; 
yet IT RESTS UPON A HALF DOZEN MINUSCULE MANUSCRIPTS, none of which is 
earlier than the tenth century. ... the textual basis of the TR is a small number of haphazardly 
and relatively late minuscule manuscripts” (D.A. Carson, The King James Version Debate, 
1979, pp. 35-36).  
 
Daniel Wallace -- “[Erasmus] only used half a dozen, very late MSS for the whole New 
Testament any way” (Why I Do Not Think the King James Bible is the Best Translation 
Available Today).  
 
ANSWER:  
 
1. Erasmus had knowledge of many manuscripts other than those he used for his first edition. 
Erasmus “began studying and collating NT MSS and observing thousands of variant readings 
in preparation for his own edition” (Eldon Jay Epp, “Decision Points in New Testament 
Textual Criticism,” Studies in The Theory and Method of New Testament Textual Criticism, 
edited by Epp and Gordon Fee, p. 18; quoting Bentley 1983: 35, 138). “It is well known also 
that Erasmus looked for manuscripts everywhere during his travels and that he borrowed 
them from everyone he could. Hence although the Textus Receptus was based mainly on the 
manuscripts which Erasmus found at Basel, it also included readings taken from others to 
which he had access. It agreed with the common faith because it was founded on manuscripts 
which in the providence of God were readily available” (Edward Hills, The King James Bible 
Defended, p. 198).  
 
2. Erasmus knew about the variant readings that are known to modern textual critics.  
 
a. As Frederick Nolan observed: “With respect to Manuscripts, it is indisputable that he [Erasmus] 
was acquainted with every variety which is known to us; HAVING DISTRIBUTED THEM INTO 
TWO PRINCIPAL CLASSES, one of which corresponds with the Complutensian edition [the 
Received Text], and the other with the Vatican manuscript [corresponding to the modern critical text]. 
And he has specified the positive grounds on which he received the one and rejected the other. The 
former was in the possession of the Greek church, the latter in that of the Latin; judging from the 
internal evidence he had as good reason to conclude the Eastern church had not corrupted their 
received text as he had grounds to suspect the Rhodians from whom the Western church derived their 
manuscripts, had accommodated them to the Latin Vulgate. One short insinuation which he has 
thrown out, sufficiently proves that his objections to these manuscripts lay more deep; and they do 
immortal credit to his sagacity. In the age in which the Vulgate was formed, the church, he was aware, 
was infested with Origenists and Arians; an affinity between any manuscript and that version, 
consequently conveyed some suspicion that its text was corrupted" (Nolan, Inquiry into the Integrity 
of the Greek Vulgate, or Received Text of the New Testament, London, 1815, pp. 413-15). 
 
b. “For the first edition Erasmus had before him ten manuscripts, four of which he found in England, 
and five at Basle. ... The last codex was lent him by John Reuchlin ... (and) ‘appeared to Erasmus so 
old that it might have come from the apostolic age.’ He was aware of Vaticanus in the Vatican Library 
and had a friend by the name of Bombasius research that for him. He, however, rejected the 
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characteristic variants of Vaticanus which distinguishes itself from the Received Text. (These variants 
are what would become the distinguishing characteristics of the critical text more than 350 years 
later.)” (Preserved Smith, Erasmus: A Study of His Life, Ideals, and Place in History, 1923). Erasmus 
was given 365 select readings from Vaticanus. “A correspondent of Erasmus in 1533 sent that scholar 
a number of selected readings from it [Codex B], as proof [or so says that correspondent] of its 
superiority to the Received Text” (Frederic Kenyon, Our Bible and the Ancient Manuscripts, 1895; 
S.P. Tregelles, On the Printed Text of the Greek Testament; cited from Hills). 
 
c. Erasmus discussed these variants in his notes. “Indeed almost all the important variant readings 
known to scholars today were already known to Erasmus more than 460 years ago and discussed in 
the notes (previously prepared) which he placed after the text in his editions of the Greek New 
Testament. Here, for example, Erasmus dealt with such problem passages as the conclusion of the 
Lord’s Prayer (Matt. 6:13), the interview of the rich young man with Jesus (Matt. 19:17-22), the 
ending of Mark (Mark 16:9-20), the angelic song (Luke 2:14), the angel, agony, and bloody seat 
omitted (Luke 22:43-44), the woman taken in adultery (John 7:53-8:11), and the mystery of 
godliness” (1 Tim. 3:16) (Edward Hills, pp. 198-199). 
 
3. Erasmus also had the textual evidence from the writings of ancient church leaders and 
from ancient Bible translations. “Nothing was more important at the dawn of the Reformation 
than the publication of the Testament of Jesus Christ in the original language. Never had 
Erasmus worked so carefully. ‘If I told what sweat it cost me, no one would believe 
me.’ HE HAD COLLATED MANY GREEK MSS. of the New Testament, and WAS 
SURROUNDED BY ALL THE COMMENTARIES AND TRANSLATIONS, by the 
writings of Origen, Cyprian, Ambrose, Basil, Chrysostom, Cyril, Jerome, and 
Augustine. ... When a knowledge of Hebrew was necessary, he had consulted Capito, and 
more particularly Ecolampadius. Nothing without Theseus, said he of the latter, making use 
of a Greek proverb” (J.H. Merle D’Aubigne, History of the Reformation of the Sixteenth 
Century, New York: Hurst & Company, 1835, Vol. 5, p. 157). 
 
4. Erasmus knew that the manuscripts he selected reflected the reading of the common text, 
and he was guided by this “common faith.”  
 
 
“Long before the Protestant Reformation, the God-guided usage of the Church had produced throughout 
Western Christendom a common faith concerning the New Testament text, namely, a general belief that the 
currently received New Testament text, primarily the Greek text and secondarily the Latin text, was the True 
New Testament Text which had been preserved by God’s special providence. It was this common faith that 
guided Erasmus and the other early editors of the Textus Receptus. ...  
 
“In Erasmus’ day [the common] view occupied the middle ground between the humanistic view and the 
scholastic view. Those that held this view acknowledged that the Scriptures had been providentially 
preserved down through the ages. They did not, however, agree with the scholastic theologians in tying this 
providential preservation to the Latin Vulgate. On the contrary, along with Laurentius Vallas and other 
humanists, they asserted the superiority of the Greek New Testament text. This common view remained a 
faith rather than a well articulated theory. No one at that time drew the logical but unpalatable conclusion 
that the Greek Church rather than the Roman Church had been the providentially appointed guardian of the 
New Testament text. But this view, though vaguely apprehended, was widely held, so much so that it may 
justly be called the common view. Before the Council of Trent (1546) it was favored by some of the highest 
officials of the Roman Church, notably, it seems, by Leo X, who was pope from 1513-1521 and to whom 
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Erasmus dedicated his New Testament. Erasmus’ close friends also, John Colet, for example, and Thomas 
More and Jacques Lefevre, all of whom like Erasmus sought to reform the Roman Catholic Church from 
within, likewise adhered to this common view. Even the scholastic theologian Martin Dorp was finally 
persuaded by Thomas More to adopt it. In the days of Erasmus, therefore, it was commonly believed by well 
informed Christians that the original New Testament text had been providentially preserved in the current 
New Testament text, primarily in the current Greek text and secondarily in the current Latin text. Erasmus 
was influenced by this common faith and probably shared it, and God used to providentially to guide 
Erasmus in his editorial labors on the Textus Receptus. ... 
 
“But if Erasmus was cautious in his notes, much more was he so in his text, for this is what would strike the 
reader’s eye immediately. Hence in the editing of his Greek New Testament text especially Erasmus was 
guided by the common faith in the current text. And back of this common faith was the controlling providence 
of God. For this reason Erasmus’ humanistic tendencies do not appear in the Textus Receptus which he 
produced. Although not himself outstanding as a man of faith, in his editorial labors on this text he was 
providentially influenced and guided by the faith of others. In spite of his humanistic tendencies Erasmus 
was clearly used of God to place the Greek New Testament in print, just as Martin Luther was used of God 
to bring the Protestant Reformation in spite of the fact that, at least at first, he shared Erasmus’ doubts 
concerning Hebrews, James, Jude and Revelation” (Edward F. Hills, The King James Version Defended, 
4th edition, pp. 193, 197, 199). 
 
5. This entire issue is a smokescreen.  
 
a. First, what could it possibly matter that Erasmus used only a few select manuscripts for his Greek 
New Testament, when the textual critics know full well that these manuscripts represented then and 
still represent today the vast majority of extant Greek manuscripts and lectionaries? Charles Ellicott, 
the chairman of the English Revised Version committee, admitted that Erasmus’ “few” manuscripts 
represent the “majority.” “The manuscripts which Erasmus used differ, for the most part, only in small 
and insignificant details from the bulk of the cursive manuscripts. The general character of their text is 
the same. By this observation the pedigree of the Received Text is carried up beyond the individual 
manuscripts used by Erasmus. ... That pedigree stretches back to a remote antiquity. The first ancestor 
of the Received Text was at least contemporary with the oldest of our extant manuscripts, if not older 
than any one of them” (Charles John Ellicott, The Revisers and the Greek Text of the New Testament, 
by Two Members of the New Testament Company, 1882, pp. 11, 12). Obviously, therefore, the exact 
number of manuscripts that Erasmus used has no relevance to the issue whatsoever. Yet we 
continually read the following type of statement from those who defend the modern versions: “This 
approach to the question, however, ignores the thousands of manuscripts that Erasmus did not 
consider. Some of those might actually contain the words originally penned by the apostles” (Robert 
Milliman, “Translation Theory and Twentieth-Century Versions,” One Bible Only? edited by Roy 
Beacham and Kevin Bauder, 2001, p. 135). How such a thing could be written with a straight face, I 
do not know. This type of thing is why we titled our first book on this subject in the 1980s “Myths 
about Modern Bible Versions.” By the way, Milliman’s statement is another blatant denial of 
preservation. If the words of God were not available to the Reformation editors and translators, that 
means they were hidden away from common use by the churches for at least 1,500 years. What type 
of “preservation” is that? 
 
b. Second, if to base a Greek New Testament upon a few manuscripts is in actuality something that 
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should not be done, why do the textual critics support the Critical Text when it is based largely on a 
mere handful of manuscripts? The United Bible Societies Greek New Testament, the latest edition of 
the Westcott-Hort Text, repeatedly questions and omits verses, portions of verses, and individual 
words with far less textual authority than the Trinitarian statement of 1 John 5:7. Most of the 
significant omissions are made on the authority of Aleph and B (sometimes both together and 
sometimes one standing alone), and a bare handful of similar manuscripts and versions. For example, 
the word “fasting” is removed from the Westcott-Hort Text, the Nestles’ Text, the UBS Text, and all 
of the modern versions on the authority of its omission in Aleph, B, two minuscules (0274, 2427), one 
Old Latin, and the Georgian version. The entire last 12 verses of the Gospel of Mark are omitted are 
seriously questioned on the authority of only three Greek manuscripts, Aleph, B, and the minuscule 
304 (plus some witness by various versions that were influenced by the Alexandrian Text). 
Sometimes, in fact, the modern textual critics don’t have even this much “authority” for their changes. 
For example, the UBS Greek N.T. puts Matthew 21:44 in brackets on the “authority” of only one 3 
Greek manuscripts, one uncial (the terribly unreliable D) and two minuscules.  
 
6. Concerning the preservation of the Scriptures, our faith is not in man, but in God. Even if 
the Reformation editors had fewer resources than those of more recent times, we know that 
the God who controls the times and the seasons was in control of His Holy Word (Dan. 2:21). 
The infallible Scriptures were not hidden away in some monastic dungeon or a dusty corner 
of the Pope’s library at the headquarters of Apostasy. The infallible Scriptures were being 
published, read, and taught by God’s people.  
 
“At Marquette Manor Baptist Church in Chicago (1984), Dr. [Stewart] Custer said that God 
preserved His Word ‘in the sands of Egypt.’ No! God did not preserve His Word in the sands 
of Egypt, or on a shelf in the Vatican library, or in a wastepaper bin in a Catholic monastery 
at the foot of Mt. Sinai. God did not preserve His Word in the ‘disusing’ but in the ‘using.’ 
He did not preserve the Word by it being stored away or buried, but rather through its use and 
transmission in the hands of humble believers. At latest count, there were 2,764 cursive 
manuscripts (MSS). Kenyon says, ‘... An overwhelming majority contain the common 
ecclesiastical [Received] text.’ ... Kenyon is prepared to list only 22 that give even partial 
support to the [modern critical] text. ... Are we to believe that in the language in which the 
New Testament was originally written (Greek), that only twenty-two examples of the true 
Word of God are to be found between the ninth and sixteenth centuries? How does this fulfill 
God’s promise to preserve His Word? ... We answer with a shout of triumph God has been 
faithful to His promise. Yet in our day, the world has become awash with translations based 
on MSS similar to the twenty-two rather than the [more than] two-and-a-half thousand” (Jack 
Moorman, Forever Settled, 1985, pp. 90-95). 
 
For more about Erasmus and the Received Text see the book “The Bible Version Question-
Answer Database,” “Should 1 John 5:7 Be in the Bible Since It Has Little Support Among 
the Greek Manuscripts?” This book is available from Way of Life Literature.  
 
WHY DID ERASMUS ADD THE JOHANNINE COMMA TO HIS 3RD EDITION 
GREEK NEW TESTAMENT?  
 
There are two popular myths regarding Erasmus and 1 John 5:7 that are parroted by 
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modernists, evangelicals, and even fundamentalists today who defend the modern versions 
against the KJV.  
 
The first myth is that Erasmus promised to insert the verse if a Greek manuscript were 
produced. This is stated as follows by Bruce Metzger: “Erasmus promised that he would 
insert the Comma Johanneum, as it is called, in future editions if a single Greek manuscript 
could be found that contained the passage. At length such a copy was found--or made to 
order” (Metzger, The Text of the New Testament, 1st and 2nd editions). 
 
The second myth is that Erasmus challenged Edward Lee to find a Greek manuscript that 
included 1 John 5:7. This originated with Erika Rummel in 1986 in her book Erasmus’ 
Annotations and was repeated by James White in 1995 (The Truth about the KJV-Only 
Controversy).  
 
In A History of the Debate over 1 John 5:7,8, Michael Maynard records that H.J. de Jonge, 
the Dean of the Faculty of Theology at Rijksuniversiteit (Leiden, Netherlands), has refuted 
both myths. de Jonge, a recognized specialist in Erasmian studies, refuted the myth of a 
promise in 1980, stating that Metzger’s view on Erasmus’ promise “has no foundation in 
Erasmus’ work. Consequently it is highly improbable that he included the difficult passage 
because he considered himself bound by any such promise.” He has also refuted the new 
myth of a challenge (which Rummel devised in reaction to the burial of the promise myth). In 
a letter of June 13, 1995, to Maynard, de Jonge wrote:  
 
I have checked again Erasmus’ words quoted by Erika Rummel and her comments on them 
in her book Erasmus’ Annotations. This is what Erasmus writes [on] in his Liber tertius quo 
respondet ... Ed. Lei: Erasmus first records that Lee had reproached him with neglect of the 
MSS. of 1 John because Er. (according to Lee) had consulted only one MS. Erasmus replies 
that he had certainly not used only one ms., but many copies, first in England, then in 
Brabant, and finally at Basle. He cannot accept, therefore, Lee’s reproach of negligence and 
impiety.  
 
‘Is it negligence and impiety, if I did not consult manuscripts which were simply not within 
my reach? I have at least assembled whatever I could assemble. Let Lee produce a Greek 
MS. which contains what my edition does not contain and let him show that that manuscript 
was within my reach. Only then can he reproach me with negligence in sacred matters.’ 
 
From this passage you can see that Erasmus does not challenge Lee to produce a manuscript 
etc. What Erasmus argues is that Lee may only reproach Erasmus with negligence of MSS if 
he demonstrates that Erasmus could have consulted any MS. in which the Comma 
Johanneumfigured. Erasmus does not at all ask for a MS. containing the Comma Johanneum. 
He denies Lee the right to call him negligent and impious if the latter does not prove that 
Erasmus neglected a manuscript to which he had access. 
 
In short, Rummel’s interpretation is simply wrong. The passage she quotes has nothing to do 
with a challenge. Also, she cuts the quotation short, so that the real sense of the passage 
becomes unrecognizable. She is absolutely not justified in speaking of a challenge in this 
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case or in the case of any other passage on the subject (emphasis in original) (de Jonge, cited 
from Maynard, p. 383). 
 
Jeffrey Khoo observes further: “Yale professor Roland Bainton, another Erasmian expert, 
agrees with de Jonge, furnishing proof from Erasmus’ own writing that Erasmus’ inclusion of 
1 John 5:7f was not due to a so-called ‘promise’ but the fact that he believed ‘the verse was 
in the Vulgate and must therefore have been in the Greek text used by Jerome’” (Jeffrey 
Khoo, Kept Pure in All Ages, 2001, p. 88).  
 
Edward F. Hills, who had a doctorate in textual criticism from Harvard, testifies: “...it was 
not trickery that was responsible for the inclusion of theJohannine Comma in the Textus 
Receptus, but the usage of the Latin speaking Church” (Hills, The King James Version 
Defended).  
 
In the 3rd edition of The Text of the New Testament Bruce Metzger corrected his false 
assertion about Erasmus as follows: “What is said on p. 101 above about Erasmus’ promise 
to include the Comma Johanneum if one Greek manuscript were found that contained it, and 
his subsequent suspicion that MS 61 was written expressly to force him to do so, needs to be 
corrected in the light of the research of H. J. DeJonge, a specialist in Erasmian studies who 
finds no explicit evidence that supports this frequently made assertion” (Metzger, The Text of 
The New Testament, 3rd edition, p. 291, footnote 2). The problem is that this myth continues 
to be paraded as truth by modern version defenders.  
 

Doug Kutilek’s Incredible Errors 
 

 Doug Kutilek, author of many articles at the anti-KJV/TR website 
www.kjvonly.org, claims that many defenders of the KJV/TR, such as David Otis Fuller, 
are unreliable and unscholarly.  The purpose of this brief examination, mainly of his 
article, “Wilkinson’s Incredible Errors,” originally published in Baptist Biblical Heritage, 
Vol. I, No. 3; Fall, 1990, and available at 
http://www.kjvonly.org/doug/kutilek_wilkinson_incred.htm, is to see if Kutilek himself 
is reliable and scholarly, or if he is himself what he alleges that David Otis Fuller and 
other men of God who defend the KJV are.  The following quotes come from the article 
“Wilkinson’s Incredible Errors,” an attack upon the SDA Wilkinson and the Baptist 
fundamentalist David Otis Fuller. Each quotation is allegedly an “incredible error” made 
by Wilkinson or Fuller.  Seven “incredible errors” made by Fuller or Wilkinson are 
examined. 

Quote #1, an “incredible error”: Kutilek said: “Unquestionably, Wilkinson 
ascribes to the KJV translators a period of suffering and persecution in connection with 
their translation work. . . . Fuller recognized this glaring misrepresentation.”  

However, Wilkinson did not say that suffering was on account of their translation 
of the KJV specifically.  Nothing in the context of the passage from Wilkinson’s work, 
Our Authorized Bible Vindicated, proves Kutilek’s affirmation.  Is it Wilkinson or 
Kutilek that is making a glaring misrepresentation here? 

