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by — Ross Purdy

THE AUTHORISED VERSIONS
AND THE GENEVA BIBLE

The English Puritans’ Bible was the popular Geneva Bible
which first appeared in 1560. One of the reasons that the
Geneva Bible was very popular was due to notes that
helped the reader in understanding difficult passages. This
popularity irritated the English establishment since it was
not an authorised version and those notes promoted ideas
that they wanted to suppress — ideas which clashed with
monarchical absolutism and Episcopalian polity. It also
allowed folks to read and study the Bible outside of the
watchful eye of the church where they might end up falling
into some heresy. The Church of England wanted to keep
Bible reading under its close supervision where it could
interpret Scripture in accordance with church doctrine. So
the Church of England countered with Bibles of its own in
an attempt to supplant the popular Geneva Bible.

The establishment had tried and failed to prevent the
common folk from acquiring English Bibles. The church
would rather have the common folk come to church and
learn, or at least if they must study away from church,
study the Book of Common Prayer which taught church
doctrine and included some Scripture. The bishops
thought it was not good to let common folk read the Bible
without the church interpreting every word carefully for
them. They feared that the ignorant masses would come
up with all kinds of heresies, so they made it illegal to
produce, sell, own, or read an English Bible without their
approval.

First Authorised Version

Still, nothing could stop the hunger for God’s Word, and
eventually, the church realized that it was impossible to
keep the English Bible away from the common folk. The
church finally produced its first authorised version in 1539
by employing Miles Coverdale to revise the Matthew’s
Bible. Because of its large size, it was called the “Great
Bible.” It was also called the “Chained Bible” since it was
chained to a podium in each church building, which kept
people from walking off with them, as well as keeping
Bible reading under church supervision. Yet, people still
continued to buy Bibles for home use. Why travel to the
church when you could have it at home?

Second Authorised Version

The Geneva Bible then came out and was very popular.
The Church of England was now more sympathetic to
reform and to allowing people more access to Scripture
in their own language; but they wanted people to use a
church-authorised version, and they were jealous of the
unauthorised Geneva Bible’s popularity. So bishops in the
Church of England saw fit to revise the Great Bible in an
attempt to supplant the Geneva Bible. They produced the
second authorised version, which became known as the
Bishops’ Bible (1568). It was still a rather large Bible and
it read relatively stiffly with too many Latinisms. It sold
poorly and did not compete with the far more handy and
readable Geneva Bible. This was in spite of the fact that
Archbishop Parker made it illegal to print Geneva Bibles in
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England in order to promote sales of the Bishops’ Bible.
Third Authorised Version

When King James came to the throne of England, printers
were once again allowed to print the Geneva Bible up
until 1616. Yet, again, King James wanted to supplant the
ever popular Geneva Bible. He associated the Geneva
Bible with the Puritans whom he saw as a threat to his
monarchy and Episcopalian church. So a revision of
the Bishops’ Bible was called for at the Hampton Court
Conference (1604) which would promote the Church of
England and its ideals rather than the Puritans and their
dangerous notions. This third authorised version became
known as the Authorised Version of 1611 in England, but
later on in America, it was called the King James Version.
The story of its production by the various academic
companies is well known; but what we haven’t been told
is that the King James Bible was not all that popular right
from the start. It did much better than the Bishops’ Bible,
but the common folk still wanted their Geneva!

Demise of the Geneva Bible

The Geneva Bible remained popular so the church
campaigned against it once again in order to replace it with
the new authorised version. Archbishop Laud, who was
appointed by King James, pressured English printers to
stop printing the Geneva Bible in 1616 just as Archbishop
Parker had done in order to promote the Bishops’ Bible.
This tactic had failed when Parker tried it, and now it
failed again for Laud. People still bought even cheaply
made Geneva Bibles imported from the free presses of
the Dutch.

The Church of Scotland was also a state church, but had
a Presbyterian style of church polity. This church had
embraced and fully endorsed the Geneva Bible; but (as
mentioned before) Laud forced the Church of England’s
new authorised version on the Church of Scotland along
with the Book of Common Prayer with its Thirty-Nine
Articles (the Anglo-Catholic doctrinal statement). He then
forced them to conform to Anglo-Catholic practice which
meant Episcopalian church polity and the Roman style
of worship service. Of course, the Church of Scotland
objected. This would be like walking into a reformed
Baptist church and forcing them to celebrate Mass or baby
baptism! King James (and after him, his son Charles I) and
his church expected all to conform fully and completely
to the practice of religion as prescribed by his church’s
Thirty-Nine Articles.

Laud promoted the new version as an English Bible
printed by English printers and produced by the English
church for its English citizens. Buying it was the only
patriotic thing for English citizens to do. He asked how
loyal Englishmen could buy a Bible produced by foreigners
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and printed by foreigners in a foreign land. Rather they
should buy Bibles produced in England in support of
the local English printers. Of course, he did not tell them
that he was responsible for preventing English printers
from printing the popular Geneva Bible. English printers
could easily have been supported very nicely by printing
Geneva Bibles as had always been the case. Laud did his
utmost to keep the Geneva Bible away from the English
market that demanded it. Yet people continued to buy
even cheap imported Geneva Bibles.

Laud managed to finally arrest the importation of the
popular Geneva Bible, and English people were forced
to buy the King James Bible. There was no other choice
if they wanted a new Bible. Only Authorised Versions
were permitted to be produced and sold. By means of
this aggressive campaign, the Geneva Bible was finally
squashed. Contrary to what is often mistakenly repeated,
the King James Version gained ascendancy not by any
virtue or merit of its own, but rather by virtue of eliminating
the competition through strong-arm methods.

The last Geneva Bible was printed in 1644, and only
then did the King James Version ascend to the position
of being the English Bible of the English speaking world.
King James (even though his son Charles [ was on the
throne then) and his bishops had accomplished their goal.
Not that having the King James Version as the only choice
was so bad, but rather the issue is that the choice was
removed from the common folk by those in power with
an obvious agenda.

