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Pre-1611 ENGLISH BIBLES

The dates for the first editions and significant revisions
are given but they all had subsequent editions. For
instance, several printers were not bashful in reprinting
Tyndale’s New Testament numerous times, sometimes
combined with various Old Testament versions, for
profit. The edition dateslisted are important with respect
to their influence upon the King James Version.

The Lollard Bible

c. 1382 early version was extremely literal.
c. 1388 later version was more idiomatic to English.

Translated from the Latin Vulgate; this was the first
complete Bible in English. There had been parts
(Psalms and Gospels mostly) translated into Anglo-
Saxon and Old English before, but never a complete
Bible. The early version was extremely literal and the
later was made more idiomatic. There were no printing
presses yet and so these were completely handwritten.
With this Bible, the beginning of the Reformation was
seeded among the common folk of Europe particularly
at this time through the Lollards under Wyclif with
whom this Bible is associate.

Tyndale’s New Testament

1525 and 1526

1534 and 1535 revised editions

First printed Bible (and so were all following Bibles
printed) and translated from Erasmus’ printed Greek
text that later became known as the Received Text
(the Latin term by which it was called then: Textus
Receptus). This Greek text was a poor late critical text
done by Erasmus (who was the first modern textual
critic) in several editions beginning in 1513. He had
only a few examples of the “majority” Greek text from
which to compile his text and did the best that was
then possible. This text was developed and corrected
by several editors before it was consulted by King
James’ revisers. It was the Greek New Testament basis
for Protestant Bibles for almost 400 years.

Our modern critical texts are not representative of
any historic Greek texts ever actually used by the
saints. Nor should these eclectic texts ever be
used since they are filled with readings that are pure
speculations which are unable to be validated in any
real scientific manner. Rather, the saints ought to use
the Byzantine Textform as edited by Robinson and
Pierpont (see the bibliography which will appear at the
end of this series). The Byzantine Textform actually
represents what the saints throughout history really
used (i.e., the true “majority” Greek text) and is far
more accurate than the Received Text. Robinson and
Pierpont’s work is also superior to the work of Hodges

(continued on page 1287)



Greetings. Siblings!

Well, here we are in February! It seems as though it was only
yesterday that the leaves were turning, and today we are having
an ice storm. Before we know it the flowers will be abloom.

“... What is your life? It is even a vapor, that appeareth
for a little time, and then vanisheth away” (James
4:14).

A New Series

It has been a while since I last wrote an editorial due to the
fact we have needed the space for our ongoing Plowboy's
Bible series. 1 trust that these articles have proven helpful to
you. We are close to the end of our series, but we are taking
a break so that we can run a series of historical essays on the
influence of religion and politics on the formation of the King
James Version. This rich work is written by our dear brother
Ross Purdy. He has invested years of dedicated research on
this very important study. It is so important in fact, that when
we have finished running the series here in the BSN we will be
publishing it in a more durable book form. Truly it is a history
that is in dire need of being heard.

I believe that each page of the BSN is important. It is always
my goal not to make waste of even a single one of them. I say
this to stress how important it is to me that we take the issues
of the BSN to run the Plowboy s Bible and now Ross Purdy’s /
Will Have One Doctrine and One Discipline.

Because of my own personal background it is essential to me
that we deal with this vital issue. Despite genuine sincerity and
love for the Lord, I believe that those of us who have held to
the King James Version exclusively have been unknowingly
led into a very deceptive, unscriptural, crippling position. |
believe that in the supposed name of truth, believers have been
led into a serious, binding error. I know, I was one of them. For
this reason I devote these pages to the Scriptural and historical
correction of the King James-Only position.

“One reason the Anglican Bible [KJV] became the Bible
of the Fundamentalists is because most had no intimate
knowledge of the actual history of the English Bible which
would have made clear this was the official Bible of the
Anglican Church ...” (Theodore Letis, The Ecclesiastical
Text, 1987, page 180)

My love to each of you,

Your fellow,

Clyde L. Pilkington, Jr.
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and Farstad particularly with respect to the story of the
adulteress in the Gospel of John, as well as the book
of Revelation.