Quotes #2-3, “incredible errors”: Kutilek said, “In discussing variations among 
existing manuscript copies of the Greek New Testament, Wilkinson reveals his own 
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astonishing ignorance by saying, ‘The large number of conflicting readings which higher 
[sic; he means lower] critics have gathered must come from only a few manuscripts, 
since the overwhelming mass of manuscripts is identical.’ (WB, p. 264) No one with 
even the smallest acquaintance with the manuscripts of the Greek New Testament would 
blunder so badly. . . . For Wilkinson to affirm that the ‘overwhelming mass of 
manuscripts is identical’ is a gross distortion of the worst sort, giving a wholly false 
impression of both the relative extent of Alexandrian variants from the Byzantine text 
and the relative uniformity of Byzantine manuscripts. Such a mistake should warn us that 
Wilkinson is not adequately or accurately enough informed to be a safe guide in these 
matters.” 
 Here two errors are allegedly made by Wilkinson and reproduced by David Otis 
Fuller.  The first, lesser error they allegedly make is a confounding of lower and higher 
criticism—Wilkinson (and Fuller, it seems) were too ignorant to know the difference 
between them.  Apparently the fact that the editors of the modern critical text believe in 
higher criticism as well as lower criticism, and that lower criticism is saturated with 
higher criticism, are not considerations of enough weight to stop Kutilek from assuming 
an error by Wilkinson and Fuller, nor is the fact that the statement that is the “incredible 
error” is true—higher critics have gathered large numbers of conflicting readings.  The 
second, larger error is that Wilkinson allegedly believed that the great majority of Greek 
MSS are absolutely identical in every respect, so that he does not have even the smallest 
acquaintance with them, as evidenced in his “blunder[ing] so badly” as to affirm an 
identity as perfect as that from a copy machine among the handwritten Greek documents.  
However, the context of Wilkinson’s statement makes his meaning clear: 
 
[O]f the Greek New Testament, Dr. Hort, who was an opponent of the Received Text and 
who dominated the English New Testament Revision Committee, says: ‘An 
overwhelming proportion of the text in all known cursive manuscripts except a few is, as 
a matter of fact, identical.’ . . . Thus strong testimonies can be given not only to the 
Received Text, but also to the phenomenal ability of the manuscript scribes writing in 
different countries and in different ages to preserve an identical Bible in the 
overwhelming mass of manuscripts. The large number of conflicting readings which 
higher critics have gathered must come from only a few manuscripts, since the 
overwhelming mass of manuscripts is identical. (Our Authorized Bible Vindicated, elec. 
acc. at http://kjv.benabraham.com/index.html;  all following quotations from the book by 
this reviewer come from this source) 
 
 If Kutilek wishes to make Wilkinson into such a simpleton that he did not know 
that there were copyist errors, etc. in Greek MSS, he would need to put Hort, one of the 
two main originators of Kutilek’s beloved critical text, in the same category.  Is it 
Wilkinson and Fuller who are the simpletons engaged in “gross distortion” here? 

Quote #4, an “incredible error”: After a third quote from Wilkinson as 
republished by Fuller, Kutilek writes, “This can only mean that Wilkinson thought that 
the departures from the received text by these two manuscripts were unknown before 
1881, when they were suddenly sprung on the world. Again, no one who has made any 
investigation of the subject could display such ignorance.”  It is unfortunate that Kutilek 
did not consider the sentence immediately after the one he quotes from Wilkinson, which 
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reads, “The Forum informs us that 250 different versions of the Bible were tried in 
England between 1611 and now, but they all fell flat before the majesty of the King 
James. Were not the Alexandrinus and the Vaticanus able to aid these 250 versions, and 
overthrow the other Bible, resting, as the critics explain, on an insecure foundation?”  
Wilkinson was aware that Bible versions following a Vaticanus-type of text were made 
before the Revised Version of 1881.  Furthermore, Wilkinson writes two sentences after 
the immediately preceding quotation, “The problems presented by these two manuscripts 
[Alexandrinus and Vaticanus] were well known, not only to the translators of the King 
James, but also to Erasmus.”  So when Kutilek states that “Wilkinson thought that the 
departures from the received text by these two manuscripts were unknown before 1881, 
when they were suddenly sprung on the world. Again, no one who has made any 
investigation of the subject could display such ignorance,” are Wilkinson and Fuller the 
ones really displaying ignorance, or is it an “incredible error” and “ignorance” to impute 
to a writer what he obviously disavows only a few sentences afterwards? 

Quote #5, an “incredible error”:  Kutilek quotes Wilkinson as saying, “It is an 
exaggerated idea, much exploited by those who are attacking the Received Text, that we 
of the present have greater, as well as more valuable, sources of information than had the 
translators of 1611.” Commenting on this, Kutilek writes, “Wilkinson’s error, whether 
due to ignorance or distortion, is monstrous.”  Kutilek does not interact with the quotation 
Wilkinson makes to support his statement, nor with other sources that present evidence 
that validate the truth of Wilkinson’s assertion (e. g. 
http://wayoflife.org/fbns/isthereceived.htm).  Here again, Kutilek reads into Wilkinson an 
error, and the notion that Wilkinson did now know that we have unearthed many more 
MSS since 1611 (although we have not discovered new types of text that were unknown 
in 1611).  Is this an “incredible error” by Wilkinson, or a manufactured error by Kutilek? 

Quote #6, an “incredible error”: Kutilek writes, “In a work devoted to a 
discussion of the text of the New Testament, the analysis of ancient manuscripts should 
display particular care and attention, but such is not the case with Wilkinson. He makes 
the amazing statement: ‘...the scholars of Europe and England, in particular had ample 
opportunity to become fully acquainted by 1611 with the problems involved in the 
Alexandrinus manuscript.’ (WB. p. 252) [but] in the very next paragraph, notes that this 
manuscript arrived (in England) from the Middle East in 1627! (pp. 252-3).”  The 
impression is made that Wilkinson was too foolish to know that 1611 came before 1627.  
However, Wilkinson provides evidence in the passages around the section quoted by 
Kutilek that the alternatives in Alexandrinus were available to English scholarship.  
Wilkinson specifically deals with the history of the manuscript before its arrival in 
England in 1627.  He correctly writes, “We would humbly inquire if a manuscript must 
dwell in the home town of scholars in order for them to have the use of its information? If 
so, then the Revisers of 1881 and 1901 were in a bad way.”  Is Wilkinson the one making 
an “incredible error” here? 

Quote #7, an “incredible error”: Kutilek writes, “Informed readers will be 
surprised to learn (WB, p. 315), that the Convent of St. Catherine on Mount Sinai is a 
‘Catholic Monastery.’ Of course, it is not Catholic at all, but the oldest monastery of the 
Greek Orthodox Church.”  In the same sentence that Kutilek gets his quote from, in the 
very next phrase, Wilkinson wrote of Vaticanus and Sinaiaticus as “types of manuscripts 
upon which the [Latin] Vulgate was built.”  When Sinaiaticus was copied, as when the 
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Latin Vulgate was translated, there was no Greek Orthodox Church;  Eastern and 
Western Catholicism were united.  Besides, there is nothing wrong with calling Eastern 
Orthodoxy “Catholicism.”  The Eastern Orthodox certainly would not admit that 
Romanism is the Catholic or universal faith, but claim the title for themselves.  
Protestants and Baptists would hardly call Romanism the universal faith either.  Is 
Wilkinson really ignorant of the fact that the Great Schism that divided Eastern and 
Western Catholicism happened in the 11th century, and so making an “incredible error,” 
or is Kutilek trying to create errors that are not there? 
 Kutilek’s final paragraph contains these three sentences:  “[T]hese examples are 
adequate to demonstrate beyond honest cavil the wholly unreliable nature of Wilkinson’s 
writings. . . . Instead of helping resolve the text and translation controversy, Fuller, by 
virtue of his republication of Wilkinson, has created (again to use Fuller’s own words) 
“such profound confusion in Christian circles” (Which Bible, p. 174). He has gotten for 
himself such a blot on his escutcheon as shall tarnish his reputation as long as his 
memory shall endure among the living.”  In light of the errors made by Kutilek—in an 
article that is supposed to be exposing “incredible errors,” KJV defenders—would it be 
better to replace the word “Kutilek” with “Wilkinson” or “Fuller” in the quotation above? 
 A final example of error, too blatant to be ignored, comes from Kutilek’s article 
“The Septuagint--B.C. or A.D.?” reprinted from “As I See It” 7:7, 7:8, and available on 
the web at http://www.kjvonly.org/doug/kutilek_septuagint.htm.  In this article, Kutilek 
affirms that a “remarkably uninformed opinion is [expressed by] Pastor Kent 
Brandenburg, who in all seriousness actually affirmed” a quotation that follows.  The 
source for the quotation is given by Kutilek as “God’s Word in Our Hands: The Bible 
Preserved For Us by Kent Brandenburg.”  Not a little problem is posed by the fact that 
Kent Brandenburg did not write God’s Word in Our Hands, a pro-critical text, anti 
KJV/TR book edited by James B. Williams and Randolph Shaylor that Pastor 
Brandenburg, general editor of Thou Shalt Keep Them: A Biblical Theology of the Perfect 
Preservation of Scripture, an ardent KJV/TR defender, and an author of a critique of that 
very volume, would by no means endorse, not to mention write.  When Kutilek affirms 
that Kent Brandenburg wrote the anti-KJV/TR book God’s Word in Our Hands, he is 
making a fool of himself. 
 The intention of this study is by no means to indicate that there are no heretics, 
wackos, ignoramuses, or dishonest defenders of the KJV.  Wilkinson was a Seventh Day 
Adventist, and Seventh Day Adventism is heresy.  Wilkinson’s book Our Authorized 
Bible Vindicated, unlike the Bible it defends, is not infallible.  Peter Ruckman is 
unquestionably a wacko.  However, these problems are not at all unique to the defenders 
of the KJV—Kutilek, in his slander of David Otis Fuller and Kent Brandenburg, his 
bungling critique of Wilkinson, and the other myths (such as the idea that Wilkinson 
founded the movement defending the KJV) propounded on his website is an example of 
the inaccuracy, out of either ignorance or dishonesty, that is sadly too often found among 
opponents of the KJV/TR position. 
 

What About Peter Ruckman? 
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Updated December 5, 2007 (first published in O Timothy magazine, Vol. 11, Iss. 11, 
1994) (David Cloud, Fundamental Baptist Information Service, P.O. Box 610368, Port 
Huron, MI 48061, 866-295-4143, fbns@wayoflife.org) 

Peter Ruckman, whose headquarters is in Pensacola, Florida, is the author of many 
books in defense of the King James Bible. 
 
Following are some warnings about his ministry: 
 
RUCKMAN BELIEVES THAT THE KJV IS ADVANCED REVELATION.  
 
Consider some of his statements to this effect: 
 
“The A.V. 1611 reading, here, is superior to any Greek text” (Peter Ruckman, The 
Christian’s Handbook of Manuscript Evidence, Pensacola Bible Press, 1970, p. 118). 
 
“Mistakes in the A.V. 1611 are advanced revelation!” (Ruckman, Manuscript Evidence, 
p. 126). 
 
“A short handbook, such as this, will not permit an exhaustive account of the marvelous 
undesigned ‘coincidences’ which have slipped through the A.V. 1611 committees, 
unawares to them, and which give advanced light, and advanced revelation beyond the 
investigation of the greatest Bible students 300 year later” (Ruckman, Manuscript 
Evidence, p. 127). 
 
“A little English will clear up the obscurities in any Greek text” (Ruckman,Manuscript 
Evidence, p. 147). 
 
“If all you have is the ‘original Greek,’ you lose light” (Ruckman, Manuscript Evidence, 
p. 336). 
 
“If you are able to obtain a copy [of Ruckman’s proposed new book] you will have, in 
your hands, a minimum of 200 advanced revelations that came from the inerrant English 
text, that were completely overlooked (or ignored) by every major Christian scholar since 
90 A.D.” (Bible Believers’ Bulletin, Jan. 1994, pp. 2, 4). 
 
“We shall deal with the English Text of the Protestant Reformation, and our references to 
Greek or Hebrew will only be made to enforce the authority of that text or to demonstrate 
the superiority of that text to Greek and Hebrew” (Peter Ruckman, Problem Texts, 
Preface, Pensacola Bible Institute Press, 1980, p. vii). 
 
“Observe how accurately and beautifully the infallible English text straightens out 
Erasmus, Griesbach, Beza, Nestle, Aland, Metzger, Trench, Vincent, Davis, Wuest, 
Zodhiates, Elzevir, and Stephanus with the poise and grace of a swan as it smoothly and 
effectively breaks your arm with one flap of its wings. Beautiful, isn’t it? If the mood or 
tense isn’t right in any Greek text, the King James Bible will straighten it out in a 
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hurry” (Ruckman, Problem Texts, pp. 348, 349). 
 
“The original Hebrew had nothing to do with Genesis 1:1-3 at all [referring to Ruckman’s 
heresy that the flood of 2 Peter 3:5-6 speaks of a flood that took place in Genesis 1:2]. It 
only muddied the issue. Hebrew is of no help at all in understanding the passage” (Peter 
Ruckman, The Unknown Bible, Bible Baptist Bookstore, 1984, p. 67). 
 
“The King James test is the last and final statement that God has given to the world, and 
He has given it in the universal language of the 20th century ... The truth is that GOD 
SLAMMED THE DOOR OF REVELATION SHUT IN 389 BC AND SLAMMED IT 
SHUT AGAIN IN 1611” (Peter Ruckman, The Monarch of Books, Pensacola, 1973, p. 
9). [Brother Cloud: In fact, God slammed the door of revelation shut in about 90 A.D. 
with the completion of the New Testament.] 
 
If Ruckman is right, where was the inspired Word of God prior to 1611? What did the 
churches do from the time of the apostles until the 17th century? And what did they do 
before Ruckman came upon the scene to create this doctrine, because it is certain that no 
one taught it at an earlier date?  
 
RUCKMAN BELIEVES THAT THE KJV WAS GIVEN BY INSPIRATION.  
 
In The Christian’s Handbook of Biblical Scholarship, pp. 271-272, Ruckman claims: 
“The King James Bible was ‘given by inspiration of God.’” 
 
This is to confuse inspiration, which is a process whereby the Scriptures were given 
through holy men of old, with preservation, which is the process whereby God has kept 
the Scriptures since their original inspiration. 2 Timothy 3:16 refers to the original giving 
of the Scripture. The process of inspiration is further described in 2 Peter 1:20-21: 
“Knowing this first, that no prophecy of the scripture is of any private interpretation. For 
the prophecy came not in old time by the will of man: but holy men of God spake as they 
were moved by the Holy Ghost.” These passages do not describe either the copying of 
Scripture texts or the making of translations.  
 
It is the doctrine of preservation that guarantees that the God would watch over the 
inspired Scriptures to preserve them for future generations (Ps. 12:6-7; 100:5; Matt. 5:18; 
24:35; etc.). This is the process whereby God preserved the Scripture in the Hebrew and 
Greek texts and in the accurately translated versions. The King James Bible is an accurate 
translation of the preserved Word of God and as such is the preserved Word of God in 
English. The King James Version is the inspired Word of God in English because it 
accurately translates the text that was given by inspiration of the Holy Spirit.  
 
RUCKMAN’S MULTIPLE DIVORCES 
 
Dr. Peter Ruckman has been divorced two times and married three times yet he has been 
a pastor all along and he defends his unscriptural marital status in his book on divorce 
and remarriage.  
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His first marriage was before his salvation, and it ended in 1962 when his wife left him 
and filed for divorce. He began pastoring the Brent Baptist Church in Pensacola, Florida, 
soon after that. In 1972 Ruckman married the divorced wife of one of his former 
students. When a vote was taken in Brent Baptist as to whether they supported his second 
marriage, 200 voted for it and 100 opposed it. He resigned and started the Bible Baptist 
Church in Pensacola in 1974 with 17 people. In 1988 the second marriage ended when 
his second wife walked out and sued for divorce. Ruckman’s third marriage was to a 
member of his church, a mother of three.  
 
Divorces do not take place in a vacuum. They take place in an environment filled with 
anger, carnality, hostility, bitterness, and sin. That is not judgmentalism; it is fact. Some 
of my godly divorced friends confess this as strongly as I do. In fact, consider how 
Ruckman himself describes his family life in days gone by: “I have had two wives desert 
me after fifteen years of marriage ... I have been in court custody cases, where seven 
children’s futures were held in the balance; in situations where Gospel articles were being 
torn out of typewriters, Biblical artwork torn off the easels, women trying to throw 
themselves out of cars at fifty m.p.h., mailing wedding rings back in the middle of revival 
services, cutting their wrists, threatening to leave if I did not give my church to their 
kinfolk; deacons threatening to burn down my house and beat me up; children in split 
custody between two domiciles two hundred miles apart, and knock-down, drag-out 
arguments in the home sometimes running as long as three days” (The Last Grenade, p. 
339). That is what the man admits took place. That is only a small glimpse into the sin 
and confusion surrounding those years. Friends, you can label me a judge if you want, but 
a man with that type of family life has no business in the pastorate. Let him preach on the 
streets. Let him preach in the jails. Let him preach in the nursing homes. Let him preach 
in other ways, but we must obey the Bible and reserve the pastorate for men who have 
godly homes.  
 
Ruckman mocks those who call for high standards for the pastorate and who don’t 
believe a divorced man fits God’s requirements for the office. He calls them hypocrites 
and Pharisees. Consider how he describes his third marriage: “... we got married in a 
regular Sunday night service after the offering was taken up: bridesmaids, wedding cake, 
rice, shaving cream on the car, the whole works. Standing room only. I WAS 
FLAUNTING MY FAITH IN THE FACE OF THE APOSTATE 
FUNDAMENTALISTS WHO WERE GOING TO ‘CASH IN’ ON MY MARRIAGE” 
(Peter Ruckman, The Full Cup, p. 280). On page 211 of his biography, Dr. Ruckman says 
that those who ask the question, “Do you think a divorced preacher is qualified for the 
ministry,” are “SELF-RIGHTEOUS PHARISEES.” This mocking, ungodly attitude has 
encouraged other men that it’s O.K. to be divorced and remain in the pastorate and even 
to flaunt the same before anyone who disagrees. Yes, sadly, many have followed 
Ruckman’s lead. 
 
RUCKMAN TEACHES THAT MEN ARE SAVED IN DIFFERENT WAYS IN 
DIFFERENT AGES.  
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He believes men were saved by blood plus works in the Old Testament, by faith plus 
works in the Tribulation, and by works alone in the Millennium. In Millions Disappear: 
Fact or Fiction? Ruckman says: “If the Lord comes and you remain behind, then start 
working like a madman to get to heaven, because you’re going to have to. ... You must 
keep the Ten Commandments (all of them, Ecclesiastes 12:13), keep the Golden Rule (1 
John 3:10), give your money to the poor, get baptized, take up your cross, hold out to the 
end of the Tribulation, wait for Jesus Christ to show up at the Battle of Armageddon, and 
be prepared to die for what you believe. In the Tribulation you cannot be saved by grace 
alone, like you could before the Rapture.” 
 
Romans 4:1-8 plainly states that both Abraham before the law and David under the law 
were saved by faith without works. This is the only plan of salvation God ever has had 
and ever will have--salvation by grace alone through faith alone based upon the shed 
blood of Jesus Christ alone. The Old Testament saints did not know what the New 
Testament saint knows, but Romans 4 makes it plain that the Old Testament saints were 
saved by faith without works. Like Abraham, they believed God and it was counted unto 
them for righteousness.  
 
Those who are saved in the Tribulation will also be saved through faith in the blood of 
Jesus Christ and through this alone. “These are they which came out of great tribulation, 
and have washed their robes, and made them white in the blood of the Lamb” (Rev. 
7:14). 
 
RUCKMAN’S WRITINGS ARE FILLED WITH STRANGE, FLESHLY, NAME-
CALLING.  
 
Some of the choice names Ruckman calls men who disagree with him are “jackass,” 
“poor, dumb, stupid red legs,” “silly asses,” “apostolic succession of bloated egotists,” 
“two-bit junkies,” “two-faced, tin-horned punks,” “incredible idiots,” “egotistical jack 
legs,” “conservative asses whose brains have gone to seed,” “cheap, two-bit punks,” and 
“stupid, little, Bible-rejecting apostates.” Dr. Ruckman can get pretty vulgar. He calls the 
New American Standard Version “more of the same old godless, depraved crap” (Satan’s 
Masterpiece--the New ASV, p. 67). In The Unknown Bible, p. 100, Ruckman says, “You 
see how people get all screwed up?” 
 
Ruckman believes it is God who has called him to speak like this: “God called me to sit 
at this typewriter and pour forth VINEGAR, ACID, VITRIOL, AND CLEANING 
FLUID on the leading conservative and fundamental scholars of 1900 through 1990. ... 
God is in charge. He ... destines me to sit at this typewriter and LAMBASTE, SCALD 
AND RIDICULE these Bible rejecting fundamentalists who ‘believe the Bible is the 
Word of God,’ ... I hereby dedicate myself anew to the task of DESTRUCTIVE 
CRITICISM AND NEGATIVE BLASTING against every adversary of that Holy 
Book...” (The Bible Believers Bulletin, Dec. 1985). 
 