What was the agenda? It was to bend the minds of this
Bible’s readers to the will of the English establishment.
Not to make them more Christ-like, but rather to make
them conform to the establishment’s notion of religion in
order to control them. One of the goals of that agenda
was an authorised version of the Bible positioned as the
one and only standard Bible for all the English realm.
Folks had no choice but to buy a King James Version after
the competition had been censored. They were forced to
conform to Anglo-Catholic religion and the Anglo-Catholic
Bible which was the 1611 Authorised Version!

Even if history’s best Bible was the only one allowed and all
others censored, it would be wrong. Yet the establishment
believed that if the choice was not made for the common
folk, all sorts of heresies would become rampant, and the
establishment would lose the respect, as well as the control
of the masses.

The Puritans ended up being forced to conform to a
uniform Anglo-Catholic religion by the establishment. They
also lost an effective weapon for promoting reform when
the Geneva Bible with its notes was finally supplanted
by another authorised version. The Church of England
no longer had a great competitor for directing the hearts

and minds of the English, so uniform religion would be
achieved. The status quo would be maintained and there
would be no further reform.

HampTON COURT CONFERENCE

Let us back up now to the Hampton Court Conference
(1604) and the birth of the third Authorised Version or
King James Bible. As members of the Anglo-Catholic
Church, the Puritans had been pushing for their more
radical notions of reform. Such reform had been realized
in the Church of Scotland. In the hope of further reform in
the English state church, the English Puritans had drawn
up a list of complaints against the more traditional (and
Catholic) practices of the church.

This list was presented in the form of a petition to King
James (Scotland’s king up until this point) as he traveled
from Scotland down to London to be coronated as the
king of England. It was called the Millenary Petition since
it was supposed to have on it a thousand signatures of
those church ministers desiring such reforms; but they
could only muster three quarters of that and decided then
to leave off the signatures. The Puritans were hopeful
of King James’ immediate support but he deferred the
petition to be settled in conference at Hampton Court with
representatives of the English establishment present.

Those who attended were invited by KingJames: nine of his
own privy council, nine of the Anglo-Catholic’s episcopacy,
and only four very moderate Puritan representatives who
were very conservative, who would later conform to the
Anglo-Catholic Church of England, and who later took
up positions in the Episcopalian hierarchy. There the
Puritans presented their list of complaints and their hope
of reform.

Of the Puritan list of demands, King James pretended to
be concerned and made a number of promises to reform
certain things. In the end though, King James never
followed through on any promise, and he and his bishops
denied every Puritan request, except one — a standard
English Bible.

Now, the Puritans had been mistaken concerning King
James’ support of their reforms, and they were also
mistaken in thinking that King James would endorse the
Puritan’s beloved Geneva Bible as the next authorised
version of the Church of England. They had thought that
they would have King James’ support since he had been
tutored by a Puritan and raised in Presbyterian Scotland.
Besides, only a few years before when James (then only
the King of Scotland) had met with the Church of Scotland,
he suggested some slight revision of the Geneva Bible but
generally approved of it as a good translation. Yet now as
King of England, he denied that the Geneva Bible was a
good translation at all.
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Archbishop Bancroft realized what the Puritans wanted and
moved to deny the request for a new standard translation
to replace the official Bishops’ Bible. The Bishops’ Bible
was not well done and was not liked by the people; but
it was still the official church Bible, and to replace the
current Authorised Version (particularly with the Geneva
Bible) would slight the church.

Here, though, King James saw an opportunity to give the
Puritans a small concession, and so not look like he was
totally uncaring and opposed to the Puritans’ concerns.
The truth of the matter was that he saw that this was
another opportunity for the Church of England to attempt
to once again supplant the popular Geneva Bible with an
authorised version.

The king allowed this request to be granted, but he would
make the rules and design its production. He would design
it to take the place of the Geneva Bible. In order not to
slight the Church of England, it would be a revision of
the Bishops’ Bible (which really was in need of it). Also,
it would not have the Geneva’s notes, which were not
agreeable with King James’ doctrine of the divine right of
kings (among other things).

When the Puritans realized that their goal of further
reform was effectively opposed by the king in whom they
had placed their hope, they then retreated underground.
They would have to wait for another day or face the wrath
of the fearful inquisition courts (High Commission Court
and Star Chamber Court). These courts could inflict
punishments without ever convicting one of any crime
— all they needed was an accusation. The severity of the
punishment was purely a matter of the court’s whim and
could mean confiscation of all worldly goods, indefinite
prison terms, and the most unconscionable torture just so
long as they did not exact death.

The kingdom would get a new standard church Bible in
1611, but not the beloved Geneva Bible for which the
Puritans had hoped. The new Authorised Version was
not a Puritan Bible, but rather an Anglo-Catholic Bible
intended to eclipse and take the place of the popular
Puritan Bible. It was a matter of honor for the Church
of England to finally have their version front and center
instead of the version of the Puritan competition.

As mentioned, the new Bible did eventually replace
the Geneva through aggressive campaigning by the
establishment, but it really did not come into its own
until some forty years after first being printed. By then,
people had no options as to what version they could buy.
There were no others available. There was a monopoly
on the printing of Bibles and only the Authorised Version
was allowed to be printed for a long time. When other
versions could have been produced after the civil wars,
it was probably not financially feasible nor was anyone

prepared to do so.

The shaping of the English Bible was a result of what the
common people wanted. First, they required a Bible they
could understand. Second, anything that enhanced their
comprehension became popular. This was exemplified by
the Geneva Bible with its handy size, easy to read typeface
and format, and helpful notes. Yet the Hampton Court
Conference sealed the fate of the Geneva Bible.

It was only after three attempts and an exhaustive self-
destroying hostile campaign that an organizational
juggernaut (i.e., the English church and state establishment)
was able to reshape the Bible to rather serve their
purpose. King James hatched the plan that allowed the
establishment to steal the Bible away from the common
folk. If the people were going to have an English Bible, it
would most certainly be under the auspices and authority
of the church. The establishment eventually fumbled the
Bible, though. and the common folk regained possession,
but at a loss. They ended up with an Authorised Version
or church Bible instead of a people’s Bible.