Tyndale published the Pentateuch in 1530 and Jonah
in 1531. It is believed that he translated other portions
of the Old Testament without living long enough to
publish them. (Perhaps up to the end of Il Chronicles
and several of the prophetical books.)

All other English Bibles, except for the Rheims-Douay,
up to the King James Bible and many beyond were
revisions of Tyndale’s work.

Coverdale’s Bible
1535

The first complete printed English Bible. Coverdale did
not know Hebrew so he cobbled together what Tyndale
did not finish of the Old Testament from a couple Latin
versions, Luther's German and a couple other current
foreign language versions. It was not authorised, but it
was allowed. Since the Lollard Bible and Tyndale were
hated by the church, it was a major accomplishment to
be allowed to publish his Bible.

Coverdale’s version of the Psalms was used in the
Great Bible of 1539, the Bishops’ Bible of 1568, as
well as in the Book of Common Prayer. The Book of
Common Prayer retained Coverdale’s Psalms until it
was revised later in the twentieth century.

[The Psalter sold well by itself and was produced by
several translators/editors. ]

Matthew’s Bible

1537

The translator is given as Thomas Matthew but such is
thought to be a pseudonym. John Rogers is thought
to be the real person who produced this revision of
Tyndale and Coverdale. This was the first licensed
Bible as a result of Coverdale’s effort.

Taverner’s Bible

1539
1540

Although Richard Taverner’s version did not make a
big splash, it does have the honor of being the first
to be printed completely in England. Apparently, it

was not a big influence on the King James Bible, but
the King James Bible did borrow some Saxon words
and phrases from Taverner. Taverner’s Apocrypha was
unique compared to earlier English Bibles.

A printer by the name of Edmund Becke produced
some hybrid editions (1549, 1551) with Taverner’s
Old Testament and Tyndale’s New Testament. The
1551 edition had reverted back to Tyndale where
Taverner had made good and proper revisions to
correct Tyndale.

The Great Bible

1539
1540

Named for its size, it was the first “authorised” English
Bible “appointed to the use of the churches.” It was
also called Cranmer’s Bible (sponsoring bishop), the
Chained Bible (chained so they could not be removed
from the church), and Whitchurch’s Bible (printer).
Coverdale revised the Matthew’s Bible because the
church bishops were not willing to translate it. Those
bishops did not believe it was fit for the common folk to
read the Bible. Already in 1540, Coverdale produced
a major revision of the Great Bible.

The Geneva Bible

1557 New Testament by William Whittingham
1560 complete with a revised New Testament
1572
1599

Each year from 1560 to 1616 saw a new edition. In
1599 at least ten editions were produced. About 180
editions (96 complete) were published, with 8 coming
in England after the publication of the King James
Version. It was unique in being available in a small
handy size, with clear, easy to read Roman type, and
copious helpful notes which grew in number with each
major revision. The 1599 notes took up every bit of
marginal space available. It would be the peoples’
popular Bible until the Church of England campaigned
successfully for its eradication. The Church of England’s
third authorised version would finally have the field
to itself. This would not be due to the merits of the
third authorised version (the King James Version),
but purely to militant maneuvering by England’s
establishment! They forced English printers to stop
printing the Geneva Bible, and years later they were
successful in banning the importation of the Geneva.
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The Bishops’ Bible
1568

This Bible became the church’s second “authorised”
version. The Geneva Bible had become such a thorn
in the flesh of church and state due to its popularity so
that the bishops finally sought to eclipse it with another
attempt at an official authorised version. The Great
Bible had failed to do this and so would the Bishops’
Bible. Perhaps this was because they used the Great
Bible as the basis for this revision and they used old
arrogant prelates to revise it! Actually, the bishops who
worked on it were probably as reform-friendly bishops
as the church would ever see. It did go through 20
editions.

The Rheims-Douay Bible

1582 New Testament
1610

The Rheims New Testament was printed in 1582 at
Rheims in France. They could only afford to print the
New Testament until 1609 when the whole work was
printed in Douai, France and then called the Rheims-
Douay Bible. The translation, from the Latin Vulgate,
was often too literal and included many transliterated
Latin words making it unsuitable for use.