Ruckman’s spirit and language is not that of the Bible. Ruckman is fighting for a holy 
Book in an unholy manner, and it is confusion. 
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James 3:13-17 says: “Who is a wise man and endued with knowledge among you? let 
him shew out of a good conversation his works WITH MEEKNESS OF WISDOM. But 
if ye have BITTER ENVYING AND STRIFE in your hearts, glory not, and lie not 
against the truth. This wisdom descendeth not from above, but is earthly, sensual, 
devilish. For where envying and strife is, there is confusion and every evil work. But the 
wisdom that is from above is first PURE, then PEACEABLE, GENTLE, AND EASY TO 
BE INTREATED, FULL OF MERCY AND GOOD FRUITS, without partiality, and 
without hypocrisy.” My friends, this passage from the King James Bible condemns 
Ruckmanism. This passage from the King James Bible tells me that Ruckman’s spirit is 
earthly, sensual, and devilish. Enjoying Ruckman because he “gets after those Bible 
perverters” is the same carnal spirit as enjoying a good dog fight when the dog you have 
betted on is the biggest, meanest one around. “Sic ‘em, Pete, sic ‘em!” It is entertaining, 
and it is satisfying to the flesh, but God says bitter envying and strife is earthly, sensual, 
devilish. God says heavenly wisdom is peaceable, gentle and full of mercy. 
 
2 Timothy 2:24-26 says: “And the servant of the Lord MUST NOT STRIVE: BUT BE 
GENTLE UNTO ALL MEN, apt to teach, PATIENT, IN MEEKNESS instructing those 
that oppose themselves; if God peradventure will give them repentance to the 
acknowledging of the truth; and that they may recover themselves out of the snare of the 
devil, who are taken captive by him at his will.” 
 
Didn’t the Lord Jesus and the apostles use some strong language? I know what Jesus 
called the Pharisees in Matthew 23. I have read how Paul, filled with the Spirit, spoke 
severely of the false teacher in Acts 13:9-10. I know the severe plainness with which the 
Spirit of God speaks of false teachers in passages such as 2 Peter 2 and Jude. But there is 
a world of difference between the language used in the Bible and the language used by 
Peter Ruckman. There is a world of difference between the spirit of a Peter and a Paul or 
a Jude and the spirit of Peter Ruckman.  
 
There is also a distinct difference between the way the Spirit of God deals with a saved 
but erring man and the way He deals with an unregenerate corrupter of the gospel. There 
is a vast difference between the way the Lord Jesus Christ dealt with His own disciples 
and the way He dealt with the Pharisees. The same distinction is evident in the way that 
Paul dealt with Peter’s hypocrisy in Galatians 2 and the way he dealt with the unsaved 
false teacher in Acts 13. Yet Ruckman makes no difference between the Pope, a 
theological Christ-denying Modernist, or an erring fundamental Baptist brother in Christ. 
He lumps men such as John R. Rice and Stewart Custer together with John Paul II and 
Karl Barth and treats them in the same ridiculous manner. 
 
RUCKMAN HOLDS MANY PECULIAR DOCTRINES AND HAS A PROUD, 
CULTIC ATTITUDE THAT HE ALONE HAS TRUTHS THAT NO ONE ELSE 
IN CHURCH HISTORY HAS KNOWN. 
 
In bragging up his book The Salient Verses, Mr. Ruckman makes these comments: “If 
you are able to obtain a copy [of Ruckman’s proposed new book] you will have, in your 
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hands, a minimum of 200 advanced revelations that came from the inerrant English text, 
that were completely overlooked (or ignored) by every major Christian scholar since 90 
A.D. This would include all of the modern Bible revisers (1800-1999), all of the faculty 
members and staffs of every major ‘Fundamental’ (Conservative and Evangelical) 
seminary, university, and college in Europe and America since 1500, and every Greek 
and Hebrew scholar (or teacher) since 1611. ... Actually, if a Bible believer has this work 
he will have the accumulated knowledge of Cornelius Stam and Ethelbert Bullinger ... 
Clarence Larkin and C.I. Scofield, Ewing, Osborne, Tilton, and PTL ... Pember, Peters, 
Gaebelein, Pentecost, Lindsey, Kirban, Rockwood, Webber, and Van Impe ... plus the 
Puritans, Reformers, major evangelists (Moody, Sunday, Finney, Torrey, Wesley, etc.) 
and all that ANY Greek and Hebrew scholar ... ever found out--that was SO--in the last 
200 years” (Peter Ruckman, Bible Believers’ Bulletin, Jan. 1994, pp. 2,4). 
 
In The Unknown Bible, Ruckman claims to hold to 14 “biblical truths” which all other 
Bible teachers have overlooked. On page 347, Ruckman modestly claims: “Do you 
realize that in these last two chapters, you have learned a dozen things that were unknown 
to the greatest Bible teachers in the world? In 2000 years of church history, they haven’t 
even been able to find the passage which dealt with these things we have been talking 
about.”  
 
Some of Ruckman’s long-overlooked “biblical truths” include the following: 
 
(1) Angels are thirty-three year old males without wings; and all women in the Church 
Age will receive thirty-three year old male bodies at the Rapture. 
 
(2) The plan of salvation for Tribulation saints is faith plus works and the plan of 
salvation in the Millennium is works alone.  
 
(3) When the believer is born again, his soul is literally cut loose from the inside of his 
fleshly body. (Ruckman takes spiritual circumcision very literally!) 
 
(4) Demons are winged creatures ranging in size from those of flies and mosquitoes to 
eagles and vultures.  
 
(5) Sexual unions constitute marriage in God’s sight.  
 
(6) The soul is an invisible bodily shape. “The problem is the word ‘soul,’ but since there 
isn’t one pre-millennial, soul-winning, fundamentalist who knows what a soul is (see the 
entire library of books published by Eerdmans, Baker, Zondervan, and the Sword of the 
Lord before 1970) ... The soul in the Bible is an invisible BODILY SHAPE. In the Old 
Testament, the soul is almost synonymous with the body, for it is STUCK TO IT till 
death” (Ruckman, Problem Texts, p. 145). 
 
(7) The flood mentioned in 2 Peter 3 is not Noah’s flood but is one that supposedly 
occurred at the judgment of the earth, when Satan was cast out of Heaven. He admits that 
no other Bible teacher has held this view: “Now who could get a message so simple all 
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muddled up? Answer: Every major fundamental Bible scholar and teacher in the United 
States, without one exception. If you were to ask Henry Morris what the verses refer to 
he’d say Noah’s flood: ditto Harry Rimmer, Clarence Larkin, J. Vernon McGee, Swindle 
(sic), MacArthur, Bob Jones III ... the Scofield Board of Editors” (Ruckman, The 
Unknown Bible, p. 67). 
 
(8) “God has ordained on this earth 12 boundaries, with 12 nations, who are destined to 
leave this earth (transported by angels--Luke 16:22), and populate outer space infinitely 
and forever, beginning with the 12 constellations that are seen on the earth once every 12 
months” (The Unknown Bible, p. 588). 
 
(9) “In eternity, the Christian is in New Jerusalem; he is in his apartment house that is 
made out of transparent gold, like clear glass. ... He is called out on trips, and these trips 
take him to Mars, Jupiter, Venus, Saturn, Uranus, etc. transporting couples into gardens 
placing them down and saying, ‘be fruitful and multiply, and replenish the earth’“ (Ibid., 
p. 592). 
 
(10) “I know they [demons] have to be small. ... there’s two little animals that have 
wings. One’s a fly and the other’s a mosquito. Know what these things are? They’re 
pictures of demons. THE THINGS HAVE WINGS” (Ruckman, Demons and Christians, 
Bible Baptist Bookstore, 1976, side 1). 
 
Some Ruckmanites have challenged me to refute the Ruckman doctrines we have cited. I 
don’t have to refute them; they are self refuting for the simple fact that they have no 
biblical authority, just as Rome’s dogmas of purgatory and the ascension of Mary are self 
refuting. Why should we have to refute nonsense? The Bible instructs us to avoid the 
foolish and unlearned questions of heretics (2 Tim. 2:23; Titus 3:9-11), and Ruckman’s 
new doctrines certainly fall into this category.  
 
In his 1996 book Black Is Beautiful, Ruckman claims that UFOs are real. Ruckman 
believes that some of the medieval plagues in Europe were caused by UFOs, that a B-52 
bomber was downed by a UFO and that aliens disemboweled the crew members, and that 
a crew member of a US Navy ship was transported into the future. He believes the CIA 
has implanted brain transmitters in children, old people, blacks, and prisoners (p. 243) 
and operates underground alien breeding facilities (p. 256). He believes in Atlantis (p. 
171) and the Bermuda Triangle, time warps (p. 160), creatures with one eye (p. 173), web 
footed aliens, blue aliens with blue blood (pp. 85, 86), black aliens with green blood (p. 
244), and grey aliens with clear blood (pp. 310-11). He believes that Adam originally had 
water in his veins instead of blood (p. 185). He believes that the government is involved 
with UFO animal mutilations (p. 247). He believes that black helicopters carrying UN 
troops are “circling your homes” with the mission of attacking and imprisoning the 
populace (p. 233). He believes the U.S. federal government has kidnapped people and 
kept them alive in “amber liquid” (p. 230). He believes that the CIA flies around in space 
ships developed from technology gained when the government made a deal with aliens to 
allow them to kidnap children and use their organs as food and to experiment on U.S. 
citizens (pp. 291, 295-297). 
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CONCLUSION 
 
While I have serious problems with Dr. Ruckman, I also have serious problems with 
many of his detractors. Many of Peter Ruckman’s most bitter enemies are trying to 
discredit the idea that there is an authoritative Bible anywhere in the world. They have 
their own rotten agenda, undermining men’s faith in the preservation of God’s Word (in 
any practical sense) and attempting to pollute their minds with the strange, unscriptural, 
convoluted theories of modern textual criticism.  
 
“Who, then, can we trust?” some might be thinking? The Word of God says, “Cursed be 
the man that trusteth in man, and maketh flesh his arm ... Blessed is the man that trusteth 
in the Lord, and whose hope the Lord is” (Jer. 17:5, 7).  
 
Man is defiled even at his best. Our confidence must be in Jesus Christ and in His eternal 
Word, and let no man shake your confidence in that.  
 
copyright 2013, Way of Life Literature 

 
Excerpts from The Ruckman Expose, R. L. Hymers 

 (pgs. 19-20 & Appendix 1) 
 

Ruckman's Out-of-Body Experience 
 
We must not be unfair to Ruckman. We must only quote what he himself has said. We must not go too far 
in interpreting his statements. But, in examining carefully Ruckman's "testimony tape" we find strong 
statements to support the position that Ruckman was demonized, and the idea that he may even now be 
demonically led.  
 
Using these testimony tapes as a source, we find how Satan recruited Ruckman as an agent provocateur, a 
troublemaker who will ultimately turn thousands away from the KJV.  
 
Ruckman gives an experience in which his soul flew out of his body, and demons entered him. Keep in 
mind that these are Ruckman's own words on the subject:  
 
One night in the hotel room I had the experience of nirvana, which the Zen call samadhi, the dislocation of 
the spirit from the body...and yet, looking at my moral life following that experience, and my desire at 
times to commit suicide, I realize I had produced a passive state that was an entrance for spirits. And the 
spirits that entered are not the spirits described in the Bible in speaking of the Holy Ghost and the Lord 
Jesus Christ.  
 
Note first that Ruckman tells us his soul flew out of his body during this experience of samadhi. Note 
secondly that he tells us that this "passive state was an entrance for spirits." This hair-raising experience of 
samadhi made his mind so passive that he says it provided an opportunity for the entrance of "spirits." Note 
thirdly that he specifically tells us that the "spirits" that entered him were not the Holy Spirit or the spirit of 
Jesus. These are Ruckman's own words. We have commented on them at face value.  
 

Ruckman's Admission of Being "Full of Demons" 
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In another place in his "testimony tape" Ruckman says that he came back from the war "uneasy, unsettled, 
full of demons..."14 So, Ruckman has plainly told us that he was "full of demons" prior to 1949. 
Furthermore, he gives us a series of experiences where voices talked to him, which I have expanded upon 
in Chapter 2. These voices and demons were never dealt with, according to Ruckman's own "testimony 
tape."  
 

Ruckman's Admission that the Demons "Are" in Him 
 

Careful attention should be given, we think, to this statement by Ruckman:  
 
I realized I had produced a passive state, which was an entrance for spirits. And the spirits that entered are 
not the spirits described in the Bible in speaking of the Holy Ghost and of the Lord Jesus Christ (Author's 
emphasis).15  
 
Ruckman is an extremely intelligent man, with a Ph.D. from Bob Jones University. It does not seem 
plausible that his use of the present tense ("are not") to describe the indwelling of demonic spirits could be 
a mistake of English. Added to this, is Ruckman's admission in 1976 that demons enter him every day. He 
actually said, "You can't get through a day without getting infested...(with) a number of demons." Then he 
states, "I'll tell you how I handle "em (demons)." So, as recently as 1976, Dr Ruckman said that demons 
entered him every day and he had to "handle 'em." This is a clear admission that Peter S. Ruckman is 
presently demonized. (See Appendix 1 of this book for a full treatment of this subject.)  
---------------------------------------------  
20  
 

The Possibility that Ruckman is Unconverted 
 

This brings us to the possibility that Ruckman was never scripturally born again. Ruckman himself says 
that when he told the man who led him in the sinner's prayer that he was saved, "I felt like I was lying."16 
If it is true that Ruckman was lying and did not trust in Jesus, this would explain how he could still be 
demonized. Of course, on the other hand, even a born again Christian can be strongly deceived by the 
demonic.  
 
In either event, the strong testimony of Ruckman's own tapes on this subject indicates him to be directly 
influenced by demons. This could explain such strange teachings as Ruckman's four plans of salvation.17  
It is not necessary to know whether he is saved or lost for us to ascertain from his own words that he has 
been led astray by demons, and that Ruckmanism itself is a doctrine of demons.  
 . . . 
   

APPENDIX 1 
Demons and Christians - 

Quotations from Peter S. Ruckman's Tape on the 
Subject of Demonology 

 
We have just listened to a tape by Peter S. Ruckman on the subject of demons, titled, "Demons and 
Christians." We found several mind-boggling statements by Ruckman. We divide these statements into 
three headings.  
 

Demons and Radio Waves 
 
First, Ruckman makes a strong comparison between radio and television waves and demons.  
 
They call it electric or magnetic waves. What does that mean? That means, right now, while I'm talking to 
you, there are things in the air, in this room, and they're going through your head and the head of the person 
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in front of you, and the person behind you , and right through the seat and through the floor...So you have 
in this room spirits, at work in this room, and you have 'em going through this room.  
 
Why, did you ever stop and think of this, how many radio stations ` are going through your head right now, 
AM stations, FM stations. I forgot the television, the channels going through your head. And the cable 
vision, going through your head.1  
 
Ruckman wrongly says that cable television is "going through your head." That would be impossible, 
unless one's head were plugged into a cable! But drop back farther into the quote, where he compares radio 
and television waves to "spirits, at work in this room." There is a strong alignment of radio and television 
waves with the demonic, in Ruckman's mind, given in this tape on the subject of "Demons and Christians."  
Ruckman goes on to say that these radio and television waves are what give hallucinations to drug addicts:  
Now you take these fellows and they get on drugs and they get these bad trips. You know what's actually 
going on there? They're picking up stations and channels, and they can't separate the material... a guy gets 
on drugs and pretty soon, this checkerboard comes in like this. Comes in across like this, and a big green 
frog bounces off of it, and a yellow submarine comes. Here comes a train...what's the trouble, man? He's 
getting the channels mixed. That fellow's getting rock bands, symphony orchestras, and color TV coming 
right through the air, and he can't filter the stuff out. There is something in the air at work.2  
 
I would like to ask Ruckman a question: is he saying that no one had these hallucinations before radio and 
television came into being? If that is his position, why did the Indians use peyote and other hallucinogenic 
drugs long before radio and television were even discovered? Obviously there were hallucinations before 
television and radio. Obviously, there is no connection between radio and television waves and demons.  
 

The Size and Shape of Demons 
 

Next, Ruckman gives his idea of the size and shape of demons. First, he thinks that demons could not be 
fallen angels, but concludes, "That won't work at all. Angels are 33-year-old men. You can't get seven of 
them inside of one person, let alone a thousand."3 But the Bible says that Ruckman is wrong. The Bible 
says, "And the great dragon was cast out, that old serpent, called the Devil, and Satan, which deceiveth the 
whole world: he was cast out into the earth, and his angels were cast out with him" (Revelation 12: 9). This 
text shows us clearly that demons are angels, angels, we believe, which kept not their first estate (Jude 6). 
Some were bound; others were loosed.  
 
Next, Ruckman says that demons are small: "I know they have to be small. Because one man in the Bible 
had a thousand of them. They must be small because Mary Magdalene had seven...there's two little animals 
that have wings. One's fly and the other's a mosquito. Know what these things are? They're pictures of 
demons...And they're not only small, but contrary to all textbooks, and all commentaries, and all 
theologians, they're winged. The things have wings."4 So, Ruckman teaches that demons have wings and 
look like flies and mosquitos. He openly says that no other textbook or Bible teacher agrees with him:  
 
"Does any other theologian hold with you in this?" No. You say, "I know of books on demons and demon 
possession. Anybody mention this?" No. You say, "Why don't they?"  
-------------------------------------------------  
52  
Oh, they're worried about being ridiculed by somebody who doesn't have any more sense than they do.5  
 
I'm afraid the average reader will agree that it's Ruckman who "doesn't have any more sense" than to link 
demons with radio waves and say that they are the size of a fly or a mosquito and have wings.  
 

Ruckman Advocates and Practices Self-Exorcism 
 

Ruckman thinks that Christians "can't go through a day" without getting demon-possessed:  
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I believe during the day that a Christian could pick up a number of demons. You can't get through a day 
without getting infested, that's what I believe.6  
 
So, not only does Ruckman believe that Christians can be demonized, but he thinks that all Christians are 
demonized on a regular basis!  
 
Next, Ruckman talks about self-exorcism. He says, "I get rid of them. I jump into bed and say, 'Lord, wash 
me in the blood. I don't want this stuff in me.' "7  
 
Ruckman goes on to apply this teaching by saying:  
 
Is there a possibility the devil could have got hold of you? Is there a possibility you're demon possessed? 
You know, the hardest thing for a person who's been full with demons to admit is that they're full with 
demons.8  
 
Finally, Ruckman tells how he casts the demons out of himself, and urges others to do the same thing:  
 
I'll tell you how I handle 'em (demons). I'll tell you how I handle mine (my demons). I cast out my own 
demons. I exorcise myself...Why don't you try it and see if it works. Go home tonight and get a mirror. 
Look right in the mirror and say, "I don't have to deal with you, you unclean spirit inside there. In the name 
of Jesus Christ, you devil, get out and leave me alone"...It's the most fanatical thing ever - try it, try it!9  
 
So, Ruckman has told his audience nationwide, through this widely circulated tape, that they should get in 
front of a mirror and cast demons out of themselves, then jump in bed and ask God to cover them with 
Blood of Christ!  
 
This man is the originator of the theory that the King James Bible . . . contains advanced revelation.  
 
How do you know he didn't write all of this about the King James Version before he got in front of the 
mirror? For that matter, how do you know getting in front of the mirror did him any good at all?  
 
Notes  
1 Peter S. Ruckman, Demons and Christians (Pensacola, Florida: Bible Baptist Bookstore, 1976), side 1.  
2 Ibid. 3 Ibid. 4 Ibid. 5 Ibid.  
6 Ruckman, Demons and Christians, side 2.  
7 Ibid. 8 Ibid. 9 Ibid.  
 