“NoTE”-ABLE DIFFERENCES

The primary weapon of reform was the Bible itself in
the language of the people and another was preaching.
Another important weapon in the reformers’ arsenal was
the notes in reformed Bibles, particularly the Geneva Bible.
King James realized this and made sure that notes would
not be allowed in his revision. He wanted to prevent any
further reform in England in order to preserve the status
quo. The first printed English Bibles had notes in them
that were very anti-Roman Catholic. When the Geneva
Bible came out, it was filled with anti-Roman Catholic
notes. Later editions had increasing annotations until the
margins were completely filled.

The Geneva Bible was produced in the Republic of
Geneva by English exiles who had fled when Roman
Catholic Queen Mary came to power in England. Queen
Mary brought England back under Roman Catholicism,
and in due course, Protestants were persecuted for refusing
to conform. It was then that many fled the country and
eventually came to Geneva where the new Protestant
Bible was produced. The notes in the Geneva Bible were
seen by King James as a threat to both his monarchy
and his Anglo-Catholic Church. It would undermine and
insight disrespect for crown and church.

Now, remember that the Anglo-Catholic Church (the
Church of England) had broken away from the Roman
Catholic Church. Despite the schism, it retained Roman
Catholic doctrine and practice. Eventually, there was some
very moderate doctrinal reform in the church. Even then,
the Church of England was yet still very much like the
Roman Catholic Church. King James’ position as head of
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the Church of England was equivalent to the Pope’s position
over the Roman Catholic Church. As well, the Episcopalian
and traditional constitution of the Church of England was
still very close to that of the Roman Catholic Church.

In other words, the English establishment was in the
crossfire between Puritans and the Roman Catholic
Church. Even if it was a bit reformed in some doctrines,
the Anglo-Catholic position of the Church of England was
still far more Roman Catholic than it was Puritan. Thus
Puritan’s saw that it needed quite a bit of reform yet. On the
other hand, the Church of England’s independence from
Rome was totally unacceptable to Roman Catholics.

Rome was at a distance but the Puritans were right under
foot and directly subversive to the populace. They would
have to be dealt with immediately. They would have to
be made to conform. Besides making laws to conform
their preaching, why not disarm them of their Bible with
its seditious notes?

The notes were against the Episcopalian style of church
government and rather promoted a Presbyterian style
of church government. Of course, since the Church of
England preferred an Episcopal style like the Roman
Catholic Church, they did not like the Geneva Bible notes.
There were also a few notes that promoted the idea of not
obeying a wicked king, as well as even deposing of such.
This was a direct contradiction to King James’ doctrine of
the divine right of kings. Remember that the divine right
of kings said that if you had a good king, it’s because
God thought you deserved a good king; and if you had a
wicked king, it’s because God thought that you deserved
a wicked king — whatever you deserved, God gave it to
you and you were to submit to the king in either case.

So even though the Church of England was somewhat
reformed, it resisted further reform and the notes in the
Geneva Bible promoted a reform that the authorities in
England saw as too extreme (particularly since it would
put them out of their positions). One might not think
a couple of notes would be such a big issue, but when
one considers how close the King James Bible is to the
Geneva Bible when their texts are compared, the issue
was obviously not the text so much as it was the doctrines
taught in the notes. King James would be happy with most
any text in his Bible as long as it did not have notes.

It was appointed to be read in church so the priests
and bishops could comment on any questions a reader
might have. Thus a Bible read in the church did not
require notes, nor would a reader fall into heresy under
the close eye of the clergy. Besides, if folks wanted to read
any commentary away from church, they could study the
Book of Common Prayer which would properly instruct
them in the doctrine and practice of the church. Of course,
it would also be respectful of the English establishment.

King James Bible with Notes?

Even though notes were lacking in King James’ church
Bible, he could not foresee that his Bible would eventually
have notes inserted into it. Many years later when civil
war had reversed the tables on church and crown,
Oliver Cromwell took over the reigns of Great Britain as
Lord Protector after deposing the king. The suggestion
was made to reprint the Geneva Bible and replace the
Authorised Version. It seemed fitting to replace the Bible
version that had been sponsored by the deposed church
and state.

Whether it was a financial issue or some other practical
issue, Oliver Cromwell did not reprint the Geneva Bible.
Probably, it was a matter of not wanting to show favor
to a particular sect. Cromwell did not care to see any
religious sect take power over the land that would restrict
others from practicing their religion freely while imposing
theirs. Nor did he have any sentimental attachments to a
particular version. Besides, the text of the 1611 Authorised
Version was then available with the Geneva notes. That
being the case, Cromwell saw fit not to revive the Geneva
Bible even though others had noted an Episcopalian
bias in the King James Bible. This seemed satisfactory
since there were no further apparent efforts to reprint the
Geneva Bible. Again, the notes seem to be the central
point of interest.

Nor could King James have foreseen that his Bible
would be appropriated by various sects to promote their
particular doctrines. Such have had no qualms in inserting
their notes in the King James Bible. There are hundreds
of “study Bibles” of every theological flavor, as well as
self-help, self-improvement, and counseling Bibles all with
notes. What would King James say if he were around to
see them all?

King James and his bishops were adamantly opposed
to notes, but why is it that there is not the same uproar
over what notes are in your Bible as there is over what
Bible version one uses? Why isn’t the Church of England’s
authorised Book of Common Prayer being promoted as
the only authorised study help to be used along side the
Church of England’s 1611 Authorised Version ?

King James’ translators were conformists or they would
not have worked on his version, i.e., the church authorised
version. They were awarded positions as clergy in the
Church of England, so they had to be conformists to
Anglo-Catholic doctrine and practice. The position of the
church to which all conformists complied was that the
common folk should either read the authorised version or
the authorised Book of Common Prayer. If they needed
more than that, they were to go to the Church of England’s
authorised clergy.
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Good Notes

Notes in a study Bible can help even though they may
have a bias even as other versions and commentaries do.
Cross consulting them against each other allows one to
discover their biases and determine a balance through a
bit of critical thinking and study.