This version was to be an antidote to all the English
Protestant Bibles and was produced by exiled English
Roman Catholics in France. It was the least popular
Bible (perhaps of all time). Despite that fact, it donated
a significant amount of vocabulary and phrases to the
King James Version.

The King James Bible
1611

The number of significant editions are too numerous to
list. Entire books have been dedicated to the subject.

The third authorised version from the English
establishment. The instructions to the King James
revisers were that they were to follow the Bishops’
Bible (second authorised version) where it was true
to the original, though they apparently did not stick
close to the Bishops’ at all. They could have favored
the Geneva Bible in the Old Testament more than
the Bishops’ for what would have been a superior
product.

The English Bible prior to the King James Version
served more to divide than unify the religious sects in
England. In order to reconcile differences among the
various parties, the king called for a conference to be
held in January 1604 at Hampton Court. Here a new
version was called for and approved by the king. The
king’s agenda was to unify all in his kingdom in one
religion and under one monarch. The Geneva Bible
was not conducive to such an agenda due to its notes
which did not support episcopacy and monarchy.

King James allowed for other translations to be
consulted, namely, Tyndale’s, Matthew’s, Coverdale’s,
the Great Bible, and Geneva. They apparently relied
on them far more than upon the Bishops’ Bible.
Except for concise explanations of the Hebrew and
Greek, there were to be no notes! This Bible was to
be read in the established church where it would be
properly explained, so notes would not be necessary.
Also, certain ecclesiastical words were to be used like
church instead of congregation! They did not want
anyone to think of merely a gathering of the saints,
rather they wanted them to think of the bishops and
all the other prelates, as well as the whole hierarchy
and all the authority and power of the establishment
religion.

While the removal of notes which had been included
in earlier Bibles did make the King James Version
suitable for adoption by other sects, the Anglican bias
is still discernible. Despite King James’ intention for
not allowing notes, it has not stopped every sect from
inserting their own in the present day and age. Poor
old King James must be spinning in his grave!

INTRODUCTION

English Puritans did not want religious freedom, nor
did they want to leave the Church of England; they
rather wanted reform of their still too Catholic church.
The Church of England was a splinter from the Church
of Rome. Before King Henry broke away from Rome,
he had been titled Defender of the Faith by the Pope
for showing his support. Yet when the Pope refused to
annul his marriage so he could marry another woman,
he then severed his relationship to Rome while keeping
his title, Defender of the Faith. This English splinter
from Rome is what I call the Anglo-Catholic Church as
opposed to the Roman Catholic Church where Anglo-
refers to the English realm. Within England, the church
retained its own English hierarchy of bishops. For all
intents and purposes, it was still the Catholic Church,
but now it was English (Anglo-) only and not Roman.
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After the break, the only thing that was different
was that the King of England took the place of the
Pope and became the supreme head of the church
by Parliament’s approval. The head of the secular
government in England was now also the head of
the church in England. It was this powerful position
which King James assumed when he became King of
England. Of course, unlike today, Parliament was not
very powerful back then. Rather, it was the king and
his church which essentially had all the power.

The Anglo-Catholic Church did reform its doctrine
moderately. The ideas of Erasmus, Tyndale, Calvin
and Luther penetrated the realm, as did the English
Bible, and they all had their effect; but an aggressive
reform movement took shape and begot the Puritans
under the reign of Queen Elizabeth. These reformers
viewed the Anglo-Catholic Church as still too Roman
and thus still in need of much more reform. Queen
Elizabeth sought a via medea or middle road between
Papists and Puritans and managed a balance of power
under her rule.

When the good Queen Elizabeth passed, King James
VI of Scotland was named successor to the throne of
England, and then became King James I of England.
His mother was Mary, Queen of Scots, and is not
Queen Mary who reigned in England before Elizabeth
became Queen, and whom Elizabeth had beheaded.
James had been brought up in Puritan Presbyterian
Scotland and tutored by a Puritan. The Puritans were
very hopeful that he would be their friend in pushing
through further reforms in the Anglo-Catholic Church;
but there were a couple of things about the new king
that they did not realize.

