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"The dead hand of Fenton John Anthony Hort lies heavy upon us."

Dag Jorgen Hggetveit; May 2015

"Westcott and Hort's Greek Testament has been described as an epoch-
making book; and quite as correctly as the same phrase has been ap-
plied to the work done by Darwin.”1 "... the work ofi Westcott and
Hort ... the overwhelming consensus of scholarly opinion recognizes

that their critical edition was truly epoch—making.”2

"Hort writes to Rev. John Ellerton, April 3, 1860: "But the book
which has most engaged me is Darwin. Whatever may be thought of it,
it is a book that one is proud to be contemporary with.... My feeling
is strong that the theory is unanswerable. If so, it opens up a new

period.“"3’£

The 'theory' was answerable;é still it opened "up a new period."

Also Westcott and Hort's 'theory', underlying their Greek NT-text,
was answerable; after a discussion of it, Wilbur N. Pickering con-
cludegs "the W-H critical theory... is evidently erroneous at every
point. Our conclusions concerning the theory of necessity apply also
to any Greek text constructed on the basis of it, as well as to those

versions based upon such texts (and to commentaries based upon them)
6
1~

So what?

"To really understand what is going on teday we must have a clear
perception of the W-H critical theory and its implications. Its im-
portance is universally recognized. J.H. Greenlee's statement is re-
presentative: "The textual theory of W-H underlies virtually all sub-
sequent work in NT textual criticism”.”7

Pickering continues: "AXthough Brooke Foss Westcott identified hdam-
gself fully with the project and the results, it is generally under-
stood that it was mainly Fenton John Anthony Hort who developed the

theory and composed the Introduction in their two-volume work. In the



following discussion I consider the W-H theory to be Hort's crea-
tion.

At the age of 23, in late 1853, Hort wrote to a friend: "I had no
idea till the last few weeks of the importance of texts, having read
so little Greek Testament, and dragged on with the villainous Textus
Receptus... Think of that vile Textus Receptus leaning entirely on
late MSS.; it is a blessing there are such early ones."

Scarcely more than a year later, '"the plan of a joint ((with B.F.
Westcott)) revision of the text of the Greek Testament was first de-
finitely agreed upon'"... That it actually took twenty-eight years
does not obscure the circumstance that though uninformed, by his own
admission, Hort conceived a personal animosity for the Textus Recep-
tus, and only because it was based entirely, so he thought, on late
manuscripts. It appears that Hort did not arrive at his theory through
unprejudiced intercourse with the facts. Rather, he deliberately set
out to construct a theory that would vindicate his preconceived and-
mosity for the Received Text.

Colwell has made the same observation: '"Hort organized his entire ar-
gument to depose the Textus Receptus". And again, '"Westcott and Hort
wrote with two things constantly in mind; the Textus Repeptus and the
Codex Vaticanus. But they did not hold them in mind with that passive

objectivity which romanticists ascribe to the scientific mind.”"8

Hort didn't know the stuff in question but had the answer; then needed
a theory: "As the years went by, Hort must have seen that to achieve
his end he had to have a convincing history of the text - he had to

be able to explain why essentially only one type of text was to be
found in the mass of 1a?er manuscripts and show how this explanation

Justified the rejection of this type of text.”9

The story doesn't 1look quite unique.

Dominic Statham writes that a"lthough Darwin did not pubZish his
Origin og species until 1859, we know from his autobiography that he
had '"clearly conceived" his theory by 1839. This is quite remarkable,
because most historians are agreed that, prior to 1837, he was not at
all inclined to evolutionary thinking."

"Firstly... (1837-1839), on his own admission, he 'gradually came to
disbelieve Christianity." Secondly, he wholly rejected the idea of



the miraculous in favour of "laws'" which governed the natural world.
"Everything in nature is the result of fixed laws'" he wrote." '"There
are many other indicatdons of the ideoldgical nature of Darwin's
thinking. In his autobiography we read, "As soon as I had become, in
the year 1837 or 1838, convinced that species were mutable produc-
tions, I could not avoid the belief that man must come under the same
law." And, commenting on his observations of the facial expressions
of his first born child in 1839, he wrote, "1 felt convinced, even

at this early period, that the most complex and fine shades of ex-
pressions must all have had a gradual and natural origin." That he
"felt convinced" of this so early in his thinking, and without any
data, 1s very strong evidence that this conviction arose much more

from his growing deistic beliefs than from scientific enquiry."1

Two men; with two implausible ideas (that should reshape the West-

ern world and beyond); in need of a theory.

Hort's case against the Traditional Text of the NT, "the vile Tex-

tus Receptus" (Hort), was not very original.