I am reminded of my father who told me the story of when
he began going to church as a young man. He noticed that
the preacher disagreed with the Bible teacher on the radio!
He asked his wise mother (who was right), and instead of
giving him a lecture on church authority, she purchased
a Bible and gave it to him. She instructed him to read it
and find out which one agreed with the Scriptures. The
point is that variety and alternative explanations lead to
a critical thinking process which forces one to deal with
God’s Word directly. The benefits of this are numerous
with respect to one’s personal relationship with God. One
benefit in particular is that church authority will never
deceive one who is careful to discern the truth of God’s
Word independently of that authority. Being under church
authority that excludes any other interpretations from
being allowed (like King James’ church) does not stimulate
any critical thinking which is absolutely necessary in order
to own God’s Word for one’s self.

When notes were once again put into Bibles, then people,
common people, started learning again. They were forced
to think and consider why the notes did not agree with
their church doctrine. The more variety of interpretation
and a wrestling with them all, as well as discussion will
do more to protect against heresy than any authority ever
did.

Of course, this is to be seen in the context of saints who
love not only God and the truth, but also their brothers and
sisters in Christ! They will look out for one another because
they love one another like no authoritative institution
could. Authoritative institutions devolve as they always do
to preserve themselves and their authority. They separate
the saints by their authority to maintain their authority.
Saints living in true accordance with the Scriptures, if they
have any authority, will sacrifice it instantly to preserve
and edify their brothers and sisters!

The King James Bible was “appointed to be read in
churches” where it could then be immediately interpreted
by the church according to its authorised doctrine whether
right or wrong. Notes were not allowed in the King James
Bible so that they would not compete with or contradict
the church’s teaching. Rather, the Prayer Book was to be
studied for church doctrine and took the place of notes.
The King James Bible promoted the church organization
as the Christians’ authority. King James wanted every soul
in his realm to obey that authority without question. He
did not want people to think for themselves, but rather

accept what was taught. Many church-goers are realizing
that this reflects the situation in their church as well, and it
is the King James Bible that has helped to propagate this
condition.

REeviSERS, NOT TRANSLATORS

According to David Daniell, the Geneva Bible is superior
to the King James Bible in its rendering of the Hebrew
poetry in the Old Testament. Dr. Daniell notes that all
early English Bibles are merely revisions of Tyndale’s
Bible. The King James Bible retains roughly 85% (in some
parts, far more I think) of Tyndale’s translation in the New
Testament and in those parts of the Old Testament that
Tyndale translated. Most of the rest was borrowed from
the Geneva Bible and the Bishops’ Bible from which the
King James Bible was revised. Except for maybe 1%, the
rest can be traced back to all the other early English Bibles
that preceded the King James Version.

[ believe that it is about 1% that was introduced as
novelty into the English by the King James’ revisers, and
even then one would have to look at the other foreign
language Bibles that they consulted to see if they did not
then translate even that from other sources. In essence,
the “translators” did not translate, they merely revised by
picking and choosing (even if with erudition) from other
early translations. This is not to be seen as to their shame:
in fact, it is to their credit and proved their brilliance, for
they did indeed create a literary English masterpiece.

Thus when I call them “revisers” instead of “translators,”
it is not with disdain, but rather to honor them: they
made a masterpiece that presents itself as if it was the
original language. (Who could blame anyone who did not
know any better if they thought it was?) Yet people who
appreciate its literary value do not necessarily understand
it thoroughly or correctly, and that may even contribute to
folks not catching the meaning of the original. In any case,
now the King James Bible is simply archaic and obsolete.

In the New Testament, the King James Version is indirectly
based mostly on the Textus Receptus Greek text (but not
completely). The Textus Receptus is a late-derived text
from the Byzantine “majority” Greek text.! The Textus
Receptus is also inferior to the Byzantine which is the
original language text used by the historic church, but
it is still close enough so that one hardly notices the
discrepancies. One must keep in mind while using it that
there is an Episcopalian bias in the King James Bible and
that its underlying Greek text (which is still far superior to
the modern critical Greek texts) is slightly inferior to the
more ancient and historical Byzantine Greek Textform.

1. See the entry Tyndale’s New Testament in the Pre-
1611 English Bibles section, and the Bibliography for the
Byzantine Textform.
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So the 1611 Authorised Version was well done, but
certainly not beyond improvement. This becomes obvious
as printers throughout the rest of the century could not
help themselves in dabbling to make the much needed
corrections. Unfortunately, this led to an unregulated
variety of texts, and efforts to correct and edit were
unorganized and unauthorised. The church did not care
to maintain an official standard text and printers did
not think to keep one either. Thus the King James Bible
evolved sporadically without any consistency among the
presses of the various printers.

“Printers Have Persecuted Me”?

The variety of errors and the significant differences in
the various texts of different printings has resulted in the
early editions of the 1611 Authorised Version becoming
hot collector items. So now these antique King James
Bibles are being bought and sold for thousands, and
even hundreds of thousands of dollars! Just like unique
stamps are valuable due to printing defects, the old King
James Bibles are valuable due to printing errors and
various textual emendations. Bibles with unique features
like textual errors are highly sought after, and when these
old collectables are displayed, the focus is on the most
prominent defect. Particularly, egregious defects have
typically spawned monikers for unique editions. The same
defects that excite antique Bible collectors also excited
the original purchasers but in a negative way. They were
disturbed by the discrepancies they found in their Bibles
and complained. Such were noticeable enough to raise
concerns for the integrity of the text.

Revision had been called for later in the 1600’s but never
materialized. Unfortunately, this dismal situation stood for
about a century and a half. Finally, the errors had become
so noticeable that the printers were asked by the irritated
and upset Bible readers to produce the master copy of the
King James Bible text. People who had noted the errors
and compared texts wanted a standard by which they
could determine the true text of their English Bible. Even
though they had paid good money for their Bibles, they
did not receive a product they could trust.