THE PROBLEM WITH NEW AGE BIBLE VERSIONS 
 
Updated January 3, 2008 (first published in O Timothy magazine, Vol. 11, Issue 8, 1994) (David 
Cloud, Fundamental Baptist Information Service, P.O. Box 610368, Port Huron, MI 48061, 866-295-
4143, fbns@wayoflife.org; for instructions about subscribing and unsubscribing or changing 
addresses, see the information paragraph at the end of the article) - 
 
The book New Age Bible Versions by Mrs. Gail Riplinger claims to be “the latest research supporting 
the Authorized King James Version.” While there is very little in it of reason or substance that has not 
already been published by defenders of the Authorized Version, its sensational approach has given it a 
far-reaching audience.  
 
While I agree with Mrs. Riplinger that the multiplicity of modern versions has caused great spiritual 
damage, I have decided I must warn our readers of the many errors we have found in New Age Bible 
Versions. Dozens of people have asked my opinion of the book, and I have been promised to give an 
answer.  
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PROBLEMS WITH NEW AGE BIBLE VERSIONS 
 
The following are some of the problems we found in the first half of the book. Please understand that 
this is not an exhaustive list. New Age Bible Versions is so marred by error, carelessness, and faulty 
logic that it cannot be used as a dependable resource. 
 
MISQUOTING AND POOR DOCUMENTATION 
 
New Age Bible Versions is extensively documented, but the documentation is extremely unreliable. A 
great many references that I attempted to check were not accurate. 
 
Consider a few examples: 
 
1. On page 2 Mrs. Riplinger misquotes Edwin Palmer, editor of the NIV. It would appear from the 
quote that Palmer is questioning the deity of Jesus Christ. She prefaces the quote with these words:  
 
“The NIV’s chief editor vaunts his version’s heresy saying: ... [F]ew clear and decisive texts say that 
Jesus is God.”  
 
In her notes, Mrs. Riplinger cites The Making of a Contemporary Translation, p. 143.  
Actually Palmer IN NO WAY is questioning the deity of Jesus Christ. In fact, in the paragraph cited, 
HE IS CONTENDING for Christ’s deity! The full quote which Mrs. Riplinger has pulled out of 
context is as follows: 
 
“John 1:18, as inspired by the Holy Spirit, is one of those few clear and decisive texts that declare that 
Jesus is God. But, due to no fault of its own, the KJV, following inferior manuscripts, has altered what 
the Holy Spirit said through John. It calls John ‘Son’, whereas it should have called him ‘God.’”  
 
Please understand that I am not supporting what Palmer says here. I do not believe the KJV follows 
inferior manuscripts. I do not believe there are only a few clear and decisive passages that declare 
Jesus as God (see my article “Who Says Jesus Is God” at the Way of Life web site). I don’t believe 
that John 1:18 should read “the only begotten God.” That is a gnostic corruption.* The man is wrong 
on many important points, which I have exposed in my books on the Bible version issue (see 
particularly the 775-page Faith vs. the Modern Bible Versions), but it is also wrong to misquote him 
and to have him saying something that he does not say, particularly when someone puts heresy in his 
mouth that he does not believe. Palmer does believe that Jesus Christ is God, and Mrs. Riplinger 
slanders him when she misquotes him as she does.  
 
[* John Burgon demonstrated that the “the only begotten God” reading in John 1:18 in the Vaticanus 
and Sinaiticus manuscripts can be traced to Valentinus (Burgon and Miller, Causes of Corruption, pp. 
215, 216). “The Gnostics said that Christ was ‘the Beginning,’ the first of God’s creation, and 
Valentinus referred to Him as ‘the Only-begotten God’ and said that He was the entire essence of all 
the subsequent worlds (Aeons)” (Jay Green, The Gnostics, the New Versions, and the Deity of Christ, 
1994, p. 74). In the Received Text there is no question that the Word is also the Son and that both are 
God. The Word is God (Jn. 1:1); the Word was made flesh and dwelt among us (Jn. 1:14); the Word is 
the Son (Jn. 1:18). By changing Jn. 1:18 to “the only begotten God,” Valentinus and his followers 
broke the clear association between the Word and the Son.] 
 
2. On page 165 Mrs. Riplinger claims that NIV translator Herbert Wolf teaches that gain is godliness.  
 
“Paul said that those, like Wolf, who teach that ‘gain is godliness’ are ‘destitute of the truth.’ Equating 
financial prosperity with spirituality is a common characteristic of the ‘New’ Christianity and the New 
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Age.”  
 
For evidence of this observation, Riplinger cites Wolf’s chapter in The Making of a Contemporary 
Translation. She quotes Wolf as saying:  
 
“[N]on-literal translations enhance accuracy ... The word tsedeqah--normally rendered ‘righteousness’ 
is translated ‘prosperity’, perhaps understood as the reward of righteous living.” 
 
In fact, Wolf is not promoting any sort of gain-is-godliness concept. Consider the full context of 
Wolf’s statement:  
 
“The book of Proverbs also contains several verses where non-literal translations enhance accuracy. ... 
In [Proverbs] 8:18 tsedaqah is linked with riches and enduring wealth, and in 21:21 with finding life 
and honour. The abstract quality of ‘righteousness’ does not seem to fit either verse.”  
 
When the entire quote is taken into consideration there is nothing to connect Mr. Wolf with New Age 
heresy. He is not correct in the change that he wants to make in the rendering of 1 Timothy 6:6; the 
King James is correct; but for Mrs. Riplinger to take this quotation and to tie it together with the 
promotion of New Age prosperity makes a laughing stock out of the position she is trying to defend. 
Further, Mrs. Riplinger, by dropping a significant portion of Wolf’s statement, makes it appear that he 
is supporting non-literal translations in general, whereas he is merely listing certain instances in which 
a non-literal translation technique can be accurate. We would not agree with everything Wolf has to 
say on this point, but it is wrong to put words in the man’s mouth. 
 
3. On p. 213 Mrs. Riplinger says, 
 
“NIV editor Larry Walker admits further that ‘[S]ome Bible characters appear to have disappeared 
from the text.’ Is it any wonder since Westcott said, ‘David is not a chronological ... person.’” 
 
This is an amazingly erroneous connection. Walker is merely speaking of different TRANSLATIONS 
of certain names. Walker gives the following example:  
 
“The name Ishtob in the AV rendering of 2 Samuel 10:6,8 becomes ‘men of Tob’ in the NIV 
translation.” 
 
On the other hand, Westcott is questioning the actual HISTORICITY of the names. To connect these 
dissimilar remarks is absurd. 
 
4. On p. 166 Mrs. Riplinger says, “NEW VERSIONS” read “godliness actually is a means of great 
gain” in 1 Timothy 6:6. She uses this to support her contention that modern versions support the New 
Age philosophy of material prosperity.  
 
In fact, the “New VersionS” (plural) do not support such a reading. Only one “New Version” 
(singular) I could find has the reading Mrs. Riplinger cites, and that is the New American Standard 
Version; and when read in context, the NASV is NOT saying godliness is material gain. The full verse 
reads, “But godliness actually is a means of great gain, when accompanied by contentment.” 
 
5. On p. 292 Mrs. Riplinger claims that NIV editor R. Laird Harris’s view of Hell is identical to that of 
cults such as Armstrongism and Jehovah Witness.  
 
To “prove” this contention, she quotes from Harris’s chapter in The Making of A Contemporary 
Translation and has him saying, 
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“This view [hell] has some problems. [It] ... refers only to death, not to ... any punishment...” 
 
The bracketed additions inserted by Riplinger remove Harris’s remarks from their proper context. The 
quotation is taken from two different pages of the book cited. In the first part of the quote Harris is 
addressing something entirely different from what he is addressing in the last part of the quote, yet 
Mrs. Riplinger puts the two misjointed pieces of quotation together. In neither quotation is Harris 
addressing any question about the existence of an eternal, fiery Hell. Rather, in the first part of the 
quotation he is discussing the view of some that in the Old Testament times Sheol was divided into 
two compartments. Consider exactly what Harris was discussing:  
 
“[The Bible] does present what is a difficulty to the New Testament believer: both wicked (Num. 
16:3) and righteous (Gen. 38:35) go to Sheol. A view was therefore early developed that said that 
there were two compartments in Sheol, an upper part for the believers and a lower for the lost.”  
 
He then says: 
 
“This view has some problems.”  
 
He’s right. It does have some problems! That is not to say, of course, that the view is wrong.  
 
In the second part of the quotation Harris is discussing the condition of Shimei in 1 Kings 2:9: 
 
“To bring Shimei’s gray hairs down to Sheol in blood (2:9) surely refers only to his death, not to the 
condition of his soul after death or to any punishment beyond his execution.”  
 
My friends, no matter what we might think of Harris and his translation activities, such a statement by 
him DOES NOT make him a co-fellow with cultists who deny the Bible doctrine of Hell. By taking 
the man’s statements entirely out of context, Mrs. Riplinger has slandered him. 
 
6. On page 448 Mrs. Riplinger says:  
 
“Westcott's biographer cites that in 1858 ‘he was quite inaudible’ and by 1870 ‘his voice reached few 
and was understood by still fewer.’”  
 
Riplinger uses this quote to support her claim that Westcott lost his voice and sees that as a judgment 
of God for tampering with the Bible. The fact is that Westcott did NOT lose his voice. Riplinger cites 
volume one of The Life and Letters of Brooke Foss Westcott, but the quotes are misused.  
 
The first quote is from a statement about how that Westcott, as a young student, disliked public 
speaking.  
 
“He [Westcott] took his turn of preaching in Chapel, but he dreaded and disliked the duty, and he was 
quite inaudible to many of the boys” (The Life and Letters of Brooke Foss Westcott, vol. 1, p. 198).  
 
There is nothing here about Westcott losing his voice. 
 
The second of Riplinger’s quotes is taken from a letter from a Dr. Butler, who said that Westcott, 
when he was 35 years old and teaching at Harrow, still had a weak public speaking voice.  
 
“His voice was not yet a force in the chapel. It reached but few, and it was understood by still fewer” 
(The Life and Letters of Brooke Foss Westcott, vol. 1, pp. 272-273).  
 
Again, there is not a hint that Westcott lost his voice. It is a figment of Mrs. Riplinger’s fertile 
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imagination. 
 
ERRORS OF FACT 
 
New Age Bible Versions contains a great number of factual errors. The following is a mere 
representation of this type of thing which is found throughout the book. 
 
1. On page 59 Mrs. Riplinger calls John Burgon “a dissenting scholar on the ‘New Greek N.T. 
committee.”  
 
In fact, Burgon had nothing to do with the committee that produced the Westcott-Hort Greek N.T. or 
any other Greek New Testament. 
 
2. On page 143 Mrs. Riplinger says: 
 
“Hundreds and hundreds of other examples of Roman Catholic theology in the new versions could be 
cited and are explored thoroughly in other books.” 
 
While there can be no doubt that there is a Roman Catholic connection in the modern versions, I have 
never seen any documentation to prove Mrs. Riplinger’s contention that the new versions promote 
Catholic theology in hundreds and hundreds of instances. 
 
3. On page 89 Mrs. Riplinger says, “Even NIV translator Larry Walker applauds the rejection of the 
Hebrew Old Testament for the Ugaritic wherein the gods of pantheism preside.”  
 
In fact, Walker says: 
 
“Generally, the NIV translators adopted a very conservative attitude towards the text and our 
traditional understanding of it and the Hebrew language. Noticeable in this regard is the translation of 
Job, which follows extremely closely the Masoretic (traditional Hebrew) Text and shuns many 
modern suggested emendations. Several of the translators had studied and taught Ugaritic, so they 
were familiar with the many new proposals emanating from Mitchell Dahood and his students. In 
some cases the new insights into vocabulary and grammar were accepted and incorporated into the 
translation. IN MOST CASES, for example the Psalms, THE ALMOST ENDLESS PROPOSALS BY 
DAHOOD TO RE-EDIT THE MASORETIC TEXT IN THE LIGHT OF UGARITIC AND 
NORTHWEST SEMITIC WERE REJECTED IF THE PRESENT UNDERSTANDING OF THE 
TEXT MADE GOOD SENSE. ... the NIV follows a very conservative course and rarely departs from 
the Masoretic Text” (The Making of A Contemporary Translation, pp. 127,128). 
 
We do not believe the NIV translators should have departed from the Masoretic Text even a few 
times, but the point is that Walker does not “applaud the rejection of the Hebrew Old Testament for 
the Ugaritic.” Exactly the opposite is true. 
 
4. On page 179 Mrs. Riplinger has a chart which purports to give nine instances in which the “NIV, 
NASV, et al.” translates the KJV’s “rejoicing” as “pride.”  
 
In fact, three of these are NOT translated “pride” in the NIV, but are translated “boast” and “joy” (2 
Cor. 1:12, 14; Phil. 1:26). 
 
5. The chart on page 180 says the “NASB et al.” adds words which weaken the reading of Romans 
15:1 and 1 Peter 3:3.  
 
From this statement one would think that most modern versions have this change, but, in fact, it is 



 321 

ONLY the NASB which adds the words in question. The NIV omits the words in question, as does the 
Today’s English Version, the Living Bible, the Revised Berkeley Version, and the New English Bible. 
 
6. The chart on page 182 claims the “NIV, NASB, et al.” translates 1 Corinthians 11:1 as “be 
imitators.”  
 
In fact, the NIV in 1 Corinthians 11:1 reads “follow my example.” 
 
7. The chart on page 186 claims the “NIV, NASB, et al.” deletes “God” from Galatians 1:15.  
 
In fact, the NIV has God in this verse. The same chart claims the “NIV, NASB, et al.” does not 
capitalize the word “the head” in Colossians 2:19. In fact, the NIV does capitalize the word “Head” 
here. 
 
8. The chart on page 187 says the “NIV, NASB, et al.” translates Genesis 41:38, “A man like this in 
whom is a divine spirit?”  
 
In fact, the NIV reads “Spirit of God” in this verse. 
 
9. The chart on page 187 claims the “NIV, NASB, et al.” reads “a divine being” in 1 Samuel 28:13.  
 
In fact, the NIV reads, “I see a spirit coming up out of the ground.” 
 
10. The chart on page 187 claims the “NIV, NASB, et al.” reads, “But what is the divine response” in 
Romans 11:4. 
 
In fact, the NIV reads “And what was God’s answer to him?” which is what the KJV says. 
 
11. According to the chart on p. 188, the “New Versions” omit the words “in him” in 2 Corinthians 
5:21.  
 
In fact, both the NIV and the NASB retain these words. 
 
12. On p. 129 Mrs. Riplinger claims the modern versions promote asceticism in Colossians 2:23.  
 
In fact, every modern version I checked condemns asceticism in this passage. 
 
13. According to the chart on p. 22, the new versions radically change the Bible’s teaching pertaining 
to a Christian’s attitude toward his enemies. According to Riplinger’s chart, whereas the KJV tells us 
to “bless” our enemies, the New Versions omit this and have “you ... bastard.” And whereas the KJV 
tells us to “do good” to our enemies, the New Versions omit this and have “go to hell.” And whereas 
the KJV tells us to “forgive” our enemies, the New Versions omit this and replace it with “you son of 
a bitch.”  
 
This is an amazing and gross misrepresentation of the truth. All of the modern versions teach that the 
Christian is to bless, do good to, and forgive his enemies. What about “bastard” and “son of a bitch”? 
These were expressions used in early editions of the Living Bible. They are no longer found even in 
the Living Bible, and were never used in the NIV or NASV. The critical text does remove a portion of 
Matthew 5:44, but to see in this omission what Mrs. Riplinger sees requires putting on a strange sort 
of glasses. 
 
Please understand that these are only a few examples of the types of errors that are found in Mrs. 
Riplinger’s charts. They are unreliable. 



 322 

 
FAULTY LOGIC 
 
New Age Bible Versions, from beginning to end, advances faulty logic. Mrs. Riplinger continually 
makes unequal and unfair comparisons and makes connections where no proper connections exist. 
The following are a mere representation of the almost countless illustrations which could be given of 
this. 
 
1. On pages 90-91 Riplinger cites the NIV chief editor’s Calvinism as cause to lump him into the same 
category with Charles Manson and Madam Blavatsky. 
 
“Those, like Manson, Blavatsky and the NIV’s Chief, Edwin Palmer, who see God as ‘the One’--
driving both evil and good--’call evil good’ (Isaiah 5:20). They are setting the stage for the slaughter 
of those who are saved during the tribulation.” 
 
While I reject Calvinism, I certainly cannot accept that there is any connection between the Calvinist 
and the New Age weirdoes! Charles Haddon Spurgeon was a staunch Calvinist. Did his preaching set 
the stage for the New Age? In fact, most of the King James Translators were Calvinists. 
 
2. On p. 116 Mrs. Riplinger connects the NASB translation of Acts 22:6-11 with the “light” and the 
“One” promoted by the New Age. I believe this amazing connection is entirely in Mrs. Riplinger’s 
mind. 
 
3. On p. 157 Mrs. Riplinger claims:  
 
“Bibles which omit a clear mandate against, ‘sexual intercourse on the part of unmarried persons’ 
(Webster’s ‘fornication’) leave parents defenseless in their battle for their children’s chastity. An 
anxious mother called Moody Broadcasting’s ‘Open Line’ program asking Pastor Cole where she 
could find a verse to show her son that pre-marital sex is wrong. He was unable to give one. On a 
recent 700 Club, the author of Generation at Risk was asked why sexually active Christian kids have 
no sense of guilt. He responded that there was ‘no absolute standard of scripture’ to use...”  
 
The fact is that many verses in the NIV and in most other modern versions plainly condemn pre-
marital sex. Examples are Ephesians 5:3 and Hebrews 13:4. “Marriage should be honored by all, and 
the marriage bed kept pure, for God will judge the adulterer and all the sexually immoral” (Heb. 13:4 
NIV). The problem here is not with the modern translations but with the blind and compromised 
Christian leaders who use those translations. 
 
4. On p. 192 Mrs. Riplinger says, “New versions shatter the only mirror betraying man’s seared 
conscience. Consequently ‘Christians’ can conclude with Starhawk, the New Age’s most outspoken 
witch, ‘There is nothing to be saved from.’” 
 
To say that the new versions support Starhawk’s philosophy of life is preposterous. Even the new 
versions teach plainly and repeatedly that man is a fallen sinner that needs to be saved from his sin, 
that he cannot save himself, and that salvation is through the Lord Jesus Christ. 
 
5. On p. 149 Mrs. Riplinger implements a method she calls “acrostic algebra” to remove the “sheep’s 
clothing” from the modern versions so as to “expose the brand on the hand of the wolf’s skin.”  
 
Her five-step acrostic beings with (NASV-NIV)-AV and ends with SIN. With logic like this, anything 
can be “proven.” Or maybe she intended this to be a little joke? 
 
UNPROVEN STATEMENTS 
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New Age Bible Versions contains countless statements which are entirely unsubstantiated. 
 
Consider some examples: 
 
1. On p. 190 Mrs. Riplinger says: 
 
“Only when we are in lullaby land or on the lines of the latest version does the likeness of a lovable 
man appear. Verses which mar Narcissus’ vision of himself are missing. ‘Lovable’ people, after all, 
when visited by their creator, do not strike him, accurse him, or constrain him.”  
 
To prove this contention, Riplinger notes a number of omissions and changes in the modern versions. 
The fact is that nothing she lists here proves in any way her contention. The new versions DO plainly 
show man’s mistreatment of Jesus Christ and DO condemn man’s love of self. For example, in 
Matthew 27:28-30 the NIV reads: 
 
“They stripped him and put a scarlet robe on him, and then wove a crown of thorns and set it on his 
head. They put a staff in his right hand and knelt in front of him and mocked him. ‘Hail, King of the 
Jews!’ they said. They spit on him, and took the staff and struck him on the head again and again.” 
 
2. On p. 125 Mrs. Riplinger says: 
 
“These versions leave their readers open to popular New Age books like The Aquarian Gospel of 
Jesus the Christ, which advises, ‘[E]nter fully into the spirit of the God of Forces’ (p. 16).” 
 
The supposed proof for this amazing statement is the “NIV, NASB et al.” translation of Daniel 11:36-
39 which says the antichrist will “honor a god of fortresses” instead of the KJV reading of “honor the 
God of forces.” With logic like this I contend that one can make ANY statement one pleases about 
ANYTHING whatsoever and support it by ANY fact about ANYTHING regardless of whether or not 
there is the slightest connection between the statement and the fact! I studied the Aquarian Gospel 
when I was following Hinduism prior to my conversion in 1973. I can assure you that the new 
versions, as corrupt as they are, DO NOT leave their readers open to the Aquarian Gospel or to 
Hinduism.  
 