"During the latter part of the eight eenth century the German scho-
lar Johann Jakob Griesbach {1745-1812) laid foundations for all sub-
sequent work on the Greek text of the New Testament. A pupil of Sem-

nll "The importance of Grisebach for New Testament

ler's at Halle...
textual criticism can scarcely be overestimated. For the first time
in Germany a scholar ventured to abandon the Textus Receptus at many
places and to print the text of the New Testament in the form to
which his investigations had brought him." e '

"The first recognized scholar to break totally with the Textus Re-
ceptus was the celebrated classical and Germanic philologist of Ber-
lin, Karl Lachmann (1793-1851)". "In editing the New Testament Lach-
mann's aim was not to reproduce the original text, which h& believed
té be an impossible task, but to present on purely documentary evi-
dence, apart from any previocusly printed editions, the text current
in Eastern Christendom at the end of the fourth century (about A.D.
3g0).n13

"The man to whom modern textual critics of the New Testament owe most
is without doubt Lobegott Friedrich Constantin Tischendorf (1815-74)".

"Of Tischendorf's several editiors of the Greek Testament the most



important is the eighth". "The text of his eighth edition differs
(according to Eberhard Nestle) from the seventh edition in 3,572
places, and he has been accused of giving excessive weight to the
evidence of codex Sinaiticus, which de had discovered between issu-
ing the two editions.”14
"In England the scholar who, at the middle of the nineteenth century,
was most successful in drawing British preference away from the Textus
Receptus was Samuel Prideaux Tregelles (1813—75).”15

"... Henry Alford (1810~71), Dean of Canterbury and author of several
well-known hymns ... deserves mention here asg an ardent adwocate of
the critical principles formulated by those who, like Lachmann, had
worked for the 'demolition of the unworthy and pedantic reverence for
the received text, which stood in the way of all chance of discover-

ing the genuine word of God'. ((Metzger quotes Alford))”16

Neither was Charles Darwin much original in what he came up with;
"most (if not all) of the major ideas credited to Darwin were actuals
ly discussed in print by others teforghim.'" "A study of the history
of evolution shows that, in fact, Darwin "borrowed" all of his major
ideas - some conclude plagiarized is a more accurate word - without
giving proper credit to these people until he was forced by complaints
from his fellow scientists to do so."

"The modern theory of bieological evolution was probably first put in
print by Charles De Secondat Montesquieu (1689-1755), who concluded
that "in the beginning there were very few'" kinds of specied, and by
natural means of gradual evolution the number has '"multiplied sin-
ce." Another important early evolutionist was Benoit de Maillet (1656
-1738), whose book on evolution was published posthumously in 1748.
In this book, de Maillet suggests that fish were the precursors of
birds, mammals, and men. Yet another pre-Darwin scientist, Pierre-
Louis Maupertuis (1698-1759), concluded in his 1751 book that new
species result from the fortuitous recombining of different parts of
living animals.

At about this same time, the French encyclopedist Denis Diderot (1713
-1784) taught that all animals evolved from one primeval orgamism and
that this prototype organism was fashioned into all of the animal
kinds alive today via natural selection. George Louis Buffon (1707-
1788) expounded thisg &dea at length..."

"De Vries noted that evolution, which he defined as the '"origin of



new species by variation from ancestor species," as an explanation
for the varity of 1ife in '"the living world, had been proclaimed be-
fore Darwin by several biologist thinkers, including the poet Johann
Wolfgang Goethe, in 1795, Jean-Baptiste de Lamarck in 1809, Darwin's
grandfather, the ebullient physician-naturalist-poet-philosopher
Erasmus Darwin, and in Darwin's time anonymously by Robert Chambers
in 1844."

Even darwin's commonly alleged major contrimbution to evolution, natu-
ral selectdon, had been developed, or at least discussed, by others
before Darwin published, including William Charles Wells in 1813,
Edward Blyth in 1835, 1836, and 1837, and, later, Alfred Russel Wal-
lace (1823-1913).n%7

So what's new then; with Darwin of 1859 and Hort of 18817

They became catalysts for old antibiblical ideas which with their

works became public 'property'.l§
Biblical basic-doctrines, as creation & salvation, pass away with
the evolutionary thinking; let Darwin himself be an example: "So far

as most evidence goes, Charles Darwin started his professional career
as a creationist and professing Christian, soon changed to uniformita-
rianism and progressive creationism, then to theistic evolutionism,
and eventually to materialistic evolutionism and probably atheism, in
which unhappy condition he died. This tragic sequence has since been

repeated in the lives of countless individuals.”19

What about the b"iblical basic-doctrines'" with the Bible according to

Hort et al.”?