Just as unfortunate was the monopoly particular printers
had secured on Bible production. As is always the case,
such monopolies destroy the quality of a product through
a lack of competition. If other Bible versions had been
allowed in the marketplace, as well as other print shops
producing their choice of marketable versions, things
undoubtedly would have been very different. (In my
opinion, the Geneva Bible with good revisions would
have become the standard English Bible by choice of the
people.)

2. In a 1702 printing of the King James Version the phrase
“Princes have persecuted me” in Psalms 119:161 was
misprinted as “Printers have persecuted me.”

There were a number of factors in the evolution of the
King James Bible text. The early printings of the King
James Bible had a number of errors in them which
printers would correct in later editions. Yet these same
printers introduced other accidental errors at the same
time. Sometimes corrections that had been made in one
print run were “corrected” back to the original error in
later print runs. In any case, there was never a standard
text being consulted.

Another factor affecting this uncontrolled development
was that printers were in the habit of mixing pages from
different print runs. When there were left over printed
sheets, they saved them rather than throwing them out for
obvious financial reasons. It would be a waste not to use
those sheets the next time that size Bible was produced.
They would be stored (sometimes for years) until they
could be used in a new edition. Those new pages that
were needed to supplement the old pages in order to
complete an edition were sometimes corrected, improved,
or changed in some way. So while part of a Bible was
the same as an older edition, other parts were different.
Then if they ran out of the old sheets, they would have
to set up a new print run. Some editions in which this
happened have new pages with corrections or errors not
in the old sheets. Thus differences can be found in the
texts of the same edition due to this mixing of pages from
various print runs!

It was not then possible to save a plate which would
make an exact copy of a page in a later run. Each page
required a new composite and then was taken apart and
reassembled for the next page. The closest thing to any
attempts at continuity was occasional comparisons with
whatever printed edition was handy, since they never
worked from a master copy. This is evident from the
variety found between editions from subsequent and even
the same print runs. This would result in Bibles from the
same printer being sold with different texts.

The different print shops did not consult each other on
changes, nor did they inform each other when they did
make changes. In any case there was absolutely no standard
text, nor was there a catalog of changes maintained, not
even in the individual print shops. Each printer devolved
their own editions which also had various degrees of
different corrections and improvements.

Now if we were to examine all of these differences, we
might find none of them to be fatally significant; but the
fact remains that the Bible that the King James translators
intended to produce never materialized, until perhaps
recently. (See the New Cambridge Paragraph Bible edited
by David Norton.?) What did materialize was a unique

3. The New Cambridge Paragraph Bible edited by David
Norton is perhaps the closest to what the translators actually
intended to produce, even though it has very slightly updated
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edition from each print run, and as time went on, the
quality and consistency deteriorated.

Any revision that was accomplished was only what the
printers managed to do themselves at their convenience.
There was no authorised mechanism in place to maintain
a correct or standard text. It was left in the hands of the
authorised printers which meant it was left to happenstance.
While the church was forcing conformity to a uniform
religion, Bible readers were searching for a uniform text in
the King James Bible and not finding it! No one had one
nor did it exist. Every edition had different combinations
of mistakes, corrections and improvements.

Embarrassed, the presses of Cambridge and Oxford
universities, which were producing different texts, got
together and came up with what is now called the Concord
Text which since then has served as the standard King
James Bible text. Of course, many more corrections were
carried out in this edition, as well as updates and outright
changes. Even then, this text too has evolved somewhat
since then. Today, differences are to be found as well in
modern printings of the King James Bible.

ANCIENT COPYRIGHT

At this point, let us note that from the start, the King James
Bible has an ancient copyright on it that is possessed by
the crown of England. This copyright is still in effect even
until this very day. The crown’s rights to the text do not
expire and it is illegal to print the King James Bible without
a license or letters patent in Great Britain. At the start of
its production, the 1611 Authorised Version was printed
under the monopoly of a single printer whose family held
it for over one hundred years. Of course, the crown sold
publishing rights to printers for nice sums of money, and
printers would pay it because they knew it was a sure
bet to financial gain. As an authorised version, the King
James Bible is the exclusive property of the crown and
only licensed printers may produce it.

Yet by virtue of the American Revolution, the crown has
not been able to enforce its rights outside of the realm. So
American printers have taken advantage of the situation
and printed the King James text without license. If they
were around to witness the situation, King James and his
church would be furious. Yet because of this rebellion, the
ancient copyright has no enforceable legal status outside
the British realm, and for all intents and purposes, it is
brazenly treated as if it is in the public domain outside of

a few words here and there, while going back to some words
that have been edited out in modern editions of the King
James Version. In any case, David Norton has carefully
documented what he did in a companion volume wherein he
documents the textual history of the King James Bible which
also includes a history of its printing errors, corrections and
“improvements.” See the bibliography at the end.

Great Britain.

The King James Bible is still very marketable today. It still
sells very well and is still making lots of money for those
publishing it (legally and ethically or not). This brings up
an ironic and interesting ethical question. Should King
James Bibles be purchased from unauthorised publishers
(which would be virtually any printer outside of Great
Britain)? If one does purchase a “boot-leg” copy, are they
not dishonoring King James and his translators by not
buying his Bible from the crown’s authorised printers? Isn’t
it really outright theft? Booksellers also had to be licensed
by the crown. Who are you buying your King James Bible
from and who publishes it?

It should be noted that such a printing monopoly and long
held copyright has never been matched by any modern
version, nor has any version made so much money for its
publishers (again, whether they are legal or illegal ones).
Any major publisher that is selling one or even several
modern versions (even the most popular and profitable
versions), are still making a significant profit from selling
King James Bibles. Should there be any concerns about
greed in the Bible publishing business, we must start with
those unauthorised publishers of the King James Bible.