3. On p. 167 Mrs. Riplinger says, “New versions foster the phoney [sic] faith teachers which flood the 
media.”  
 
There is no proof given for this contention. The phony faith teachers don’t even need a Bible. They 
have prophecies and tongues and visions and “a word from the Lord”! They don’t prove their phony 
teachings by modern version corruptions, but by twisting the Bible to say what they want it to say. 
Many of the phony faith teachers, in fact, still use the King James Bible.  
 
MRS. RIPLINGER’S AMAZING STATEMENTS 
 
Let me also say that I have found some of Mrs. Riplinger’s statements pertaining to her work to be 
amazing and frightful.  
 
On page 34 of New Age Bible Versions she mentions Dr. Wilbur Pickering’s book The Identity of the 
New Testament Text and says, “He set the stage for, THIS THE FINAL PAGE, closing ‘the cover’ on 
new versions.” Thus Mrs. Riplinger points to her own book as THE FINAL PAGE which will close 
the cover on the new versions. Amazing. And I thought Peter Ruckman had already thrown THE 
LAST GRENADE!  
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In a Pentecostal paper titled The End Times and Victorious Living, January-February 1994, Mrs. 
Riplinger gives her testimony. She says, “EACH DISCOVERY WAS NOT THE RESULT OF 
EFFORT ON MY PART, BUT OF THE DIRECT HAND OF GOD--so much so that I hesitated to 
even put my name on the book. Consequently, I used G.A. Riplinger, which signifies to me, GOD 
AND RIPLINGER--God as author and Riplinger as secretary.”  
 
Even the most radical charismatic prophets hesitate to use such intemperate language. 
 
ENDORSEMENTS WHICH ARE NOT ENDORSEMENTS 
 
Mrs. Riplinger’s promotional materials list three men as endorsing her book who do not actually 
endorse it. These are Dave Hunt, Henry Morris, and S. Frank Logsdon.  
 
Dave Hunt, on being questioned about his supposed endorsement of New Age Bible Versions, said: 
 
“The ‘endorsement’ came about based on a phone conversation I had with the author upon receiving 
her manuscript. As she explained various aspects of her book, I commented that if she could document 
what she was telling me, she would be doing a great service to the church. I also told her that the 
impressive form of the manuscript itself should help her with publishers since they rarely receive 
manuscripts that well done. Somehow bits of our conversation ended up as an ‘endorsement’ of a 
book which I haven’t even read: ‘You have done a great service to the church. ... Publishers never 
receive books this well done.’ The publisher was contacted and agreed to remove my name from all 
promotional copy. However, some who are promoting the book independently have continued to use 
what they mistakenly believe is my endorsement.”  
 
Hunt’s The Berean Call magazine has made the following statement about New Age Bible Versions:  
 
“The book not only misses the author’s professed marks, it seriously undermines her credibility and 
brings her integrity into question. ... She starts off misrepresenting people and continues to do so 
throughout the entire book. ... Time and space will not allow for more than a sampling of the hundreds 
of mistakes in Riplinger’s 690-page book.” 
 
Henry Morris, in a letter “To Whom It May Concern” dated February 28, 1994, stated:  
 
“Since a number have inquired about my ‘endorsement’ of Gail Riplinger’s book, I have requested--
and she has agreed--not to use this statement in any future printing of the book or in any promotional 
literature. ... She did devote several years of diligent research to this project and I believe has 
compiled much worthwhile material in the book. Unfortunately, there is also some misleading 
material.”  
 
A statement by Frank Logsdon is included under the Comments section of the promotional flyer for 
New Age Bible Versions. Logsdon’s statement follows that of Texe Marrs, John Barela, and Henry 
Morris. One is therefore led to believe that Frank Logsdon, who is listed as “co-founder NASB,” is 
writing in support of Mrs. Riplinger’s book. In fact, Logsdon has been dead for many years and knew 
nothing about New Age Bible Versions. Logsdon did come out in support of the Received Text and of 
the King James Bible, but this is not to say that he would have endorsed Mrs. Riplinger’s view on the 
subject. I have researched Logsdon’s life and his position on the Bible version issue. In fact I was the 
first one to publish Logsdon’s views on the King James Bible in print, and I find it extremely doubtful 
that he would have supported Riplinger’s approach to this debate.  
 
A DIVORCED WOMAN PREACHER 
 
Like Peter Ruckman, Mrs. Riplinger has been divorced twice and married thrice. The following 
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information is from http://www.avpublications.org/ 
 
Riplinger was born Gail Anne Ludwig in Columbus, Ohio, at Mount Carmel Hospital, She is the only 
child of Wilson and Helen (Frech) Ludwig. 
 
She was married the first time in 1969 to a man named Latessa and divorced from him in February 
1975. Her second married was in 1976 to a man named Kaleda, and they were divorced in August 
1984. Her third marriage was contracted only two months after the second divorce.  
 
Divorce References: 
 
Divorce Case #74-DR-1543, State of Ohio (Mahoning County), Latessa (Ludwig) Vs. Latessa, 
Division of Domestic Relations, February 12, 1975. Records can be ontained from the Mahoning 
County Clerk, 120 Market Street, 2nd Floor, Youngstown, OH 44503. Riplinger's birthdate and place 
of birth found on Ohio Marriage Record. Her former name: Gail Anne Latessa 
 
Divorce Case #84-CV-0652, State of Ohio (Portage County), Kaleda (Ludwig) Vs. Kaleda, Court of 
Common Pleas Domestic Relations, August 6, 1984. Records can be obtained from the Portage 
County Court, P.O. Box 1035, Ravenna, OH 44266. Riplinger's birthdate and place of birth found on 
Ohio Marriage Record. Her former name: Gail Anne Kaleda 
 
Here are all three of her marriage records: 
 
Marriage Record #61989, Trumbull County, Ohio Probate Court, 1969; Gail Anne Latessa  
 
Marriage Record #45789, Portage County, Ohio Probate Court, 1976; Gail Anne Kaleda  
 
Marriage Record #59311, Summit County, Ohio Probate Court, 1984; Gail Anne Riplinger 
 
Mrs. Riplinger ignores 1 Timothy 2:12 and has taught men in many forums. She has preached on the 
Bible version issue in churches to mixed congregations.  
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Some might be thinking, “Why are you defending the modern versions? Aren’t they corrupt?” Yes, 
the modern versions are corrupt, and I AM NOT defending them. I am against error, though, 
regardless of where it appears. We do not have the right to make false statements even about the devil 
himself. When our speaking and writing is filled with error of fact and is characterized by shoddy 
research and indefensible extremism, we discredit our position.  
 
I am not saying there is no good in New Age Bible Versions. The book contains some helpful insights 
and it documents the frightful corruption of the modern versions, but it also is filled with illogical and 
improper statements which have the effect of discrediting everything the author says that is true. 
 
There is no reason, friends, to promote a book like this when there are so many dependable volumes 
which defend the preserved Word of God and expose the error of the modern versions. See our article 
“A Basic Bible Version Library” at the Way of Life web site for suggestions. 
 
PART II 
RESPONSE TO THE NEW AGE BIBLE VERSION CRITIQUE 
 
The review of New Age Bible Versions has stirred up a lot of response, and while many comments 
were kind and positive, quite a few were very ugly. Consider some excerpts which illustrate the broad 
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range of responses: 
 
“Sadly, your article was an attempt to defame, discredit, to assassinate the character of the author. ... 
There is no generosity of spirit in your article. No attempt to assist or inspire. Only criticism, ridicule, 
and smear. ... So now you have found the respect you perhaps sought from the intellectual and 
philosophical crowd. You now can take your place in the establishment, David, You’ve made it.” --
Austin, Texas 
 
“I think you did an exemplary job in reviewing the book honestly while maintaining the spirit of 
Christianity.” --Verona, Pennsylvania 
 
“I did send to America to get a copy of this book [New Age Bible Versions] and on checking many 
times with a copy of the N.I.V. which I have I did not find there was agreement each time. So though I 
read it right through, I treated it with reservations. Later I discovered the book was written by a 
woman (there is nothing on the book to signify the author was a woman just initials and a name). Had 
I known I would not have bought it as women are forbidden to teach [to a general audience containing 
men] and therefore a very good chance of it containing errors.” --Sussex, England 
 
“Your critique of Gail Riplinger’s book is objective, thorough, and educational. I sensed, in your 
critique, a genuine love for the brethren and for truth and accuracy.” --Oak Park, Illinois 
 
“Just read your article on Riplinger’s book and concur with your findings. I do feel badly about all the 
errors, as we can always use as much support as we can get.” --Grand Rapids, Michigan 
 
“This will readily cause joy in Satan’s camp; Mrs. Riplinger has to be influenced/or an agent of the 
enemy.” --Farmdale, Ohio 
 
“My heart is truly broken over all that has been said and printed. Only the Lord knows the true 
damage that has been done and how much is irreparable. I believe it has caused great ‘set back’ to the 
efforts of those trying to get the truth of ‘which Bible’ to this dying world. Mr. Cloud, it is now hard 
to know where you stand. I am reading New Age Bible Versions. I am not checking and comparing 
every word as I am trusting the Holy Spirit to impart to me any ‘important’ quote that is not true to 
His Word.” --Greenville, South Carolina 
 
“Have you lost your vision of why you write this paper? [You are] sowing discord among brethren. I 
question your statement that you ‘do not have any sympathy with the modern versions.’ The fact that 
you studied the Aquarian Gospel when you were following Americanized Hinduism prior to your 
conversion could have been a bad seed sown. You are defending the corrupt versions. Her entire book 
was to rebuke those who contribute to other versions (such as Dave Hunt). Where and with whom do 
YOU stand? ... God bless Texe Marrs. Shame on you!” --Greenville, South Carolina 
 
“Your article has caused much division among the believers. I do not believe it was used to defend the 
KJV but to destroy God’s true Bible. Also could there be some jealousy on your part? Since so many 
copies have been sold [of New Age Bible Versions]. turning people to the false versions. ... In the past 
He used women in the Bible and He will use women today too. ... I pray the Holy Spirit will guide and 
lead you in this matter to make things right with our sister Gail Riplinger. ... You can’t straddle the 
fence, and get away with it forever. Payday will come.” --Deland, Florida 
 
“I, and many others, still feel that you owe her [Mrs. Riplinger] a WRITTEN apology for the OPEN 
REBUKE and the DIVISION that your article caused. ... This might be a good place to ask you, 
‘Where DO you stand on inspiration? Do you believe in WORD FOR WORD translation, or do you 
stand where Dave Hunt stands. There are a lot of us who want to know--are you with Dr. Waite and 
the other defenders of the K.J.V.--or do you stand with Dave Hunt on ‘just preferring’ the K.J.V.?” --
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Greenville, South Carolina 
 
“Someone who can’t see the numerous Catholic slants in the new versions ... couldn’t see a bowling 
ball in a bathtub at high noon on a sunny day. ... Either way Riplinger is right and you are wrong. ... 
You must believe anything with the word Bible on the cover is satisfactory. ... You greatly 
underestimate the damages Satan can wreak using new versions to spread false, eastern religion. ... Ah 
ha! A water balloon tossed at Ruckman! Could this be your motive for publishing this? Something 
against Ruckman? ... You were guilty of a bit of puffing yourself in the beginning ... so don’t be too 
hard on Riplinger for perhaps committing a similar indiscretion. Good for a hypocritical gander. ... 
Your attack on G.A. Riplinger’s book was unnecessarily venomous.” --Oshkosh, Wisconsin 
 
“I find that you uphold and support the ones who invented the bastard translations of new versions. 
Moreover, I find your lack of reasoning ludicrous. ... Take your stick horse and run along to the 
Vaticanus playground.” --Copan, Oklahoma 
 
“We have found that those who promote this book [New Age Bible Versions] tend to be very divisive 
and those who become persuaded by this book (instead of by proper evidence) fall into the same trap 
of being divisive.” --Roseville, Minnesota 
 
Pretty wild ride, huh? In replying to these and similar e-communications I made the following 
observations: 
 
First, let me reaffirm that I believe the King James Bible is an accurate translation of the 
preserved Greek and Hebrew text and is the inspired Word of God. I do not merely prefer it; I 
accept it ALONE among English translations as the inspired Word of God. ALL other English 
versions are corrupt. I daily praise the Lord for a dependable Bible. To say that there are inaccuracies 
in Mrs. Riplinger’s book is not the same as promoting the modern versions.  
 
Second, those who took my article as a personal attack upon the book’s author did not read my 
review carefully. Why can’t we deal with facts and leave the personality thing out of it? Many refuse 
to do this, though. Friends, don’t make more of this matter than should be made of it. My review of 
Mrs. Riplinger’s book was just that and nothing more. It was not an attack on Mrs. Riplinger. It was 
not a defense of Dave Hunt or of anyone else. It was a warning to be careful in using her book. Period. 
 
Third, I realize that some good men stand behind Mrs. Riplinger’s book. I have no quarrel with 
anyone who does. The book makes many good points. As I said in the beginning of my review. I am 
thankful for every person who rejects the modern versions because of Mrs. Riplinger’s book. 
 
Fourth, my motive in printing a review of New Age Bible Versions was nothing more 
complicated or sinister than the fact that I wanted to disassociate my name from the book. Mrs. 
Riplinger had recommended us in her book, and I have had to write many letters explaining my 
position. I decided to put it in print. I also wanted to warn people about the mistakes. I have heard and 
read a number of quotations from the book which are patently untrue. Does this type of thing not 
matter? 
 
Fifth, I do agree with Mrs. Riplinger’s position that there is a connection between the modern 
versions and the New Age. I stated in the review: “I have no doubt that there is a demonic 
involvement in the modern versions. I believe one can trace a clear line of demonic deception 
stretching from Origen to Tischendorf to Metzger.” 
 
Sixth, I did write to Mrs. Riplinger in an attempt to get her feedback before I printed my 
review. On June 12, 1994, I sent the review to Mrs. Riplinger, but 13 years have passed and I have yet 
to receive any personal communication from her.  
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Seventh, I do not agree with men who only prefer the King James Bible and who refuse to label 
the modern versions as corrupted. Some have claimed that I have sided with Dave Hunt or with 
some other man who does not have a firm position on the King James Bible. This is a figment of their 
fertile imagination. I have sided with no one against the King James Bible. Dave Hunt used me as a 
reference in his paper on this issue. That was his decision, not mine. He recommended that his readers 
write to us, knowing that we would send each of those people a catalog of all of our materials which 
defend the King James Bible. I have no connection with The Berean Call, except for the fact that I do 
appreciate many of the things they stand for. On the issue of Bible Versions, I have always made it 
plain in O Timothy that there are differences between Dave Hunt and me. I appreciate the fact that he 
has come out in support of the Received Text and against the modern versions in a general sense, and 
I have mentioned this in our paper, but this does not mean that I stand with him exactly in this matter. 
 
Eighth, in a similar vein, on June 25, 1994, I wrote to T.A. McMahon, who works with Dave 
Hunt, and said: “The problem with many of the reviews of Riplinger’s book that I have seen is 
that they are written from a perspective sympathetic to the critical text, and their gloating over 
the opportunity to devastate the writing of a KJV-defender is only thinly veiled. The fact is that many 
of those involved with the critical text (from Griesbach to Metzger) HAVE BEEN apostate in their 
theology. To me, one of the clearest reasons to reject the modern versions is that they flow from the 
end-time apostasy which can be traced to the German rationalism adopted by men such as the editors 
of the English Revised Version of 1881. The King James Bible flows from revival; the modern 
versions flow from apostasy. This can be documented, yet those who promote the modern versions 
refuse to acknowledge this pertinent fact.” 
 
Finally, I stand behind my review. I said, “I cannot recommend New Age Bible Versions. There are 
many good points made in the book, but it is so marred by error, carelessness, and faulty logic that it 
cannot be used as a dependable resource.” I stand behind that observation and I am more convinced 
than ever that the review should have been published. 
 
I must note that there are some on the KJV bandwagon who are real nuts, and they always come out of 
the woodwork in a time like this. If we can’t get along with anyone and are living in a constant state of 
strife and anger, we are not living in accordance with the very Bible we claim to defend.  
 
“And the servant of the Lord must not strive; but be gentle unto all men, apt to teach, PATIENT, IN 
MEEKNESS instructing those that oppose themselves; if God peradventure will give them repentance 
to the acknowledging of the truth; and that they may recover themselves out of the snare of the devil, 
who are taken captive by him at his will” (2 Tim. 2:24-26). 
 
“Who is a wise man and endued with knowledge among you? let him shew out of a good conversation 
his works WITH MEEKNESS OF WISDOM. But if he have bitter envying and strife in your hearts, 
glory not, and lie not against the truth. This wisdom descendeth not from above, but is earthly, 
sensual, devilish. For where envying and strife is, there is confusion and every evil work. But the 
wisdom that is from above is first pure, then PEACEABLE, GENTLE, and easy to be intreated, FULL 
OF MERCY and good fruits, without partiality, and without hypocrisy. And the fruit of righteousness 
is sown IN PEACE of them that make peace” (James 3:13-18). 
 
That is from the King James Bible, folks.  
 
PART III 
GAIL RIPLINGER’S FERTILE IMAGINATION 
 
In 1994 I was asked by many to critique a book titled New Age Bible Versions by Gail Riplinger. I 
was keen to do so because she had recommended our ministry and we were getting letters from her 
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readers. I wanted to see what type of book she had written. As I read the book and attempted to 
examine the documents she cited, I found that she frequently misused and twisted quotations by 
others. I wrote a review of the book and sent it first to Mrs. Riplinger. My cover letter was dated June 
12, 1994. It consisted of one paragraph, as follows: 
 
“Christian greetings in the lovely name of the Lord Jesus Christ. Dr. D.A. Waite in New Jersey 
suggested that I write to you about some problems I have found in your book New Age Bible 
Versions. Sometime back he asked me what I thought of the book and I told him that I had found 
some problems, but that I had only read a few pages. I started the book last year, but put it aside in 
December in order to give my full attention to completing our Way of Life Encyclopedia of the Bible 
& Christianity. Now that this project is complete, I have again picked up your book. I am finding lots 
of problems and errors, though, and I would like to know what you think of the enclosed. The Lord’s 
blessing and grace be with you.” 
 
She has never replied personally to my correspondence, and I have not made another attempt to 
contact her. I printed the review in O Timothy, Volume 11, Issue 8, 1994, which was mailed out at the 
end of August of that year. I summarized my conclusion in regard to her book as follows: 
 
“Let me say very plainly at the outset of this article, I do not believe New Age Bible Versions is a 
dangerous book; I believe it is an undependable book. I agree with Mrs. Riplinger that the multiplicity 
of modern versions has caused great spiritual damage. At the same time, I have decided I must warn 
our readers of the many errors we have found in New Age Bible Versions. ... Some might be thinking, 
‘Why are you defending the modern versions? Aren’t they corrupt?’ Yes, the modern versions are 
corrupt, and I am not defending them. I am against error, though, regardless of where it appears. We 
do not have the right to make false statements even about the devil himself. When our speaking and 
writing is filled with error of fact and is characterized by shoddy research and indefensible extremism, 
we discredit our entire position. I am not saying there is no good in New Age Bible Versions. The 
book contains many helpful insights and it documents the frightful corruption of the modern versions, 
but it also is filled with illogical and improper statements which have the effect of discrediting 
everything the author says that is true. There is no reason, friends, to promote a book like this when 
there are so many dependable volumes which defend the preserved Word of God and expose the error 
of the modern versions. We would recommend the following: Defending the King James Bible by 
D.A. Waite and Forever Settled by Jack Moorman. For a smaller overview we recommend Jack 
Moorman’s Modern Bibles: The Dark Secret. [These are available from Bible for Today, 900 Park 
Ave., Collingswood, NJ 08108.]” 
 