Wilbur Pickering again: "It has been commonly argued, for at least
200 years (("John Bengel, a textual critic who died in 1752, has been
credited with being the first one to advance this argument'")), that
no matter what Greek text one may use no doctrine will be affected.
In my own experience, for over fifty years, when I have raised the
question of what is the correct Greek text of the New Testament, re-
gardless of the audience, the usual response has been: "What diffe-
rence does it make?" The purpose of this article is to answer that

question, at least in part.

3

The eclectic Greek text presently in vouge, N—A26/UBS ((hereafter



NU)) representsthe type of text upon which most modern versions are
based. The KJV and NKJV follow a rather different type of text, a
close cousin of the Majority Text. The discrepancy between NU and the
Majority Text is around 8% (involving 8% of the words). In a Greek
text with 600 pages that represents 48 solid pages' worth of discre-
pancies! About a fifth of that reflects omissions in the eclectic
text, so it is some ten pages shorter than the Majority Text. Even
if we grant, for the sake of the argument, that up to half of the
differences between the Majority and eclectic texts could be termed
'inconsequential', that leaves some 25 pages' worth of differences
that are gignificant (in varying degrees). In spite of these differen-
ces it is usually assumed that no cardinal Christian doctrine is at
risk (though some, such as eternal judgement, the ascension and the
deity of Jesus, are weakened). Howéver, the most basic one of all,
the divine inspiration of the text, is indeed under attack.
The eclectic text incorporates errors of fact and contradictions,
such that any claim that the New Testament is divinely inspired be-
comes relative, and the doctrine of inerrancy becomes virtually un-
tenable. If the authority of the New Testament is undermined, all its
teachings are likewise affected. For well over a century the credibi-
lity of the New Testament text has been eroded, and this credibility
Crisis has been forced upon the attention of the laity by the modern
versions that enclose parts of the text in brackets and have numerous

footnotes of a sort that raise doubts about the integrity of the text
20
"

"The dead hand of Fenton John Anthony Hort lies heavy upon us. In

the early years of this century Kirsopp Lake described Hort's work as
a failure, though a glorious oneg. But Hort did nét fail to reach his
major goal. He dethroned the Textus Receptus. After Hort, the late
medieval Greek Vulgate was not used by serious students, and the text
supported by earlier witnesses became the standard text. This was a

. . N . 21,22
sensational achievement, an impressive success." a—

One could add, also The dead hand of Charles Darwin ..., a sensatio-

nal achievement, an impressive success

"Naturalistic critics have made elaborate efforts to explain how the



monotheism of the 0l1d Testament originated. In the 19th century and
on into the 20th these explanations were generally along evolutiona-
ry lines. The principles of this evolutionary theory of religion were
first laid down in England by the disciples of Charles Darwin. Accor—
ding to E.B. Tylor (1872), religion, as it evolwves upward, passes th-
rough three stages. The first stage is animism... second ... is poly-
theism... third ... monotheism". "Strenuous efforts were made to for-
ce the religion of the 0l1d Testament into this evolutionary framework.

According to evolutionistic 61d Testament scholars, it was not un-
til the Babylonian captivity that "the Second Isaiah" gave definite
formulation to the doctrine that there is no God but one. And such
attempts to evolutionize the Scriptures made it necessary to chop them
into bits and turn them upside down, so that the first chapter of Ge-
nesis was regarded as having been written last of all.'" Writes Edward
F. Hills.23

Back (or forward) to the Bible-makers:

"Regarding the Hebrew text changes proposed by Rudolf Kittel, it is
worth noting that Kittel was a German rationalistic higher c¢ritic,
rejecting Biblical inerrancy and firmly devoted to evolutionism."
"The two men most responsible for modern alterations in the New Tes-
tament were B.F. Westcott and F.J.A. Hort, whose Greek New Testament
text has largely replaced the traditional Textus Receptus in modern
seminaries, especially as revised and updated by the Germans Eberhard
Nestle and Kurt Aland. All of these men were evolutionists. Further-
more, Westcott and Hort were Anglican officials and nominally ortho-
dox in theology, but both denied Biblical inerrancy, promoted racism,
and even dabbed in spiritism. Nestle and Aland, like Kittel, were
German theological liberals.