Sonowthe question arises: If we are goingto be so dedicated
to a Bible version, should we not also submit to the church
which authorised it, i.e., the church of its sponsoring king
and the church of its authorised translators? It is rather
arbitrary to champion that church’s Bible version (which
is supposed to have pure doctrine) but then not submit
to the doctrine of the church that authorised it! Not only
that, its authorization was also of a particular form which
included the Apocrypha and calendar tables of Catholic
feast days that readers were expected to celebrate. How
is it we must conform to an Anglo-Catholic (only partially
reformed) Bible version from printers not authorised by
that church who have left us with an incomplete copy?

Someone did some picking and choosing and left out
authorised parts of the original publication (Dedicatory,
Translators To the Reader, Festival Calendar, Apocrypha)!
Who would do this? There was no decision by any church
council or authorities to leave out these original portions
of this version. Rather, unauthorised printers looking to
make an economy version left out all these parts. So if
we are going to champion this version for exclusive use,
why are we not using the entire version as authorised by
its church?

Long Overdue for Revision

Given the chaotic production history of the King James
Bible, as well as the fact that it used somewhat inferior
sources compared to what is now available, it is obvious
that the King James Bible is long overdue for a revision.
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Besides, it needs to be brought up to date in its vocabulary
and its syntax so that the typical modern reader can
comprehend it. There are an awful lot of antique King James
Bibles so there is no use in denying the need for a modern
replacement! One will note that those calling for exclusive
use of this antique Bible do not use antique automobiles
daily nor call for the exclusive use of them either. It also
needs to be based on a more accurate historical Greek
text like the Byzantine Textform.* No doubt there are
improvements that could be made to the rendering of the
Hebrew Scriptures, as well as considering the important
advances in our knowledge and understanding of the
ancient Hebrew. I think it would be easier to do a new
translation though.

The King James translators relied on the Latin far more
than the Greek and Hebrew when and if they looked
behind the English. Despite the praises heaped upon them,
we are equipped today to do a superior job of rendering
the original languages. What is evident is the fact that
they borrowed from earlier English versions and foreign
language translations before doing any new translating.
When they did translate, it was most likely from the
Latin, not the original languages. Hebrew studies were in
their infancy back then, and an examination of how the
supposed Greek underlying the King James Version was
rendered shows that the revisers did not have the most
advanced grasp of it (given that it can be shown that they
even looked at the Greek at all in any particular passage).
The King James Version has numerous places where it
departs from the Greek and rather follows the Latin Vulgate.
Tyndale who worked straight from the Greek eighty some
years before was the real expert. The sum of the matter,
with respect to the final product, is that these individual
issues are minor and can be fairly downplayed; but taken
all together along with the Anglican and authoritative bias,
it begs for replacement!

When people get used to a particular Bible text, they don’t
like to have it changed (as was the case with any Bible
text of significance throughout history). That is why it took
such a long time to force the popular Geneva Bible out of
existence and replace it with a king- and bishop-authorised
Bible! Then once the King James Bible gained acceptance
through use, it too came to be revered. When errors were
noticed, people were concerned. When revision was called
for, people were hesitant and reserved due to religious
traditionalism. It is really the same old story: Loyalty and
reverence for a text that they cut their religious teeth upon.
Even today, many religious sects and denominations who
once used the King James Version and now use a modern
version, want one that still reminds them of the wording
and sound of the old King James Version. Still, they have
wisely seen the need for a Bible they can understand.
Unwisely, they have accepted revisions based upon
unsound modern critical texts of the original languages.

4. See the Bibliography.

When new versions did appear, people were very slow
to embrace them. Such traditionalism may be only a
conservative nostalgia and sentiment or it may be a
symptom of immaturity wherein one lacks the boldness
and courage to abandon tradition (as in a traditional text)
when necessary. In any case, the result is the same. Attimes,
tradition must be abandoned in order to embrace more
closely and fully the Word of God. This is called REFORM.

Erasmus saw the corrupt condition of the Latin Vulgate
and he wanted truly to repair and restore it by correcting
it with the Greek. Ultimately, he wanted to see the Bible
accurately translated into the vernacular language of the
people which he knew would result in reform. Tyndale
and others were more impressed by Erasmus’ newly
compiled Greek text rather than with his revised Latin.
Tyndale overlooked the Latin Vulgate and went straight
to the superior Greek instead. He also wanted to provide
a modern understandable version based on the most
accurate original language text available. This important
and necessary upgrade to the English Bible text was key
to REFORM.

It is time to upgrade again to keep on reforming. The
reformers themselves insisted on the need for continual
REFORM. Again, it requires a Bible that is in the modern
vernacular and based on the most accurate original
language text.

We can do better.
ExAMPLES OF Bias

Here are examples of obvious Anglican and authoritative
bias seen to promote the false notion of traditional (Roman
Catholic) prelacy. Now, here, I am being hard on the
revisers in calling them “translators” because even as Peter
was to be blamed, so are they! If these happen to be part
and parcel of the final 14 changes made by the Archbishop
before production, then it was the duty of the translators
to complain after the first edition came out, otherwise they
are complicit. In any case, even though this is not a long
list of errors, it does present key passages in which the
King James Bible has hidden the true nature of leadership
in God’s community of the saints with renderings that
promote a false institutional authority. While most any
other problems with the King James Bible are accidental,
this bias was carefully intended to bring about King James
agenda to force everyone into conforming to a uniform
religion of his devising.

Take Acts 1:22 for example. The King James Bible has:

“Beginning from the baptism of John, unto that
same day that he was taken up from us, must
one be ordained to be a witness with us of his
resurrection.”
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Now compare against Young’s literal rendering of the
Greek:

“beginning from the baptism of John, unto the
day in which he was received up from us, one
of these to become with us a witness of his rising
again.”