King James knew what the Puritan notions were of
running church and state. They wanted a Presbyterian
polity (form of church government) in the Anglo-
Catholic Church and they wanted only a Parliament
to run the realm. That meant that there would be no
bishops (Episcopalian polity) and no monarch! Of
course, the king and the bishops liked being what they
were and, to say the least, they just did not at all think
very highly of Puritan ideas. King James was convinced
that to change the polity of the Church of England
would threaten his own position as monarch (who
was also head of the church) and thus his response
was, “No bishop, no king!” His intentions were not to
reform the church but rather to bolster his position as
monarch.

DivINE RiGHT OF KINGS

King James came to the throne of England preaching
what he called The Divine Right of Kings, which said
in essence that God chooses the king. Therefore the
subjects of the king owed their complete allegiance
and obedience to the king whether the king was good
or wicked. If he was good, it was because God had
decided that the realm deserved a good king. If the
king was wicked, God had decided that the realm
deserved to suffer a wicked king. So to disrespect the
king was to slight God then as well.

This was a doctrine promoting monarchical absolutism,
which meant that the king’s authority was derived from
God alone and that it was to God alone that the king
was accountable. Therefore, no one on earth could
hold the king accountable for his actions, and to resist
or restrict the king was essentially blasphemy toward
God and sedition (inciting resistance or rebellion to
lawful authority). Today, we would perhaps call it a
kind of “megalomania.” If [ were in King James’ shoes,
[ imagine that | too would have seen good use for the
doctrine of The Divine Right of Kings.

King James saw that in order to preserve his monarchy,
he would need the help and support of the Anglo-
Catholic Church’s episcopacy (hierarchy of the ruling
bishops). Together, they could stifle those reforms
pushed by the Presbyterian Puritans that threatened the
livelihoods of the king and bishops. King and bishop
feared being replaced by a constitutional republic form
of government (like Geneva) and a presbytery style of
church polity (a form of church government) like the
Church of Scotland had.

The monarch and bishops were not unlike most anyone
else who would be in their positions. They thought
their jobs were important and that God had elected
them to do those jobs. A logical deduction was that
if God had chosen them, it was a slight against God
to threaten God’s chosen officers. So of course, they
did what anyone would naturally do in their positions
with their convictions when they acted to bolster and
protect their offices.

The king and his bishops were happy with their
separation from Rome and they were happy with the
amount of reform that had taken place in the Anglo-
Catholic Church. It was just enough reform to restore
the Catholic church to its original purity (well, close
enough). The church felt it had reformed enough
and it was happy to be free of the Roman Catholic
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authority with its corruption. With the Thirty-Nine
Articles of Religion (basically, the doctrinal statement
and catechism of the Church of England), it expressed
what was felt to be a balance in a moderately reformed
doctrine coupled with a Catholic tradition of worship
and polity. In other words, the church felt it had achieved
the appropriate amount of reform and needed nothing
further. In fact, further reform was seen as harmful and
would upset the balance. It would destabilize the English
establishment which consisted of the monarch and his
secular government, as well as the king as head of the
church, along with the hierarchy of bishops within the
church.

Where the corrupt Roman Catholic Church had failed,
the Anglo-Catholic Church had succeeded in restoring
the purity of the Catholic Church in England. Great
Britain had become very patriotic and now enjoyed its
sovereignty in matters of church and in no way regretted
its break from Rome. The reform achieved in the Church
of England was what Erasmus and Luther (two great
Reformation figures) had hoped to see achieved in the
Church of Rome. They and King James and his bishops
all wanted a pure traditional Catholic church.

Rather than reform any further, the English establishment
wanted to see uniformity of practice and doctrine in the
realm, which would be good for stability. Those who
were not satisfied with this status quo were looked upon
as agitators who threatened the peace and stability of the
kingdom, and such were even considered to be enemies.
This was the unpleasant discovery of the Puritans at the
Hampton Court Conference. We shall come back to the
conference later. First let us examine the philosophical
differences between the establishment Church of England
including its head who was the monarch of England and
the more radical reform-desiring Puritans.