Westcott and Hort were also the most influential members of the Eng-
lish revision committee that produced the English Revised Version of
the Bible, published in 1881 ((NT)). The corresponding American re-
vision committee which developed the American Standard Version of
1901 was headed by another liberal evolutionist, Philip Schaff. Most
new versions since that time have favored the same manuscripts and

assumptions as did those niniteenth century revisers.”24 (H. Morris)

A (central) example; Kurt Aland:
"At present ((2007)), the NIV and the ESV are sweeping evangelical



churches in the Unites States and Britain. Thus, modern church-

goers are being profoundly influenced by Aland's Greek Text, and also
by his peculiar views of the text. This is because the very verses
that modern churchgoers are reading in their Bibles reflect the theo-
logical and textual views of Dr. Aland, which underlie his choices
for readings and variant readings for every verse in the original Gr-
eek, from which these new versions are translated.”25’g§
"We shall discuss what he says in A History of Christianity with re-
gard to two points in particular: 1) the canonicity of the Catholic
Epistles, and 2) the apostolic authorship of the Four Gospels, the
Pastoral and Catholic Epistles, and even some of the letters of Paul."
"... we lead into it with his comments on the apostolic authbdrship of
New Testament books in gemeral, and whether he even deems that rele-
vant or not. He says: '"We need only observe the course of church hi-
story during the last centuries where we will find with clarity the
devastating consequences that results from using such inappropriate
criteria."((p.105))

Now before we proceed, we must ask what 'inappropriate criteria' are
they to which Aland refers? Why, it's the apostolic authorship of the
books of the New Testament! We see this in what follows in the next
sentences, where he says: "It ((using inappropriate criteria)) began
in the time of Orthodoxy, repeated itself in a new way in the ninete-
enth century, and continues to our own day: the 'genuineness' of the
statements - the authority of the New Testament - had as its presup-
position the fact that Her apostles and eyewitnesses were speaking."
((p-105...))

Aland proceeds in the next sentences openlyto sneer at such a sugges-
tion: "As soon as critical scholarship proved that this or that New
Testament writing could not have heen written by an apostle, the au-
thority of its author collapsed along with it; and with the authority
of the author, the authority of the New Testament writing collapsed
along with it; and with the authority of the New Testament writing
collapsed the authority of the Church... Of course, the genuine found-
ation of faith was not disturbed, but only a false foundation - never-
theless, a false foundation which the Church had proposed as the gen-
uine one..."

Aland goeson to assert what he sees as the folly of assuming the apo-
stolic authorship of the New Testament writings by attempting to pr-~

ove its absurdity from the Catholic Epistles. Says he: If the catho-



lic epistles were really written by the apostles whose names they
bear and by people who were closest to Jesus (by James, the brother
of the Lord; by Jude, James's brother; by the prince of the apostles,
Peter; by John, the son of Zebedee; if the Gospel of John was really

written by the beloved disciple of Jesus), then the real question

arises: was there really a Jesus? Can Jesus really have lived, 1f the

writings of his closest companions are filled with so littde of his
reality? The catholic epistles, for example, have so little in them

of the reality of the historical Jesus and his power, that it suffi-

ces for James, for example, to mention only Christ's name in passing.

When we observe this - assuming that the writings about which we are
speaking really come from their alleged authors - italmost then ap-
pears as if Jesus were a mere phantom and that the real theological
power lay not with him, but with the apostles and with the earthly
church...'"((p.106...))

To the writer of this tract, the foolishness of these statements al-
most equals the wickedness of their blasphemies. The epistles of Pewx
ter paint Christ as a mere phantom? The life of Christ expressed in

the precepts of James had to have been written by a man who really

diédntt know Christ at all? These statements are not only wicked; they

are downright strange."

"Certainly Aland's entirely subjéctive condemnation of the Catholic
Epdstles reveals him for what he is: a German higher critic. He is

a higher critic who uses subjective reasoning to adduce, in his opi-

nion, how the text was created and transmitted."27’2§

"For many years the thinking of Conservative Christians hag been a
house divided against itself, orthodox in som respects but
rationalistic in others, especially in New Testament textual criti-
cism." Hillszg; and let's continue with Jack Moorman:

"When a company of men set out faithfully to translate genuine manu-
scripts in order to convey what God said, it is one thing. When a
committee sets itself to revise or translate with ideas and a '"sche-
me,'" it is another. But it may be objected that the translators of
the King James were biased by their pro-Protestant views. The reader
must judge whose bias he will accept - that of the influence of the
Protestant Reformation, as heading up in the Authorized Version; or
that of the influence of Darwinism, higher criticism, incipient mo-

dern religious liberalism, and a reversion to Rome, as heading up in



the Revised Version. 10
A great deal of space has been given to the revision of the English