How did to become turn into ordained in this verse?
Now, to be fair, Tyndale rendered it that way and
the King James Bible “translators” merely copied it.
Yet the fact remains that the final choice of text was
their responsibility and there simply is no basis for
ordained in this verse whatsoever! Yet the Church of
England ordained their bishops and verse 20 mentions
a bishopric! What bishopric meant to the English
mind was that it was the diocese of a ruling bishop
like the two dozen they had all over England. They
made a conscious choice to retain the language here
that glorified and seemingly sanctioned their church
organization; one run by the ordained bishops! This
gives those who are ordained the appearance of a
connection with the apostles and supports the Roman
Catholic doctrine of apostolic succession adopted by
the Anglo-Catholic Church. The king and his bishops
used the new Bible as a tool to promote their agenda of
absolute monarchy and episcopacy. Here they inserted
an ecclesiastical word that had no basis in the original
Greek. It was intended to subvert the Biblical narrative
and replace it with something that would appear to
legitimize the authority of the Anglo-Catholic Church.
The King James Bible truly was King James’ Version of
the Bible, i.e., a version with a particular ecclesiastical
and Erastian bias.

In such man-made “church” organizations man must
have order, and order is kept by creating authoritative
offices which rule over lesser ranks; but this false
picture of the community of the saints was painted and
perpetuated by the King James Version. Instead, a true
rendering of God’s Word shows that God looks for
servants who are willing to serve and those who would
be humble rather than exalted. Humble service in His
Name is a sweet smelling aroma to God, but those who
produced the King James Version had an agenda to
promote ordained ruling bishops because that is what
their church had. It was necessary then for their church
authorised version to support the idea. This is what we
find was done in Romans 11:13. There the King James
Version ends the verse with I magnify mine office.

King James and his bishops wanted all to magnify every
office of their church as the authority over the people. In
contrast, a number of other versions render this phrase
more faithfully as I magnify (or glorify) my ministry.
Notice how the focus is diverted in the King James
Version from serving God in a ministry and placed on

glorifying a man-made church office. Even though the
Lollard Bible (most often referred to as Wyclif’s Bible)
was translated from the Latin Vulgate, it is even faithful
to the Greek in Romans 11:13. It has I shall honor my
ministry which I think most accurately communicates
Paul’s thought.

Paul was not garnering praise and adulation for
maintaining the status of some exalted office as if it
was a position in a human organization; rather he was
devoted to the humble service God had commissioned
him to do. The real apostles did not often experience
exaltation and never did they enjoy the luxuries of the
Roman or Anglo-Catholic Church! The application of
this verse as it stands in the King James Version has
resulted in many folks spending a lot of time glorifying
men in positions of power in institutional organizations
(i.e., denominational churches) rather than imitating
Paul in simply serving God every day with devotion.
Our focus has been diverted away from serving
God, and instead, we are putting men on pedestals
in denominational organizations and exalting them
as rulers in the church. Jesus explicitly told us not to
give men titles and exalt them above the rest. Yet we
like to do it anyway! Peter also tells us explicitly that
men are not to rule over the Lord’s heritage and are
rather to feed them as servants. The Greek word from
which we get deacon and minister literally means to be
one who waits on tables as a servant.> We see them in
restaurants and call them waiters and waitresses! They
SERVE and most certainly do not rule! Paul (as [ will

5. diakonein in the NT

The sense “to wait at table” occurs in Luke 17:8; John
12:2. An astonishing reversal takes place when the return-
ing master rewards his servants by waiting on them (Luke
12:37). Jesus himself is similarly present as one who serves
(Luke 22:27). Hence when he asks who is greater, the one
who sits at table or the one who serves, the obvious answer
that the Greeks would give is wrong. Yet Jesus does not
substitute an answer that is theoretically opposite. Instead
he points to himself, for as the Son of Man who is also Lord
of the kingdom, he institutes a new pattern of human rela-
tionships which extends even to waiting at table or washing
the feet (John 13:4 ff.). In Acts 6:2 diakonein means “to su-
pervise the meal,” i.e., its whole provision, preparation, and
organization. This diakonein as love in action is set in ten-
sion with the diakonia tot I6gou as the proclamation of love.
Most likely what was involved was not just the distribution
of portions to those in need but the arranging of common
meals, and the radical issue might well have been that of
table fellowship rather than wrangling about the better por-
tions; if so, the appointment of the Hellenistic Seven takes
on added significance. Diakonein is also used for Martha’s
serving in Luke 10:40 (cf. John 12:2) and that of Peter’s
mother-in-law in Mark 1:31. When the angels serve Jesus
in Mark 1:13 and Matthew 4:11, they too are probably bring-
ing him food after the period of fasting. Gerhard Kittel et
al., Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Transla-
tion of: Theologisches Worterbuch zum Neuen Testament.;
Grand Rapids, Mich.: W.B. Eerdmans, 1995, c. 1985), 153.
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show) does not tell church leaders to rule. He rather
tells qualified elders that if they wish to do a good work
for the community of saints, then they should do so
by devoting themselves to the work of oversight and
leading by being examples. They serve with devotion
and they lead by example; but they do not take an
office, nor do they rule! We will examine the relevant
passages shortly.

We see this agenda of promoting ecclesiastical rule
foisted on us twice more in I Timothy 3:10 and 13.
Here the King James Version pulls the wool over the
eyes of the common folk whom King James and his
bishops wanted to keep under the authority of prelates
in the “church” organization! God’s true church is
rather served by the humble, not ruled by the exalted.
An honest translation of the Greek without bias of these
two verses would be:

“Let them also first be tested; then let them serve
if they are blameless” (I Timothy 3:10).

“For those who have served well gain for
themselves a good standing, and great boldness
in the faith which is in Christ Jesus” (I Timothy
3:13).

Now compare that to what the King James Bible has
if you have not already.® The difference is striking
when you realize the agenda behind this kind of
manipulation of the text. Also, look at verse 1 in this
same chapter where the King James Version has office
of a bishop as if they were ordained in Canterbury and
ruled over a bishopric (Acts 1:20)! Here, the Greek is
simply oversight, which implies no authority or office
whatsoever.” The focus is not on authority and office,
but rather on devotion in caring for others and the work
that it entails.