PHiLosOPHICAL DIFFERENCES

The Church of England’s authorities had a different
philosophy of church worship style and polity
(government) than the Puritan element within the church.
The church followed Luther while the Puritans preferred
Calvin. Calvin was repulsed by the then current Catholic
practice and adhered to what he saw as a more biblical
view of church polity and tradition. Of course, Calvin’s
ideas were actually from the “church fathers” of the third
through sixth centuries.

Even though Luther had his differences with the more
conservative Erasmus, they both favored preserving
church tradition as practiced. Erasmus saw the rampant
corruption and vice in the Roman Catholic Church
and attacked it through writing. He wrote his critiques
in Latin which was really intending it to be read by the
educated clergy. The common folk could not read Latin
and would not have been aware of such criticism. The

church was willing to allow such critical expressions as
long as it was limited to an internal academic arena.

Luther also became highly critical, but he voiced his
opinions not just among the educated but also among
the common folk. His written blasts against the Roman
Catholic Church came in both Latin and in the vernacular
of the people. While both wanted only a moderate reform
of the Roman Catholic Church, Erasmus pushed reform
without “pushing buttons” by stirring up the common
folk against the church. Erasmus managed to maintain
his status as a good Catholic, unlike the more vulgar and
abrasive Luther. Luther was not so diplomatic, and he
managed to offend the Roman Catholic hierarchy by
stirring up disrespect for the church among the common
folk. This resulted in Luther being branded as a heretic.
Thus it is said that “Luther hatched the egg that Erasmus
laid” with respect to reform. What Luther did was to wake
up the common people to the corruption and abuse in
the church which was at the expense of the people. He
leveraged the weight of the people behind the effort for
reform and that was effective in away that was not possible
by limiting the debate to academic circles in the church.

Then there was Calvin who did not want to keep any
tradition that smacked of current Roman Catholic
practice. For him, the whole Roman version of the church
was corrupt with most all of its practice. He really was
taking Erasmus’ critique of the Roman Catholic Church
to its logical conclusion. Being free of the auspices of that
church allowed Calvin to be bold. Having a measure of
power in Geneva also allowed him to create his version
of society. Calvin wanted the power of the state to back
up the church so it could enforce religion upon the people
and his version of society reflected that when it imposed
the death penalty on heretics.

On the continent of Europe, there was a religious sect
called the Anabaptists. Their conclusion was even more
extreme: reform was notenough, and they rather called for
the restoration of the church to its pristine roots. Scripture
alone would be the only real basis upon which to base
doctrine and practice. Thus they were called “Radicals.”
Unlike Calvin or the Puritans, they did not think that the
church should exercise authority over people. They saw
that separation of church and state was the only way for
people to have freedom of religion. Now the Anabaptists
were not part of the story in England, but like them,
there were independents and separatists in England who
wanted a true freedom to practice their religion without
the interference of the government. The Anabaptists
came to this conclusion before the English groups.! The

1. Unfortunately, there was a branch of this sect that became
militaristic and violent. Most were pacifists though and so
the violent offshoot gave the whole movement a bad name.
Both Catholic and Protestant armies were sent against this
violent branch which had overrun a city in Germany and
those armies destroyed them.
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English were closer to Calvin and the Puritans though in
doctrine and practice.

Yet everyone in England was required to subscribe to
the established state religion, and both Puritans and
Anglo-Catholics in England saw church authority as
desirable. It was an authority that extended into areas
of their personal lives that we today could not imagine.
If one did not submit to such authority, one could be
prosecuted and charged as a criminal and then suffer the
consequences. Such were labeled as nonconformists.

Modern American independent church members would
not have been comfortable under the power of a state
church because they controlled as much what you did
outside the church as in! I don’t think we in America
today could imagine being fined and put into jail for not
going to the church that the government instructed you
to attend or using the Bible version they prescribed. Can
you imagine a preacher being put in jail for preaching a
sermon instead of reading a homily? How about your
church leadership being jailed for not switching from a
presbytery to an episcopacy? Such was the case in Great
Britain.