Instead of addressing me personally and communicating with me about my concerns, Mrs. Riplinger 
included me in a subsequent book entitled Blind Guides. It was published in 1995. The section dealing 
with me includes a mockup of the O Timothy magazine banner, but instead of saying “O Timothy,” it 
says “O Madmen.” And instead of the excerpt from 1 Timothy 6:20, “keep that which is committed to 
thy trust,” she has an excerpt from Psalm 52:4, “O thou deceitful tongue.” The entire article is 
characterized by this type of vicious and malicious slander. 
 
Mrs. Riplinger’s critique begins with these edifying words: “Another David whose spiritual adulteries 
‘help the ungodly’ (II Chron. 19:2 and II Sam. 12:14) is David Cloud. Like a thundercloud, his 
critique of the book is more noise than substance--simply another nebulous attempt to obscure the 
light. His torrential downpour of rhetoric, when examined, is as vaporous as a fog cloud. ... Cloud has 
hammered a framed picture of himself--his final authority--above the altar of his opinion, his 
newsletter.” 
 
It would be a waste of time to print more of it. I will let you in on a little secret, though. She is just as 
careless and undependable in Blind Guides as she was in New Age Bible Versions. Her supposed 
critique of my review misses the point consistently. As I read her review, I found myself asking, “Can 
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she be serious here? Is she joking?” But no, she is not joking. The lady is very serious. She ignores 
what I said and erects a straw man which she handily and gleefully shreds apart.  
 
Her review is so incredibly wrong-minded I have no intention of responding to it. It would be like 
responding to a child who has told me that there is a man in the moon. How do you respond to 
nonsense? Any serious reply I would attempt to give would only bring forth more vitriolic nonsense. 
How can I take someone seriously who lies about me in such an incredible way--apparently with a 
straight face!  
 
In reviewing Mrs. Riplinger’s lengthy writings, we wonder what the Lord thinks of this woman who 
has taken it upon herself to teach, correct, mock, and rebuke men? Does the Bible not forbid this?  
 
“But I suffer not a woman to teach, nor to usurp authority over the man, but to be in silence” (1 
Timothy 2:12).  
 
One man who wrote to me about Mrs. Riplinger said:  
 
“It would be one thing if you were in the new version crowd, attacking her work because it exposed 
doctrinal heresy on your part. Her charges would then be founded on solid ground. But in everything 
I’ve read in recent months in O Timothy, as well as the materials I have purchased from Bible Baptist 
Church Publications, nothing has indicated to me that you have anything but total dedication to the 
King James Bible, and its underlying texts.” 
 
This man is correct. I do have total dedication to the Authorized Version. I have not corrected or 
questioned one word of it. I have warned of those who do. The very fact that Mrs. Riplinger and some 
of her supporters have questioned my faith in the KJV and have mocked me as if I were some sort of 
unbeliever is evidence that they are incapable of making sound judgments. 
 
PART IV 
GAIL RIPLINGER’S SLANDERS 
 
The following was first published in Way of Life Literature’s Fundamental Baptist Information 
Service, May 19, 1996: 
 
In 1995 Mrs. Gail Riplinger, author of New Age Bible Versions, included this editor in a book entitled 
Blind Guides. The section dealing with David Cloud includes a mockup of the O Timothy magazine 
banner, but instead of saying “O Timothy,” it says “O Madmen.” And instead of the excerpt from 1 
Timothy 6:20, “keep that which is committed to thy trust,” she has an excerpt from Psalm 52:4, “O 
thou deceitful tongue.” The entire article is characterized by this type of vicious and malicious slander. 
 
In 1994 I had been asked by many to critique a book entitled New Age Bible Versions (published in 
1993). The author was listed as “G.A. Riplinger.” We soon learned that this is a woman named Gail 
Anne. As I read the book and attempted to examine the documents she cited, I found that she 
frequently misused and twisted quotations by others. I wrote a review of the book and sent it first to 
Mrs. Riplinger. My cover letter was dated June 12, 1994. It consisted of one paragraph, as follows: 
 
“Christian greetings in the lovely name of the Lord Jesus Christ. Dr. D.A. Waite in New Jersey 
suggested that I write to you about some problems I have found in your book New Age Bible 
Versions. Sometime back he asked me what I thought of the book and I told him that I had found 
some problems, but that I had only read a few pages. I started the book last year, but put it aside in 
December in order to give my full attention to completing our Way of Life Encyclopedia of the Bible 
& Christianity. Now that this project is complete, I have again picked up your book. I am finding lots 
of problems and errors, though, and I would like to know what you think of the enclosed. The Lord’s 



 331 

blessing and grace be with you” (Letter from D.W. Cloud to Gail Riplinger, June 12, 1994). 
 
She has never replied personally to my correspondence, and I have not made another attempt to 
contact her. I printed the review in O Timothy, Volume 11, Issue 8, 1994, which was mailed out at the 
end of August of that year. I summarized my conclusion in regard to her book as follows: 
 
“Let me say very plainly at the outset of this article, I do not believe New Age Bible Versions is a 
dangerous book; I believe it is an undependable book. I agree with Mrs. Riplinger that the multiplicity 
of modern versions has caused great spiritual damage. At the same time, I have decided I must warn 
our readers of the many errors we have found in New Age Bible Versions. ... Some might be thinking, 
‘Why are you defending the modern versions? Aren’t they corrupt?’ Yes, the modern versions are 
corrupt, and I am not defending them. I am against error, though, regardless of where it appears. We 
do not have the right to make false statements even about the devil himself. When our speaking and 
writing is filled with error of fact and is characterized by shoddy research and indefensible extremism, 
we discredit our entire position. I am not saying there is no good in New Age Bible Versions. The 
book contains many helpful insights and it documents the frightful corruption of the modern versions, 
but it also is filled with illogical and improper statements which have the effect of discrediting 
everything the author says that is true. There is no reason, friends, to promote a book like this when 
there are so many dependable volumes which defend the preserved Word of God and expose the error 
of the modern versions. We would recommend the following: Defending the King James Bible by 
D.A. Waite and Forever Settled by Jack Moorman. For a smaller overview we recommend Jack 
Moorman’s Modern Bibles: The Dark Secret. [These are available from Bible for Today, 900 Park 
Ave., Collingswood, NJ 08108.]” (D.W. Cloud, “New Age Bible Versions: A Critique,” O Timothy, 
Volume 11, Issue 8, 1994). 
 
Many have been confused by these articles. I have claimed that Mrs. Riplinger is careless and her 
writings undependable. She claims that I am careless and undependable--among many other things!  
 
For those who find themselves confused by all of this, let me say that you will not the truth of these 
matters unless you are willing to look into it for yourself. If you read my books and articles and find 
that I question the Authorized Version, that I doubt it in any sense whatsoever, then she is right in 
grouping me with other Bible deniers. If, on the other hand, you find that I have not doubted the AV, 
she is proven to be a slanderer and a liar. I have written a brief reply to her slanderous article on me. 
 
HERE I WILL LIST A FEW OF THE SLANDERS SHE STATED IN HER ARTICLE ABOUT ME.  
 
SLANDER #1 -- “Cloud confessed in a personal letter to me (Letter dated June 12, 1994, p. 6) that in 
India he had used, ‘a Westcott-Hort Bible; it was a modern version; yet God used the truth in that 
Bible...’ a solid, self-governing, self-supporting, self-propagating New Testament Church.’ She then 
says, “Yet in his earlier days he said ‘this very Bible has been one of the root causes for the great 
weakness and confusion which exists among many Nepali churches to this hour’ (Cloud, Is the 
English Language Provincial?, p. 22). Was the church it built ‘solid’ or weak? The terms are 
contradictory and mutually exclusive” (Riplinger, Blind Guides, p. 22). 
 
This is an incredible bunch of half-truths that are twisted entirely out of shape and made to appear to 
mean something other than what the author intended. Gail Riplinger has never seen fit to reply to my 
first letter so I have not persisted in trying to communicate directly with her. I have never said 
anything directly to Mrs. Riplinger about the Bible we used in Nepal. Possibly she is quoting from the 
first unpublished edition of my critique of her book which I sent to her, but she writes as if that were a 
part of my personal letter to her and that I was actually boasting something to her.  
 
She says I boasted about using a Westcott-Hort Bible “in India,” but my church-planing work was not 
in India; it was in Nepal. She claims there is a contradiction in my statements about the church we 
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started in Nepal and the Nepali Bible, whereas there is no contradiction whatsoever. In one statement I 
was referring to the church, singular, that we started. In the other statement I was referring to the 
churches, plural, in Nepal. The church we started was doctrinally and spiritual solid, but that, in my 
opinion, was because of the teaching we gave that church and it was IN SPITE of the weakness of the 
existing standard Nepali Bible, not BECAUSE of it. On the other hand, the churches in general in 
Nepal are weak, and I do believe that one of the reasons for this is the condition of the Nepali Bible. 
That was what I was stating in the book that Gail cites. Mrs. Riplinger treats me like she treats others. 
She takes things out of context and puts things together from various sources which should not be put 
together. By so abusing my words, she does not make a liar out of me; she makes a liar out of herself.  
 
I have paid a heavy price in Asia for my stand for the Authorized Version and the Received Text, and 
I have stood practically alone in my zeal to see a pure Bible in that language, and for this woman now 
to claim that I have boasted of starting a strong church through a Westcott-Hort Bible is a great 
wickedness which I believe she will answer for at the judgment seat of Christ.  
 
The standard Nepali Bible is based largely on the English Revised Version. We did use it to establish 
a church. There was nothing else to use. We had great battles with the Bible Society in Nepal and the 
one in India and they tried to destroy my ministry. They actually brought together an ecclesiastical 
trial and brought 11 or 12 charges against me. They demanded that we stop our work and leave the 
country. We did not leave until many years later, but that was their demand. They told many lies about 
me in an effort to discredit our ministry. The charges had to do largely with causing division in the 
“body of Christ in Nepal,” but the thing that brought all of that to a head was our public opposition to 
the Bible Societies’ work in South Asia and their corrupt translations. In our own church planting 
work we corrected the standard Nepali Bible and educated the people about Bible texts and 
translations in general to prepare them for a proper translation. We stood alone in this endeavor in the 
1980s to educate the Nepali people about Bible texts and versions. We labored all along to produce a 
Nepali Bible based on the KJV. Our Nepali KJV New Testament was completed several years ago. 
The Old Testament is still in progress.  
 
SLANDER #2 -- Cloud would replace the Holy Bible with a Holey Bible, with 1000’s of spiritual 
loopholes through which to fall” (Riplinger, Blind Guides, p. 31).  
 
Every person who has written to me after reading Mrs. Riplinger’s slanders has gotten the idea that I 
am a Bible corrector, that I somehow secretly support the new versions, that I do not have a solid faith 
in the English Authorized Version and in its underlying text. This is because of Mrs. Riplinger’s lies 
about me which have darkened the minds of many people. She has lumped me in with men who 
support the modern versions. My attempt to correct some of Mrs. Riplinger’s statements about modern 
versions was not an underhanded way of supporting those versions.  
 
If Mrs. Riplinger says something about the NIV that is not correct, and I attempt to correct that 
statement, I am not thereby raising a flag for the NIV. Mrs. Riplinger implied that the editor of the 
NIV denies the deity of Christ. I stated simply that the man does not deny the deity of Christ and that 
it is wrong to imply that he does. Mrs. Riplinger has made the incredible leap of reason whereby I am 
now allegedly defending the man and his work.  
 
Anyone who has actually read my writings will know how ridiculous this is. I have never defended 
New Evangelicals or their Bibles. I have stated that New Evangelicalism is a form of apostasy. At the 
same time, I don’t believe it is correct to put words in the mouths of men which they have not actually 
stated. I support absolutely none of the modern English versions. I don’t support the RV or the RSV or 
the NASV or the NEB or the NIV or the LB or the TEV. I believe they are all perversions of the Word 
of God. I also do not support the NKJV or the 21st Century KJV or the King James Bible II. My stand 
for the Authorized Version as my final authority is evident in my writings on this subject.  
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One man asked if I support any changes in the KJV and if I believe “easter” in Acts 12:4 is accurate. I 
replied, “I do not believe any changes need to be made in the KJV nor do I believe any changes should 
be made in the KJV. The word ‘easter’ in Acts 12:4 is an accurate translation which can be traced 
back to Tyndale.” In my original critique of New Age Bible Versions I recommended two works on 
Bible versions: Defending the King James Bible by D.A. Waite and Forever Settled by Jack 
Moorman. Both of these works present the King James Bible as the preserved Word of God. Mrs. 
Riplinger has slandered me by implying that I support the new versions and that I question the AV. 
 
SLANDER #3 -- “If Cloud is going to present himself as a scholar or an expert on bible translation, 
he needs to visit a garage sale and 1) buy a Webster’s Dictionary 2) get a collection of various bible 
translations. He is an embarrassment to his followers” (Riplinger, Blind Guides, p. 26).  
 
I do not present myself as a scholar or as an expert on Bible translation. Mrs. Riplinger should read 
my writings. But I do have the equipment to do proper research into this topic. I have dozens of 
dictionaries, including Webster’s 1828. I have an extensive collection of Bible translations. Some 
knowledgeable men have said that I have one of the best private collections of material on Bible texts 
and versions in America. I have spent thousands of dollars on this endeavor. I have spent as much as 
$1000 on one book. Mrs. Riplinger will probably use this statement as “evidence” of my boasting, but 
the Lord knows I am not boasting; I am stating a simple fact. My goal in building this library has been 
to obtain ready access to the relevant material so I can make an informed opinion on various aspects 
of this important subject SO I CAN DEFEND THE PRESERVED WORD OF GOD, THE 
AUTHORIZED VERSION AND ITS UNDERLYING TEXT.  
 
SLANDER #4 -- “Cloud’s superficial analysis and understanding is characteristic of those who spend 
little time analyzing ‘every word of God” (Riplinger, Blind Guides, p. 27). 
 
This is a gross lie. For 34 years my chief aim has been to analyze every word of God. Those who 
know me will testify of this. I have spent hours a day in this blessed endeavor. My Way of Life 
Encyclopedia of the Bible & Christianity is one of the fruits of my pursuit of the meaning of the words 
of God. I had one chief aim in publishing such a Bible study tool, and that was to help God’s people 
better understand and love the very words of God. That Encyclopedia is based strictly upon the words 
of the Authorized Version and absolutely no shadow of doubt is cast upon any word in the AV. It is 
my position that those are the very words of God. I dedicated the Encyclopedia with these words:  
 
“DEDICATED TO Dr. Bruce Lackey (1934-1988), who, as a Pastor and as the Dean of Tennessee 
Temple Bible School, helped a generation of preachers to understand and love the Word of God. No 
man helped me more in this most crucial area of life. Though he read his beloved Greek New 
Testament [Received Text] every day, he never caused his students or his congregation to question the 
God-honored English Bible. He was a Bible teacher, not a Bible critic.”  
 
This dedication expresses the heart of a man Mrs. Riplinger labels a “blind guide.” The Bible says 
woe unto them who call good evil and evil good, Mrs. Riplinger. 
 
SLANDER #5 -- “Today’s blind leaders like Cloud, have a new beam in their eye--the hypnotic beam 
of light from their TV or computer screen. Cloud’s cohorts confess they cannot wean him from his 
screen long enough to read The Life & Letters of B.F. Westcott” (Riplinger, Blind Guides, p. 26). 
 
This is a lie. I have an original printing of The Life and Letters of Brooke Foss Westcott by his son 
Arthur, and I have read the two volumes of this work. I don’t know who Gail is referring to as 
“Cloud’s cohorts” but they obviously are misrepresenting themselves and don’t really know me. As 
for “Cloud’s cohorts” confessing they cannot get me away from the computer screen long enough to 
do something else, that is nonsense. I do not know who gave such a report to Riplinger, but the person 
who said it does not know me and is a liar.  
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SLANDER #6 -- “... Cloud’s lack of familiarity with the day-to-day teachings of a Catholic parish 
and his shallowness of research in that area ...” (Riplinger, Blind Guides, p. 25). 
 
This is a lie. I have an extensive knowledge of Catholicism and a very excellent library on this subject, 
with roughly 200 works which were published in centuries prior to this present one, and hundreds 
more from this century (which in turn contain firsthand material from previous centuries). I have done 
diligent research into the history of Romanism, as well as into its present status. I have visited 
Catholic parishes in many parts of the world, attended mass in half a dozen countries, visited famous 
Catholic shrines, visited Rome three times, interviewed priests and nuns, studied the relevant Catholic 
documents, such as Trent, Vatican I, Vatican II, and the New Catholic Catechism. My knowledge of 
this subject is respected and used by men who are former Catholic priests and who have ministries to 
Roman Catholics. 
 
SLANDER #7 -- “Yet the dust Cloud raises, as he stomps his feet, blinds him as he misreads the 
chart’s title. ... a yearling like Cloud who is still trying to figure out how to get the milk out of the 
bowl. ... Clouds have always been a deterrent to astronomers and those hoping to catch a glimpse of 
the heavenly city. ... Cloud’s five ‘I’ statements, about his accomplishments, are reminiscent of 
Lucifer (Is. 14). ... Clouds constantly change their shape depending on how much ‘heat’ comes their 
way. Pilots know that Clouds are dense and full of hot air; consequently, they detour around them 
when they can. I’d recommend the same course” (Riplinger, Blind Guides, pp. 27, 30, 32, 34). 
 
Gail’s article about me is filled with this type of childish miscaricature, but it is typical of the way she 
approaches her subjects. 
 
PART VI 
MY POSITION ON THE KING JAMES BIBLE 
 
My position on the King James Bible is a matter of public record. Some persist in misrepresenting me, 
though. I am amazed, in fact, at the lies which have been spread about what I am alleged to believe 
about the KJV. It might be profitable to publish answers to a couple of the questions which have come 
to me in regard to this subject. The following questions are compiled directly from ones we have 
received -- 
 
QUESTION: “IT HAS BEEN SAID THAT YOU ARE NOT A ‘KING JAMES MAN,’ BUT ONLY 
A RECEIVED TEXT MAN. MY OWN CHURCH STOPPED SUPPORTING YOU BECAUSE 
SOMETHING YOU HAD WRITTEN ALLUDED TO THE FACT THAT THE KJV WAS NOT 
PERFECT AND HAD SOME THINGS THAT NEEDED TO BE FIXED (NOT A QUOTE). THIS 
HAS ALSO COME UP ON THE E-MAIL ‘FUNDAMENTAL LIST’ ALSO. I DO NOT THINK 
THAT YOU SHOULD WASTE TIME DEFENDING YOUR POSITION EVERY TIME THAT 
SOMEONE CONCOCTS A QUESTION TO YOU. BUT THIS IS ALLEGEDLY ACCORDING TO 
SOMETHING YOU SAID. I THINK THAT IT WOULD BE GOOD IF YOU COULD SIMPLY 
GIVE A SHORT AND EXACT ANSWER TO THIS.” 
 
D.W. CLOUD: I have answered this many times. My final biblical authority is the King James Bible 
itself. I do not correct the King James Bible and I do not support any corrections of it. I do not believe 
it needs to be fixed. I have never corrected the King James Bible with the Greek or the Hebrew. At the 
same time, I know that God gave the Scriptures in Hebrew and Greek. The holy men of old who spoke 
by the Holy Spirit (referred to in 2 Peter 1:21) were speaking Hebrew and Greek. Those are the 
languages God chose. I am not going to stand here and say God made a mistake and that it is wrong 
for men to go directly to those languages to find the inspired Word of God.  
 
Does this mean I believe the KJV is in some sense insufficient. No, I believe 2 Timothy 3:16-17 refers 
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not only to the original giving of the Scriptures but to the fact that the copies and translations are 
inspired, as well, as long as they are accurate. Obviously Timothy did not have the original 
manuscripts which came from the hands of the Bible writers. I believe therefore that the King James 
Bible is the inspired Word of God in the English language. 
 
I have made all of these things plain in my public writings, and my writings are readily available. The 
Fundamental Baptist CD Library contains every article we have published from 1984 to present. I 
challenge any man to find me correcting or questioning the King James Bible. It is true that my 
understanding of the issue of Bible texts and versions has grown stronger through the years, but I have 
never been a corrector of the KJV and it has always been my final authority.  
 