In verses 4 and 5 of the King James Version, the agenda
is furthered by an intentional mistranslation rendered
as ruleth and rule where the Greek has simply leads
and lead, which again implies no authority or office.®

6. | Timothy 3:10 KUV
“And let these also first be proved; then let them use the
office of a deacon, being found blameless.”
| Timothy 3:13 KJV
“For they that have used the office of a deacon well pur-
chase to themselves a good degree, and great boldness in
the faith which is in Christ Jesus.”
7. LTimothy 3:1 KJV
“This is a true saying, If a man desire the office of a bish-
op, he desireth a good work.”
Compare to the Holman Christian Standard Bible of which
its rendering is faithful to the original Greek:
“This saying is trustworthy: ‘If anyone aspires to be an
overseer, he desires a noble work.”

8. | Timothy 3:4-5

This is the same word used in Titus 3:8 and 14 where
we are exhorted properly by the King James Version to
“maintain good works”!® Of course, it would not make
a lot of sense if they had translated it consistently there
as “rule good works,” and yet it is the same word! Now
do we rule in good works or do we lead in good works,
and which one sounds (not to the sinful ear but rather
one tuned to the Word of God) more like serving God?
See how the word ought to be properly defined without
bias in each verse:

35.12 ... to be engaged in helping or aiding — ‘to
be active in helping, to be involved in giving aid.’
e dpovtiwoy kaddv €pywr Tpototaobol ol
TemoTeVkOTEG Bed* “so that those who believe in God
may fix their attention on being active in providing
help” or “... in giving aid” (Titus 3:8).1°

68.67 ... (and 2" aorist, perfect active): to engage
in something with intense devotion - ‘to strive for,
to devote oneself to.” ol Muétepor kaAdv Epywy
mpototaobul “our people should strive to do what is
good” (Titus 3:14).11

Louw and Nida also give us a very helpful and needed
exhortation to distinguish properly between leading
and ruling. This is an important distinction which many
fail to make and fall into the snare of those who usurp
Christ’s authority. (Such usurpers may do it unwittingly
and with the best of intentions, but it does not alter the
fact that it is a grave error!) Louw and Nida say:

“In some languages it is difficult to distinguish

King James Version
4 “One that ruleth well his own house, having his children

in subjection with all gravity;

5 “(For if a man know not how to rule his own house, how
shall he take care of the church of God?)”

Versus Young’s Literal Translation, faithful to the original
Greek:

4 *his own house leading well, having children in subjec-
tion with all gravity,

5 “(and if any one his own house how to lead hath not
known, how an assembly of God shall he take care
of?)”

9. Young’s Literal Translation:

Titus 3:8
“Stedfast is the word; and concerning these things |
counsel thee to affirm fully, that they may be thoughtful, to
be leading in good works--who have believed God; these
are the good and profitable things to men,”
Titus 3:14

“and let them learn--ours also--to be leading in good works

to the necessary uses, that they may not be unfruitful.”

10. Louw, J.P.,, & Nida, E.A. (1996, c. 1989). Greek-English
lexicon of the New Testament: Based on Semantic Domains
(electronic ed. of the 2™ edition.) (1:458). New York: United
Bible societies.

11. Ibid. (1:662).
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readily between expressions for ‘leading’ and
those which refer to ‘ruling’ or ‘governing,” but it
is important to try to distinguish clearly between
these two different sets of interpersonal relations.
In some languages, the concept of ‘leading’ can be
expressed by ‘showing how to' or ‘demonstrating
how one ought to.” In other languages it is possible
to speak of ‘leading’ as simply ‘going ahead of,” but
too often such an expression may designate only ‘a
scout’” who goes ahead to see whether things are
safe, or it may refer only to a person who insists on
his prerogative as the most distinguished person in
a group.”?

Two final examples of the translators’ bias will be seen
in the postscripts to two of Paul’s epistles. If you have
an unauthorised printing of the King James Version,
it most likely does not include the original translators’
chapter and page headings and postscripts, as well
as front and back matter. (An unauthorised printing
excludes a lot of material found in an authorised one.
Unauthorised printings would include any edition
published in America or outside of Great Britain.) If
you have a proper authorised edition of the King James
Version (as any Christian should have who has Christian
ethics concerning the crown’s copyright to the King
James Version which the crown of Great Britain
still holds to this day), you will see the following
postscript to Il Timothy after chapter 4, verse 22:

“The second epistle to Timothy, ordained the first
bishop of the church of the Ephesians, was written
from Rome, when Paul was brought before Nero
the second time.”

Then, after Titus 3:10, you will find:

12. Ibid. (1:465).

“It was written to Titus, ordained the first bishop
of the church of the Cretians, from Nicopolis of
Macedonia.”

So Timothy was “ordained the first bishop of the
church of the Ephesians” and Titus was “ordained the
first bishop of the church of the Cretians!” Where is the
chapter and verse for such notions? King James and his
translators maneuvered around that by simply adding
postscripts. Even though they are not properly part of a
verse, they are integrated into the text unlike notes. The
bias of the King James Version “translators” towards
prelates (i.e., a hierarchy of ruling prelates/bishops) is
quite obvious. Now maybe your bootleg copy of the
King James has left these extras out, which does help
mask the bias somewhat; but the verses above are still
in the text, and still promoting King James’ agenda and
an authoritative mentality.

Don't allow yourself to be misled. The “translators”
also showed that they shared in this clear agenda.
They participated with King James and his bishops to
promote Anglo-Catholicism throughout Great Britain
that would result not only in Roman Catholicism
being displaced, but also in the Puritans, Separatists,
and Independents being made to totally conform to a
religious practice where prelates ruled the church under
the king! If they would not conform themselves to King
James’ notion of religion, he would “have them out of
the land or else do worse. If any would not be quiet, and
show his obedience, he were worthy to be hanged.”
The passages shown above have been manipulated to
serve the agenda of King James, his translators, and his
bishops. It proves the authoritative and Anglican bias of
the King James Version of the Bible. B

(To be continued ...)
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