The Church of England had reformed their doctrine as
expressed in the Thirty-Nine Articles of Religion found
in its Book of Common Prayer, but they maintained a
traditional form of worship style and church polity. This
looked very much like the Roman practice and was in
line with Luther’s thinking that any tradition that was
not specifically forbidden by Scripture was acceptable.
On the other hand, the Puritans believed that only what
was specifically prescribed by Scripture was acceptable
and did not accept any practice that reminded them of
Rome.

Neither party was interested in freedom of religion even
if they did have different ideas for church polity. Both the
Anglo-Catholics and Puritans believed that the church
should be empowered to enforce religion upon society.
Thus most Puritans did not want religious freedom nor
did they want to separate from the Church of England
which was a national institution lodged in society and
thus suited for imposing religion upon it. They did, in
fact, want to see the church exercising power over the
secular public life of the kingdom. The Puritans wanted
to be the ones running the church and they wanted it
done according to their ideas rather than according to
traditional Catholic notions. One only has to note the
power of the Church of Scotland over the public’s secular
life during this time to see just how serious the Puritans
were in pursuing a “cultural mandate” to legislate their
Christian religion upon the world. For example, the
Church of Scotland required that each household of a
certain income level purchase a Bible. If they did not
possess a Bible, that household would be fined.

Again, the Puritans were notlooking for religious freedom,
they were involved in a power struggle to gain control
of a social institution that exercised its authority over
many areas of public life besides just church practice.
The Puritans wanted to see the Church of England
reformed as much as was the Church of Scotland and
then enforcing Puritan religion upon the people. This
would include a change in polity from an episcopacy to
a presbytery and retiring traditional worship practices.
Thus the English Puritans were more in accord with the
thinking of John Calvin.

Like Calvin, the Puritans saw the Catholic Church as evil
and unbiblical and did not want to have anything that
reminded them of the Catholic Church. They wanted to
eliminate such things as the traditional forms of worship
and the traditional form of church government from the
Church of England and replace it with what they believed
to be the biblical form.

Of course, they were successfully resisted by the
Anglicans who also then pushed back. The counter strike
was far more effective and brutal. Religious laws (called
constitutions) were drawn up prescribing the practice of
the church and exactly how it should be run. Church
practice and doctrine was to be uniform throughout the
realm and all had to conform themselves to it. These
laws were designed to define anyone who disagreed (in
the slightest) as nonconformists to church authority and
practice.

Having been defeated, some Puritans lost hope and
those who were able decided to leave the country at King
James’ “invitation.” Others could not afford to leave, but
would not conform and thus suffered. Others recanted
their Puritanism and conformed to the establishment.
Still others realized the folly of a government sanctioned
church and sought freedom to practice their religion
without interference. These became known as the
separatists and independents from whom later came the
English Baptists and Congregationalists.

Today, there are those with the mistaken notion that the
Puritans and the Church of England were one big happy
reformed family, but this picture is naive to say the least.
We have to recognize that there were several parties with
different ideas of what degree of reform was necessary.
The Church of England was only moderately reformed
in doctrine and saw that as sufficient to restore them
to original Catholic purity. King James and his Bible
translators also saw themselves as reformed Catholics.
The Puritans wanted reform to a greater degree than the
Church of England. Furthermore, they wanted greater
reform in the practice of worship which included slight
modification of the sacraments and not wearing clerical
apparel. These two parties were at odds with each other
and the Puritans lost their bid for control.
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Neither of these parties were fundamentalistin the modern
sense of course, nor would they have been compatible
with fundamentalism in any way, shape, or form! They
were confessional and sacramental denominations which
today’s fundamentalists would find repugnant. If today’s
fundamentalists would have shown up back then, they
would have been punished severely by both the Church
of England and the Church of Scotland for failing to
conform in a number of practices including submitting
to their confessions and sacraments. Unless one were to
fully and completely conform in every way to English or
Scottish church policy and practice, one would absolutely
not be tolerated. Most independent American church
members need to study the Scottish confessions and
covenants, as well as the English church’s Thirty-Nine
Articles to appreciate the significant differences. Only a
grave ignorance confuses today’s fundamentalism with
the Anglicanism or Puritanism of the 1600’s! It is terribly
naive to think that there could possibly be the slightest
bit of compatibility.