In the Way of Life Encyclopedia of the Bible & Christianity, which we first published in 1994, I 
described my position on texts and versions in several articles. That study tool is unique in that it is 
based strictly upon the Authorized English Version, and there is not a hint anywhere within this 500-
page volume of changing or correcting the AV. I dedicated the Way of Life Encyclopedia with these 
words:  
 
“Dedicated to Dr. Bruce Lackey (1934-1988), who, as a Pastor and as the Dean of Tennessee Temple 
Bible School, helped a generation of preachers to understand and love the Word of God. No man 
helped me more in this most crucial area of life. Though he read his beloved Greek New Testament 
[Received Text] every day, he never caused his students or his congregation to question the God-
honored English Bible. He was a Bible teacher, not a Bible critic.”  
 
I dedicated the volume with these words because Dr. Lackey’s position is my own. I do not correct, 
criticize, or question the Old English Bible; I preach and teach it. 
 
In the book For Love of the Bible: The Battle for the Authorized Version and the Received Text from 
1800 to Present, which we published in 1995, I stated my position as follows:  
 
“I believe the King James Bible is an accurate and lovely translation of the preserved Greek and 
Hebrew text of Scripture. I do not believe the King James Bible contains any errors. I believe that God 
had His hand upon the KJV in a special way because of the singular role it would play in the 
transmission of the Word of God during a long and crucial epoch of church history. In contrast with 
the modern English versions, I believe the KJV is based upon a superior underlying text; it was 
produced by superior translators; it incorporates superior translation techniques; it demonstrates a 
superior theology; it embodies a superior English; it was created in a superior era; and it has a superior 
history. I believe the King James Bible is the inspired Word of God because it accurately translates the 
inspired text.” 
 
QUESTION: “WHEN THE AV SAYS ONE THING AND THE RECEIVED TEXT SAYS 
ANOTHER, WHICH ONE IS YOUR AUTHORITY? A MESSAGE ON THE INTERNET 
RECENTLY STATED, ‘BROTHER CLOUD IS NOT A KING JAMES MAN. WHILE IT IS THE 
ONLY “BIBLE” HE USES, VIRTUALLY ALL HIS WRITINGS CONTAIN “CORRECTED” 
PASSAGES FROM THE ORIGINAL GREEK (NOT AN OPINION, GO TO HIS WWW PAGE 
AND READ IT FOR YOURSELF). BROTHER CLOUD IS A TEXTUS RECEPTUS MAN, BUT 
HE BELIEVES THE KING JAMES COMMITTEE DID A POOR JOB.’ IS THIS CHARGE TRUE?” 
 
D.W. CLOUD: These statements are not true. The AV is the authority. My writings definitely do not 
contain “corrected passages from the original Greek.” That is pure unadulterated nonsense, and the 
man who wrote those lies will answer for them one day. Further, I don’t see that there are 
contradictions between the Received Text and the AV. If someone asks what edition of the Received 
Text do I believe is perfect, my answer is the King James Bible edition of the Received Text is 
perfect. The AV translators did not pull readings out of thin air. They based their translation on the 
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text which they felt was the preserved Word of God in that particular passage. Sometimes it was 
Hebrew text. Sometimes Greek. Sometimes a translation in another language. I always allow the KJV 
to determine the proper text for me, because it has been so uniquely used of God during these past 400 
years. 
 
I founded a project in Nepal to translate the Bible into the Nepali language. The New Testament was 
completed several years ago, and the Old Testament is almost finished. One of the principles that I 
established for that project was that the translation would be based on the KJV. The translators could 
use various tools to dig into the meaning of the AV, but the final authority would be the KJV itself and 
not some lexicon or commentary. Absolutely no textual departures from the KJV would be allowed. 
That has always been my position. After we were forced to leave Nepal in 1989, though, one of the 
men working on the translation went to England and took training with Wycliffe. I warned him against 
it, but he ignored my warning. Anyway, now he refuses to accept my counsel in textual matters and he 
is taking the translation of the Old Testament in a different direction than that which we established. 
(We are no longer involved with that project.) On March 5, 1996, I wrote a letter to him expressing 
my concerns. I believe this defines my position very clearly for all to see, so I will excerpt the letter 
publicly as follows: 
 
Letter from David Cloud to a translator working on a Nepali Bible version:  
 
“Today I received your letter of February 7 and was surprised by some of the things you said. I quote 
from your letter -- ‘I am not a devotee of the KJV. Yes, it is a good and faithful translation; yes, we 
agreed to use it as basis for translation and are using it still; but I am not willing to follow it blindly. 
Years ago I disagreed with ------- who was unreasonable in his devotion to and defence of the KJV 
Bible. Have you become like him?’ 
 
“I am shocked by this statement from you. I thought you knew my position from many years ago. I 
really can’t remember exactly what ------- believes about the KJV, but my position in regard to the 
KJV has not changed since I have known you. You are correct in saying that ‘we agreed to use it as 
basis for translation.’ That has been the agreement from the beginning. Otherwise I would have had 
nothing to do with such a project. Under this agreement, I don’t believe you should even be 
questioning the KJV. If it is not clear in some passage, you must attempt to understand it correctly, but 
that is not the same as questioning it and attempting to correct it. I don’t believe it needs correcting. I 
believe that if you follow it, you will not go wrong and will have nothing to answer for at the 
judgment seat of Christ. That has been my faith from the beginning. And it is a position of faith based 
on God’s promises to preserve His Word. What other Bible in any language has God used so 
mightily? 
 
“My conviction is that the modern eclectic text is corrupt and the KJV and the TR is the preserved 
Word of God. It was this conviction that caused me to be burdened about the Nepali Bible situation 
and to seek the Lord’s face about a new Nepali translation and finally to travel to the Bhutan border 
and to be able to convince Daniel to join with such a project. If I had lacked this conviction, I would 
have been content with some of the work the Bible Society was doing. I would not have been 
concerned that there is only one preserved Bible. The position of most men today is that all of the 
Greek texts and all of the major translations contain the Word of God and that all of them are basically 
sound. I reject that. The Received Text is the preserved Greek and Hebrew Text and the Authorized 
Bible is the only accurate and authoritative translation in English from this text. That has been my 
position ever since I have known you. Surely you have read my books on the subject. I first printed 
my booklets entitled Myths about the King James Bible in 1986. ... 
 
“I advised you not to attend training by Wycliffe Bible Translators. I know what they stand for, and 
they have compromised the truth in a great many areas. It is not wise to fellowship closely with such 
people. God forbids it, in fact (Romans 16:17-18). Yet you went ahead. I believe you were weakened 
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in your faith because of that training. That is my opinion. I do not say it in anger or with bad feelings 
toward you. I love you as a dear brother in Christ and praise the Lord for your friendship. I know, too, 
that the Lord can use even those things in our lives and those decisions that are not perfect. You have 
been an excellent example to me of faithfulness to the Word of God. You have made sacrifices to be 
obedient to the truth. But I believe you went astray when you took training from Wycliffe, and I 
believe it has hurt you. 
 
“Please read my new book, For Love of the Bible: The Battle for the King James Bible and the 
Received Text from 1800 to Present. I spent thousands of dollars on the research for this book. I made 
the effort to obtain the hundreds of books cited in this research. I have paid as much as $350 for one 
rare 19th century book and as much as $800 for even older resources in order to have the original 
documents I wrote about. This is not based on hearsay or second hand research. I also corresponded 
with hundreds of men from around the world while doing research for this book. I am saying it is not 
to be taken lightly. And it will give you the history of the King James Bible and the modern versions 
over the last two centuries. Those who promote the modern versions give only a one-sided view of 
this history. They do not give the whole story. Most of them do not even know the whole story. 
 
“Please read these things carefully and prayerfully. I have never been more convinced that I am right 
about an issue than this one” (Letter from David Cloud to a Bible translator, March 5, 1996). 
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The Dean Burgon Society and King James Bible Research Council: 

Would I Join Them? 
 
http://www.kentbrandenburg.blogspot.com/2015/10/the-dean-burgon-society-and-king-
james.html 

Friday, October 30, 2015 
The Dean Burgon Society and King James Bible Research Council are both 
significant organizations defending the preservation of Scripture.  They stand for 
the Old and New Testament Textus Receptus, specifically the Hebrew Masoretic 
Text that underlies the King James Version, essentially the 1524-1525 edition of 
Jacob Ben Chayyim, and the GreekTextus Receptus ed. Scrivener, as well as the 
Authorized Version itself.  These are noble goals, highly to be commended.   
 

Reasons to Join 
 
The Dean Burgon Society's doctrinal statement affirms: 
 
Acknowledging the Bible to be the inerrant, infallible, plenarily and verbally 
inspired Word of God, among other equally Biblical truths, we believe and 
maintain the following: 
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    A.  THE BIBLE. 
We believe in the plenary, verbal, Divine inspiration of the sixty-six canonical 
books of the Old and the New Testaments (from Genesis to Revelation) in the 
original languages, and in their consequent infallibility and inerrancy in all 
matters of which they speak. The books known as the Apocrypha, however, are not 
the inspired Word of God in any sense whatsoever. As the Bible uses it, the term 
"inspiration" refers to the writings, not the writers; the writers are spoken of as 
being "holy men of God" who were "moved," "carried" or "borne" along by the 
Holy Spirit in such a definite way that their writings were supernaturally, 
plenarily, and verbally inspired, free from any error, infallible, and inerrant, as no 
other writings have ever been or ever will be inspired. 
 
We believe that the Texts which are the closest to the original autographs of the 
Bible are the Traditional Masoretic Hebrew Text for the Old Testament, and the 
traditional Greek Text for the New Testament  underlying the King James Version 
(as found in "The Greek Text Underlying The English Authorized Version of 
1611"). 
 
We, believe that the King James Version (or Authorized Version) of the English 
Bible is a true, faithful, and accurate translation of these two providentially 
preserved Texts, which in our time has no equal among all of the other English 
Translations. The translators did such a fine job in their translation task that we 
can without apology hold up the Authorized Version of 1611 and say "This is the 
WORD OF GOD!" while at the same time realizing that, in some verses, we must 
go back to the underlying original language Texts for complete clarity, and also 
compare Scripture with Scripture. 
 
We believe that all the verses in the King James Version belong in the Old and the 
New Testaments because they represent words we believe were in the original 
texts, although there might be other renderings from the original languages which 
could also be acceptable to us today. For an exhaustive study of any of the words 
or verses in the Bible, we urge the student to return directly to the Traditional 
Masoretic Hebrew Text and the Traditional Received Greek Text rather than to 
any other translation for help. 
 
This statement is commendable.  So is the portion on Bibliology in the doctrinal 
statement of the King James Bible Research Council: 
 
As a council of Fundamental, Bible Believing Christians… 
 
We believe the HOLY SCRIPTURES, the 66 canonical books of the Old and New 
Testaments, are given by inspiration of God, and are able to make men wise unto 
salvation through faith which is in Christ Jesus. 
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We believe that God has providentially preserved His Word, including the very 
words of Scripture, in the traditional texts of the Bible. 
 
We believe the King James Version preserves, by accurate translation, the 
inerrancy of the Greek Received Text and the Hebrew/Aramaic Masoretic text for 
English speaking people. 
 
While I prefer the doctrinal statement here as a more precise statement on 
preservation than either of the formulations above, they are both commendable 
and something that members of true churches should be able to agree upon and 
defend. 
 
Furthermore, both organizations publish useful material on the topic of the KJV 
and Bible preservation.  The Dean Burgon Society in particular sells a large 
number of very valuable books.  They have a very extensive catalog with some 
great works defending the preservation of Scripture.  Dr. D. A. Waite's Fourfold 
Superiority of the King James Version is a classic on the topic that is worth 
reading.  The Defined King James Bible is a great resource that defines at the 
bottom of each page the words that can be misunderstood in the KJV because of 
changes in the English language since 1611.  It makes a great Bible for a pew and 
for the home use of the saints in the pew.  The publications of both the Dean 
Burgon Society and the King James Bible Research Council on preservation are 
worth reading.  While I believe that the DBS's unwillingness to call translated 
Scripture "inspired" in any sense of the word is an overreaction to Ruckmanism 
(see, for example, my exegetical study of 2 Timothy 3:16 in relation to this 
question and my review of H. D. William's book The Miracle of Inspiration), their 
opposition to Ruckmanite error is highly commendable and, indeed, essential for 
the truth about the perfect preservation of Scripture to continue in the long term 
among the saints. 
 
Furthermore, as far as I can tell, both the president of the Dean Burgon Society, 
Dr. Donald A. Waite, and the president of the King James Bible Research Council, 
Dr. David Brown, are fundamental Baptists pastoring independent Baptist 
churches.  This, of course, is also a very good thing. 
 

Reasons Not to Join 
 

Regrettably, despite all of the wonderful things about the Dean Burgon Society 
and the King James Bible Research Council, fidelity to Scripture and its Author 
impels me to refuse to join either organization.  Why?  First, because neither 
organization takes a clear stand on a pure gospel.  Neither organization's doctrinal 
statement says a word about repentance.  The DBS statement simply affirms: 
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We believe that salvation accomplished by Christ is experienced only through the 
regenerating power of the Holy Spirit by the Word of God, not by works, but by 
God's sovereign grace through personal faith in the Lord Jesus Christ as Saviour. 
 
The King James Bible Research Council statement affirms: 
 
We believe that men are justified by faith alone, and are accounted righteous 
before God only because of the merit of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ. 
 
Those statements are, of course, entirely true, but they are insufficient when the 
modern damnable heresy of Hyles and others that repentance does not involve 
turning from one's sins is spreading its hellish leaven through many fundamental 
Baptist churches.  As this blog has noted recently, confusion on repentance is even 
present among some Fundamental Baptist Fellowship leaders such as John Mincy 
(see here and here).  Others who do not overtly adopt the heresy publish 
contradictory and confusing ideas that muddy the clear Biblical truth (e. g., the 
truth mixed with horrible error in such statements as: "If repent means turning 
from sins, why did Jesus die?" here).		All of this is clearly contrary to the plain 
Biblical teaching that repentance does indeed involve turning from one's sins to 
Christ as Lord and Savior, as well as the teaching of every major Baptist 
confession of faith on this topic (for exegetical and historical proof, see here). 
 
So where do the Dean Burgon Society and the King James Bible Research Council 
stand on the gospel, specifically on the nature of repentance?  I was greatly 
grieved to learn that the KJBRC's annual meeting this year is going to be at the 
grounds of a religious organization that officially opposes the Biblical doctrine of 
gospel repentance, namely, the Quentin Road Bible Baptist Church  in Lake 
Zurich, IL, which runs the Dayspring Bible College.  The college's doctrinal 
statementaffirms: 
 
Repent (metanoeo) means a change of mind. Repentance in salvation means a 
change of mind from any idea of religion that man may have and to accept God’s 
way of salvation. Repentance does not in any sense include a demand for a change 
of conduct before or after salvation. Matthew 21:32, Acts 20:21, II Corinthians 
7:8-10. One of the counterfeits Satan is using today is the misuse of the word 
repent. To insist upon repentance that in any sense includes a demand for a 
change of conduct either toward God or man is to add an element of works or 
human merit to faith. Penance is payment for sin. Penitence is sorrow for sin. 
Works add something of self in turning from sin. But repent (metanoeo) means a 
change of mind. Repentance in salvation means a change of mind from any idea of 
religion that man might have and accepting God’s way of salvation. Nowhere does 
Scripture use the phrase, “repent of sin to be saved.” 
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Not only does this statement adopt the heretical and corrupt doctrine of repentance 
absent from Scripture and all Baptist confessions, it even calls it a counterfeit of 
Satan. Is that acceptable to the King James Bible Research Council?  I asked the 
president, Dr. Brown, concerning this matter. What I sent him (in part) was the 
following: 
 
Contrary to this [Dayspring] statement, and in accord with the Biblical evidence 
covered at http://faithsaves.net/soteriology/ and in many other places, I agree with 
every classic Baptist confession of faith (and every Koine Greek lexicon that 
defines metanoeo, for that matter) and believe as follows: 
 
[S]aving repentance is an evangelical grace, whereby a person, being by the Holy 
Spirit made sensible of the manifold evils of his sin, doth, by faith in Christ, 
humble himself for it with godly sorrow, detestation of it, and self-abhorrency, 
praying for pardon and strength of grace, with a purpose and endeavour, by 
supplies of the Spirit, to walk before God unto all well-pleasing in all things. 
(Zechariah 12:10; Acts 11:18; Ezekiel 36:31; 2 Corinthians 7:11; Psalms 119:6; 
Psalms 119:128) (2nd London Baptist Confession of Faith, Article 15) 
 
 “Unfeigned repentance is an inward and true sorrow of heart for sin, with sincere 
confession of the same to God, especially that we have offended so gracious a God 
and so loving a Father, together with a settled purpose of heart and a careful 
endeavor to leave all our sins, and to live a more holy and sanctified life 
according to all God’s commands” (The Orthodox Creed, Baptist, 1679). 
 
As the modern idea that repentance does not involve turning from sin/sins, and the 
Biblical and Baptist truth that repentance does indeed involve turning to Christ 
from one's sin/sins, are two radically different ideas, and one of them is highly 
displeasing to God, according to Galatians 1:8-9, I was wondering if the King 
James Bible Research Council took a stand on the true gospel and, with the Triune 
God and those who love Him, passionately love the true gospel and loathe, detest, 
and expose false gospels, or if two radically different views of how the lost 
appropriate salvation are acceptable to the council, as long as one has a nice view 
on the preservation of Scripture. 
 
My sincere hope is that somehow the horrible statement on the Dayspring website 
is an oversight which will immediately be removed once it it brought to the 
attention of the sincere people who put it there, and/or that the King James Bible 
Research Council had no idea that such a rejection of the gospel was found in the 
Dayspring website, and will hold its meeting elsewhere where Christ's true gospel 
is embraced, if the dear people at Dayspring are unwilling to renounce the 
corruption of the gospel presented on their website. 
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Sadly, Dr. Brown indicated that the KJBRC had no intention whatsoever of doing 
anything about the corrupt gospel promulgated by Dayspring.  It was not 
something to make an issue, so it seems.  I would reproduce his exact words to me 
in his e-mail, but when I asked him about this, he did not give me permission to do 
so; I will therefore refrain from giving you his exact words.  It is sufficient to say 
that the KJBRC is still planning on meeting there.  A corrupt gospel is not a 
problem for them; two utterly contradictory views of repentance, at least one of 
which is Satanic, are fine as long as one believes in the KJV.  Paul stated that "no 
other doctrine" was to be allowed in the church (1 Timothy 1:3), and when Peter 
confused a lesser issue that only indirectly related to the gospel--eating with 
Gentiles rather than only with Jews (Galatians 2:14), Paul withstood him to his 
face (Galatians 2). For Paul, those actually promulgating a false gospel were not 
tolerated, "no, not for an hour; that the truth of the gospel might continue" 
(Galatians 2:5).  Sadly, for the KJBRC, a corrupt gospel is to be tolerated, and 
with such an attitude, the truth of the gospel will not continue.  Vast multitudes are 
screaming in hell today because of the abominable rejection of repentance taught 
by Quentin Road Bible Baptist Church and Dayspring Bible College, and vast 
multitudes more will adopt and teach their heresy, leading to the damnation of 
multitudes more, if such apostasy is tolerated.  Anyone who cares about the purity 
of the gospel, loves the holy Lord of the church who wants a pure Bride for 
Himself, or who believes in Biblical separation, should avoid KJBRC meetings 
and membership in their organization. 
 
What about the Dean Burgon Society?  I asked Dr. Waite the following question: 
 
Good day!  I was looking over the Dean Burgon Society articles of faith here: 
 
http://www.deanburgonsociety.org/DBS_Society/articles.htm 
 
 
and I just wanted to confirm that in the article on "salvation" here: 
 
 
We believe that salvation accomplished by Christ is experienced only through the 
regenerating power of the Holy Spirit by the Word of God, not by works, but by 
God's sovereign grace through personal faith in the Lord Jesus Christ as Saviour. 
 
That it allows for the following: 
 
a.) Both advocates of what is called "Lordship salvation" and what is called "Free 
Grace" theology could be DBS members (as long as they agreed to everything else 
in the doctrinal statement, of course) 



 343 

 
and: 
 
b.) Both Calvinists and Arminians could be DBS members (as long as they agreed 
to everything else in the doctrinal statement). 
 
Dr. Waite's response (which he did give me permission to post) was, in part: 
 
Though "free grace theology" is not defined, the above DBS doctrine of 
SALVATION is totally and completely opposed to "LORDSHIP 
SALVATION."  Those who believe in this as defined by John MacArthur and 
others could not HONESTLY sign our DBS doctrinal statement. . . . Our doctrinal 
statement does not address either "Calvinists" or "Arminians." 
 
Thus, it appears that so-called "Free Grace" soteriology is acceptable at the DBS, 
although contrary to Scripture (see here), as well as both Calvinism and 
Arminianism, but not Lordship salvation.  While it is possible that Dr. Waite takes 
the view that Lordship salvation is some form of salvation by works, an 
(inaccurate) view in which he is joined by other sincere and godly men, the very 
minimum one can say is that the Dean Burgon Society is not clear on repentance, 
allows for errors on that topic, and even allows people who think you can lose 
your salvation to be members, but those who take a strong stand for receiving an 
undivided Christ who is both Lord and Savior are not accepted. 
 
There are other reasons not to join the King James Bible Research Council and the 
Dean Burgon Society, such as weak ecclesiology.  One does not need to be a 
Baptist, but can be a baby-sprinkler, and the organizations themselves are 
parachurch.  I wanted to emphasize the view of the gospel, though, in this 
post.  Thus, sadly, despite the many wonderful books published by the DBS and 
the sound stand on preservation contended for by both organizations, the answer to 
the question "Would I join them?" is an indubitable "no," for the reasons listed 
above.  I would not join them, and neither should you. 
 

TDR 
 

Why the Textus Receptus is Superior to the so-called  
“Majority Text” Type Where they Differ 

 
 
The phrase “Majority Text” is inaccurate because no actual collation of all Greek 
manuscripts (MSS) has ever been made.  Although over 5,000 NT MSS are extant, both 
the Hodges-Farstad text and the Robinson-Pierpont text are based on the apparatus of von 
Soden, which was a collation of only a few hundred MSS.  Furthermore, von Soden’s 
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collation is of very questionable accuracy.  As “Majority Text” advocate Wilbur 
Pickering states, “Once upon a time I was led to believe that von Soden’s work was 
basically reliable.  This was important because his work underlies both the Hodges-
Farstad and Robinson-Pierpont editions of the Majority Text.  However, the Text und 
Textwert collations demonstrate objectively that not infrequently Soden is seriously off 
the mark.  Maurice Robinson’s collations of the Pericope Adulterae demonstrate 
objectively that Soden is very seriously wrong there.  With reference to Soden’s 
treatment of codex 223 . . . 27% error is altogether too much, and what is true of MS 223 
may be true of other MSS as well. . . . For myself, I must reconsider the evidence for the 
whole New Testament” (Hebraious: Introduction to the book of Hebrews in a new 
collation, Wilbur Pickering).  Later in the introduction to his new collation, Pickering 
also states, “If complete collations ever become available . . . [I estimate the following] 
margin of error . . . in my [new] apparatus.”  The actual Majority Text does not exist, and 
the different printed editions that go by the title disagree with one another.  Furthermore, 
there are places where the printed “Majority Text” follows a minority of Greek MSS.  
Pickering, in his translations at http://walkinhiscommandments.com, documents that in 2 
Timothy 3:7, the Textus Receptus, the Hodges-Farstad, the Robinson-Pierpont, and the 
modern critical texts all read Mwu¨sei√ with c. 30% of Greek MSS, while Mwu¨sh has c. 
60% of Greek MSS (and Mwsei has c. 10%).  Here a majority variant is not found in any 
printed text.  Pickering likewise documents that in Ephesians 5:21 the Textus Receptus 
follows about 70% of MSS with the reading e˙n fo/bwˆ Qeouv, while both the CT/UBS 
and both editions of the printed “Majority” text, Hodges/Farstad and Robinson/Pierpont, 
contain e˙n fo/bwˆ Cristouv, which has about 30% support (while two other readings 
have very limited MSS support). 
 Pickering similarly comments on the book of Revelation:  “Very early on 
(probably within the II century) three main independent lines of transmission developed, 
and then a variety of variations within those streams.  Thus there are some 150 variant 
sets where no reading receives even 50% attestation, and another 250 sets where the 
strongest numerical attestation falls below 60%.  In those 400 places to speak of a 
‘majority’ text is not convincing[.]”  Pickering sets forth his own perferential criteria, and 
then concludes that he is “not aware of a single translation based upon [what Pickering 
thinks is the best/closest to “Majority/Original” text of Revelation].”  The Textus 
Receptus tends to follow the largest of these three divisions in Revelation, but that 
grouping does not always represent the actual majority of MSS. Hoskier declared, 
concerning the TR text of Revelation:  “I may state that if Erasmus had striven to found a 
text on the largest number of existing MSS [manuscripts] in the world of one type, he 
could not have succeeded better” (cited on pg. 16, J. A. Moorman, When the KJV Departs 
from the “Majority” Text, 2nd ed. Collingswoord, NJ:  Bible For Today, 1988).  
Moorman concludes, “Here then is a powerful example of God’s guiding providence in 
preserving the text of Revelation” (ibid, pg. 26).  Nonetheless, in Revelation the Textus 
Receptus is in a variety of places follows what is less than 50% of the Greek MSS. 
 Thus, one who follows a printed “Majority Text” instead of the Textus Receptus is 
following a text that does not represent the actual majority of Greek MSS, which are yet 
uncollated.  Furthermore, the “Majority Text” has not been translated into the languages 
of the world and received as the Word of God by Baptist churches, as has the Textus 
Receptus. There are practically no translations in any language that have been made from 
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the “Majority Text,” which was not even in print in Greek until the 1990s.  Like the 
critical Greek text of the United Bible Society, the “Majority Text” is not a certain, stable 
text with specific and certain readings, while the Textus Receptus is both certain and 
stable.  Thus, in the 1-2% of places where the Hodges-Farstad/Robinson-Pierpont texts 
differ from the Textus Receptus, they do not fit the model of Scripture for the 
preservation of the text.  (cf. also the article “Errors in the King James Version?  A 
Response to William W. Combs of Detroit Baptist Seminary,” Jeffrey Khoo. The Burning 
Bush (15:2, July 2009) 101-127 for an examination of the “best” examples of places 
where the TR or the KJV contains alleged textual or translational errors.) 
Pre-reformation Baptists used the Textus Receptus.  See Rome and the Bible:  Tracing the 
History of the Roman Catholic Church and its Persecution of the Bible and of Bible 
Believers, David Cloud, Oak Harbor, WA:  Way of Life Literature, 1997, 2nd ed., pgs. 29-
30, Crowned With Glory and Honor, Thomas Holland, chapter 3, “Testimony Through 
Time”;  Our Authorized Bible Vindicated, Benjamin Wilkinson, chapter 2, “The Bible 
Adopted by Constantine and the Pure Bible of the Waldenses,” Answers to Objections to 
Our Authorized Bible Vindicated, Bejamin Wilkinson, chapter 3, “The Itala and the Bible 
of the Waldenses,” Robert L. Webb, The Waldenses and the Bible, Carthage, IL:  
Primitive Baptist Library, n. d. (available at 
http://members.aol.com/dwibclc/waldbib.htm).  The Waldensies, for example, believed 
that “John, 1 Epistles 5:7, [wrote], There are three that bear recond in heaven, the Father, 
the Word, and the Holy Ghost, and these three are one” (“Exposition on the Creed, 
Confirming the Articles Thereof by Express Passages of Scripture,” History of the Old 
Albigenses Anterior to the Reformation, Jean Paul Perrin, Book 3, Chapter 3, pg. 331. 
elec. acc. in the AGES Christian Library Series, Vol. 20, Biblical and Church History 
Collection. Rio, WI: 2006).  The Paulician document The Key of Truth quotes Acts 8:37 
(pg. 77, Fred C. Conybeare, ed. and trans., The Key of Truth (Oxford: At the Clarendon 
Press, 1898), cited on pg. 77, I Will Build My Church: The Doctrine and History of 
Baptists, Thomas M. Strouse, 3rd. ed. Newington, CT: Emmanuel Baptist Theological 
Press, 2001).  The Waldenses employed the Textus Receptus text type, as evidenced by 
the Codex Teplensis (pgs. 78-79, I Will Build My Church, Thomas Strouse).  The 
Albigenses used the European Old Latin type of text, which is a largely TR translation 
(and not, as much of the African Old Latin, part of the allegedly extant “Western” family) 
rather than the Catholic Latin Vulgate in the Middle Ages, as evidenced by the 13th 
century Old Latin Codex C (cf. “Latin Version, the Old,” T. Nicol, in International 
Standard Bible Encyclopedia (gen. ed. James Orr. Orig. pub. Eerdmans, 1939; elec. acc. 
Online Bible For Mac software, Ken Hamel).  While validation is impossible in the 21st 
century, it is noteworthy that certain Anabaptists of the sixteenth century affirmed that 
they had in their possession the autographs of some New Testament books:  “[W]e have 
information, that even at the present day there are brethren and Christians at 
Thessalonica, who agree with the [Anabaptists] in all articles of religion, also in baptism, 
two of whom were yet in the time of our fathers, with the brethren in Moravia, and then 
also in the Netherlands, and communed with the brethren, who expressly declared that 
they still preserved in good condition, at Thessalonica, the originals of St. Paul’s two 
epistles to the Thessalonians. Likewise, that many of their brethren were still living, 
scattered here and there in Ethiopia, Greece and other oriental countries, as well as other 
Christians, who, like them, were preserved by God, and remained in the same doctrine, 
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and the. true practice of baptism, constantly from the beginning of the apostles to this 
time. . . . They stated further that the church of God at Thessalonica had remained 
unchanged in faith from the time of the apostles, and that they still preserved in good 
condition the letters which the apostle Paul wrote to them with his own hands” (Pg. 366, 
The Bloody Theater or Martyr’s Mirror.  Thieleman J. Van Braght, trans. Joseph F. 
Sohm.  2nd. Eng. ed. Scottdale, PA:  Herald Press, 1999). 
The New King James Version, in addition to eliminating the thee/thou/thy and ye/you 
distinction between second person singular and plural found in the King James Bible and 
in the Hebrew and Greek original language texts, does not always follow the Authorized 
Version in its textual and translational choices.  For example, in Isaiah 9:3, the KJV 
reads, “Thou hast multiplied the nation, and not increased the joy,” while the NKJV 
states the exact opposite: “You have multiplied the nation/ And increased its joy.”  In 
Judges 5:13, the KJV reads: “Then he made him that remaineth have dominion over the 
nobles among the people: the LORD made me have dominion over the mighty,” while 
the NKJV states:  “Then the survivors came down, the people against the nobles/ The 
LORD came down for me against the mighty.”  The KJV follows the actual Hebrew text 
and Jewish tradition in considering the two instances of dår◊y as apocopated forms from 
h∂d∂r, hence the translation “have dominion,” while the NKJV translation “came down” 
is based upon an amendation of the Hebrew text to dårÎy, “come down.”  While the KJV 
in 2 Corinthians 2:17 states:   “For we are not as many, which corrupt the word of God,” 
the NKJV affirms:  “For we are not, as so many, peddling the word of God.”  The KJV 
understands the verb kaphleu/w in the way the Vulgate, Gothic, and Syriac versions do, 
as adulterantes verbum Dei, corrupting or adulterating the Word of God, as the ka¿phloß 
in Isaiah 1:22 (LXX) corrupted or adulterated wine with water (admittedly, the ka¿phloß 
tended to do so for unjust gain), or as Lucian records philosophers corrupted their lessons 
like a ka¿phloß (filo/sofoi aÓpodi÷dontai ta» maqh/mata w‚sper oi˚ ka¿phloi, . . . 
dolw¿santeß kai« kakometrouvnteß, see BDAG);  the translation in the NKJV changes 
the emphasis of 2 Corinthians 2:17 dramatically.  The NKJV is not merely an English 
language update of the Authorized Version, and those who agree with Baptist 
confessional declarations that there is no doubt about the accuracy of the KJV would not 
be able to make the same affirmation about the NKJV. 
 
An Excerpt Adapted From A Work by David Cloud On Translations, the TR, MT, and 
CT 
 
As we have seen, the King James Bible and its immediate predecessors were based upon 
the Received Text. In fact, practically all non-Catholic Bible translation and printing 
work from the 1500s until the late 1800s was based upon the Received Text. Hundreds of 
translations were produced from the TR during these centuries, including the Swedish 
Uppsala (1514), German Luther (1534), Danish Christian III (1550), Spanish de Reyna 
(1569), Icelandic (1584), Slovenian (1584), Irish (1685), French Geneva (1588), Welsh 
(1588), Hungarian (1590), Dutch Statenvertaling (1637), Italian Diodati (1641), Finnish 
(1642), Syriac (1645), Armenian (1666), Romanian (1688), Latvian (1689), Lithuanian 
(1735), Estonian (1739), Georgian (1743), Portuguese (1751), Gaelic (1801), Serbo-
Croatian (1804), Albanian (1827), Slovak (1832), Norwegian (1834), Russian (1865), 
Yiddish (1821), Turkish (1827), Bulgarian (1864). 
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Godly missionaries from Europe, Britain, and America carried the Received Text to the 
ends of the earth by translating it into the languages of the people. Beginning with John 
Eliot, who produced the Bible in the Pequot language in 1663, missionaries were busy 
translating the Scriptures into the languages of the North American Indians. These 
included Mohawk (1787), Eskimo (1810), Delaware (1818), Seneca (1829), Cherokee 
(1829), Ojibway (1833), Dakota (1839), Ottawa (1841), Shawnee (1842), Pottawotomi 
(1844), Abenaqui (1844), Nez Perce (1845), Choctaw (1848), Yupik (1848), Micmac 
(1853), Plains Cree (1861), and Muskogee (1886). 
Dutch Protestant missionaries translated the Received Text into the Malay language in 
1734. In the 1800s, translations came fast and furious. Henry Martin translated the TR 
into Persian and Arabic; Adoniram Judson, into Burmese (1835); William Carey and his 
co-workers translated the TR into Bengali (1809), Oriya (1815), Marathi (1821), 
Kashmiri (1821), Nepali (1821), Sanskrit (1822), Gujarati (1823), Panjabi (1826), Bihari 
(1826), Kannada (1831), Assamese (1833), Hindi (1835), Urdu (1843), Telugu (1854) 
and 35 other languages of India. 
Other missionaries during this period produced Received Text Bibles and Bible portions 
in Bullom of Sierra Leone (1816), Saraiki of Pakistan (1819), Faroe of the Faroe Islands 
(1823), Sranan of Suriname (1829), Javanese of Indonesia (1829), Aymara of Bolivia 
(1829), Malay of Indonesia (1835), Manchu of China (1835), Malagasy of Madagascar 
(1835), Mandinka of Gambia (1837), Hawaiian (1838), Mongolian (1840), Karaite of the 
Crimea Mountains (1842), Azerbaijani of of the U.S.S.R. (1842), Subu of Cameroon 
(1843), Mon of Burma (1843), Maltese (1847), Udmurt of the U.S.R. (1847), Garifuna of 
Belize-Nicaragua (1847), Ossete of the U.S.S.R. (1848), Bube of Equatorial Guinea 
(1849), Arawak of Guyana (1850), Maori of the Cook Islands (1851), Tontemboan of 
Indonesia (1852), Somoan (1855), Sesotho of Africa (1855), Setswana of South Africa 
(1857), Basque of Spain (1857), Hausa of Nigeria (1857), Nama of Africa (1866), Maori 
of New Zealand (1858), Dayak of Indonesia (1858), Isixhosa of South Africa (1859), 
Karan of Burma (1860), Nubian of Egypt (1860), Igbo of Nigeria (1860), Efik and 
Yoruba of Nigeria (1862), Tibetan (1862), Ga of Ghana (1866), Tongan of Africa (1862), 
Twi of Ghana (1863), Isizulu of Africa (1865), Niuean of Tonga (1866), Dehu of New 
Caledonia (1868), Benga of Africa (1871), Ewe of Africa (1877), Batak of Indonesia 
(1878), Thai (1883). (Some of the previous information on Bible versions is derived from 
Scriptures of the World, United Bible Societies, 1988, and The Bible in America, 1936.) 
We would emphasize that this is only a partial listing. Though we cannot give the exact 
particulars of the textual basis for all of these translations, we do know that the vast 
majority of these were Received Text Scriptures. I know this from correspondence with 
Bible Society leaders and missionaries, as well as from my personal study of manifold 
sources, including personal examination of several of the translations referred to above 
(Slovak, Czech, Carey Nepali, Judson Burmese, German Luther, Russian, and Spanish). 
Some were translated from the English Authorized Version; some, from the Greek 
Received Text; some, from important European Received Text versions such as Spanish 
and German. 
When we say these were Received Text Bibles, we do not mean that they were exactly 
like the English King James Bible in every detail, but that they were textually the same as 
the KJV. They included the words and verses disputed by the modern texts. They 
contained “God” in 1 Tim. 3:16, for example. They contained Matthew 17:21 and Mark 
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9:44,46 and Mark 16:9-20 and John 7:53--8:11 and Acts 8:37--and the dozens of other 
verses which are omitted or questioned in the new Bibles. 
Please note, too, that in many cases the early Received Text versions in these languages 
have fallen into disuse and have been replaced in the twentieth century with Westcott-
Hort type versions. 
During its first hundred years (1804 to 1904), the British and Foreign Bible Society alone 
printed more than 200 million Bibles, Testaments and portions of Scripture (Lion’s 
History of Christianity, p. 558). With few exceptions these were derived either from the 
KJV, the Received Text, or from one of the major European translations based on the 
Received Text. From 1816 to 1903 the American Bible Society distributed 72,670,783 
volumes and portions of Scripture, while the Canstein Bible Institute issued more than 
7,000,000 copies (Edwin Rice, Our Sixty-six Sacred Books, p. 192). By the end of the 
nineteenth century, the Bible or portions thereof had been produced in almost 900 
languages (P. Marion Simms, The Bible in America, p. 177). 
To this figure must be added the Scriptures printed by other Bible Societies (Scotland, 
Germany, Canada, etc.); by missionary organizations and societies (such as the Religious 
Tract Society, the Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge; the American Sunday-
school Union, and the American Tract Society); by denominational and other large 
publishing firms in Great Britain, America, and Europe; by mission presses in other 
lands; by independent groups and individuals. The Trinitarian Bible Society, for example, 
has published TR-based translations since 1831. 
The American Sunday-School Union reported that “the total circulation of the Scriptures 
during the 19th century ran into the hundreds of millions of copies ... the total will exceed 
520,000,000 copies of the Word of God scattered abroad for the healing of the nations” 
(Rice, p. 191). 
The overwhelming majority of these Scriptures represented the same basic text and the 
same kind of versions. Most differences had to do with the difficulties of translation, not 
with the underlying text (and not with differing philosophies of translation methods). The 
two largest Bible societies, the British and the American, published English Scriptures 
exclusively in the King James Version and the Greek Received Text until the early 
twentieth century. 
Some would counter that the Bible in versions based on the critical text has also gone to 
the ends of the earth in this century. That, though, is not the point. The point is that a 
certain kind of Bible, the Received Text Bible, went to the ends of the earth during the 
greatest period of revival and missionary activity in church history (from the 16th to the 
19th centuries). Along come the critical textual editors of the late nineteenth century 
claiming that the Received Text is corrupt, that the purest text of the New Testament has 
only recently been recovered from its hiding place. We say this is impossible in light of 
God’s promise to preserve the Scriptures. 
To put this succinctly: To reject the Received Text, as the critical textual editors and 
modern translators have done, is to reject the Text that was recognized through the 
centuries as the Word of God by the New Testament saints, and that was exalted by God 
as THE Bible during the greatest era of revival and missionary activity since the first 
century. 
The Hodges/Farstad or Robinson/Pierpont “Majority” text-types, as they have only been 
in print for a very short time, do not have any significant translations made from them 
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into any other language.  The modernistic Bible societies make translations exclusively, 
as far as I am aware, from the critical text, and conservative organizations like the 
Trinitarian Bible Society propagate only Received Text versions. 
 
 
 
 