THE DEMAND FOR TOoTAL CONFORMITY TO A
UNIFORM RELIGION

The Church of England was satisfied with the balance
of reform and tradition that had been reached and now
moved to enforce uniformity of religion in all the realm.
All would be made to conform to a single standard of
doctrine and practice. [t madereligious laws (constitutions)
prescribing Episcopal polity and the traditional worship
style, and it obviously saw no room for any dangerous
freedom of religion. All would be made to conform to
the same doctrines and practice exactly as dictated by
the Church of England and expressed in the Book of
Common Prayer. The church also outlawed Presbyterian
polity and the plain worship style of the Puritans.

State licensed Puritan preachers in England failed to
promote the prescribed Anglican doctrine and practice
of its church, and rather preached reformed doctrines in
opposition to it. So the Church of England forced them
to read a “canned” sermon called a homily in order to
prevent them from promoting Puritan ideas through
preaching. The Puritan preachers were members of the
Church of England which licensed them and permitted
them to preach. They drew their salaries from the Church
of England. Violations were severely punished with fines,
loss of salary, and prison. The same happens today when
a preacher teaches against their denomination.

The Puritans saw these homilies as unscriptural and
rather superficial. In effect, these laws redefined them as
nonconformist and it forced them underground if they
failed to comply. The religious laws cast the Puritans
as dangers to the church and state for not conforming
and were used to bully and silence them. It was not
that the Puritans had wandered away from biblical
truth in pushing for further reform; rather they tried to
conform themselves obediently to the Word of God. Yet
a uniform religion had been established by the whim

of England’s monarch and bishops according to what
the establishment deemed a proper balance of Scripture
and tradition. It allowed no room for the more extreme
Puritans who would otherwise remain in the Church of
England, and the Puritans were forced out.

Up until the rule of Archbishop Abbott during the reign
of King James, the church had leaned somewhat in
a Calvinistic and Puritan direction; but with Abbott’s
successor, Archbishop Laud, the church turned in
more of a traditional Catholic direction. Charles I, who
was King James’ son, came to the throne and married
a Roman Catholic (which, of course, greatly troubled
the Puritans). Under both King James and his son,
Archbishop Laud and the church acted aggressively
and with great hostility towards the Puritan element in
Great Britain.

At this time, the Church of Scotland was still very
Calvinistic and Presbyterian. This being the case, they
could not subscribe to the Thirty-Nine Articles and
Episcopalian polity. Archbishop Laud forced the use
of the Book of Common Prayer with its Thirty-Nine
Articles and Episcopalian polity upon the Church of
Scotland, as well as promoting King James’ doctrine
of the divine right of Kings. He could impose upon
Scotland since King James was also king of Scotland.
The Scots had refused to use the new 1611 Authorised
Version because they rather loved their Geneva Bible,
but Laud forced them to use the Authorised Version.
The Scots put up with this for a time, but eventually
the strong arm tactics of the Church of England
“backfired.” Civil wars broke out and nonconformists
of every stripe fought back and finally defeated the
English church and state.

These contests did not merely involve Roman Catholic
versus Reformer, but was rather Roman Catholic versus
Anglo-Catholic versus Puritan versus independents
and separatists. There were Roman Catholic and
Puritan elements which desired a place in the Church
of England. Then there were Roman Catholics who
wanted the church to be completely conformed to
Rome on one extreme, and on the other there was the
Puritan element which wanted control in order to carry
out total reform and conformity to the Word of God as
they understood it.

Then there were those independents and separatists
who wanted the freedom to worship as they pleased
without interference from the state and its church.
These nonconformists, as well as the two extreme
positions were unacceptable to King James and his
bishops. They wanted everyone to conform to the
uniform standards of the Church of England as they

conceived it; anything less would not be tolerated. ®

(To be continued ...)