Bible that took place last century. But when properly weighed and
pondered it will be seen fo be Satan's most subtle and devastating

attack upon the Word in all history. The version itiself was not popu-

lar but it opened the floodgates to the countless versions dancing

before our eyes today. It took away the gtandard, the benchmark of

the English-speaking world. And it placed a new Greek Text in our

Bible Institutes and Colleges. It struck at foundations and did more

to undermine the authority of God's Word than any other event.”so’gl

James R. White writes (2009), "While it is not true in évery instance
that the older a manuscript is the better it is, it génerally is true.
Surely it is easy to understand that a manuscript that womes from
only a century after the writing of the original, such as P66 or P75,
should be given more weight in examining a variant reading than a ma-
nuscript from the fourteenth century.”32
Surely, it is easy to misunderstand; a hundred and more years earlier,
F.H.A. Scrivener wrote "It is no less true to fact than paradoxical

in sound, that the worse corruptions to which the New Testament has
ever been subjected, originated within a hundred years after il was
composed: that Irenaeus (A.D. 150), and the African Fathers, and the
whole Western, with a portion of the Syrian Church, used far more in-
ferior manuscripts to those employed by Stunica, or Erasmus, or Step~

hens thirteen centuries later, when moulding the Textus Receptus.”33’

34

""The five 0ld Unicals" (Aleph ABCD) falsify the Lord's Prayer as gi-
ven by St. Luke in no less than forty-five words. But so little do
they agree among themselves, that they throw themselves into six dif-
ferent combinations in their departures from the Traditional Text;
and yet they are never able to agree among themselves as to one sin-
gle various reading; while only once are more than two of them obser-
ved to stand together, and their grand point of union is no less than
an omission of the article. Such is their eccentric tendency, that in
respect of thirty-two out of the whole forty-five words they bear in

turn solitary evidence.”35



We are back in the 1880s; the quote above is from the man "known in
Oxford as '"the champion of lost causes””.36
After the 'Revised' (NT) Version was published in 1881, John William

Burgon (1813-1888) wrote the Revision Revised:

"In this department of sacred Science, men have been going on too
long invénting thedir facts and delivering themselves of oracular de-
crees, on the sole responsibility of their own inner consciousness.
There is great convenience in such a method certainly, a charming sim-
plicity which is in a high degree attractive to thé flesh and blood.
It dispenses with proof. It furnishes no evidence. It asserts when it
ought to argue. It reiterates when it is called upon to explain. "I
am Sir Oracle."

This, - which I venture to style the unscientific method, reached its
culminating point when Professors Westcott and Hort recently put forth
theif Reeension of the Greek Text. Their work is indeed quite a psy-
chological curiosity. Incomprehensible to me is how two able men of
disciplined understandings can have seriously put forth the volume
which they call "introduction-appendix.'" It is the very reductio ad
absurdum of the Uncritical method of the last fifty years. And it is
especially in opposition to this new method of theirs that I so stre-
nuously insist that the consentient woice of Catholic Antiquity is to
be diligently inquired after and submissively listened to. For this,
in the end, will prove our only safe guide.

I find myself in the meantime, met by the scoffs, jeers and misrepre-
sentations of the disciples of this new school, who instead of pro-
ducing historical facts and intelligible arguments, appeal to the de-
crees of thkir teachers; which I disallow, and which they are unable
to substantiate. They delight in announcing that Textual Criticism
made "a fresh departure'" with the edition of Drs. Westcott and Hort,
that the work of those scholars ''marks an era'", and is spoken of in

Germany as ”epoch—making.((”))"37

"Let no one at all events obscure the one question at issue by asking
'Whether we consider the Textus Receptus infallible?' The merit or de-
merit of the Received Text has absolutely nothing whatever to do with
the question. We care nothing about it. Any text would equally suit

our present purpose. Any Text would show the old unicals perpetually

at discord among themselves. To raise an irrelevant discussion, at

11



the outset, concerming the Textus Receptus, to describe the haste 12
with which Erasmus produced the first published edition of the N.T.,

to make sport about the copies which he employed, all this kind of

thing is the proceeding of one who seeks to mislead his readers, to

throw dust into their eyes, to divert their attention from the prob-

lem actually before them. It is not, as we confidently expect when we
have do do with such writers as these, the method of a sincere lover

of Truth.”38

"... a pyramid balanced on its apex proves to be no unapt image of
the textual theory of Drs. Westcott and Hort. When we reach the end
of their Imtroduction we find we have reached the point to which all
that went before has been evidently converging: but we make the fur-
ther awkward discovery that it is the point on which all that went
before absolutely depends also. Apart from Codex B, the present the-
ory could have no existence. But for Codex B, it would never hawe
been excogitated. On Codex B, it entirely rests. Out of codex B, it
has entirely sprung.

Take away this one codex, and Dr. Hort's volume becomes absolutely
without coherence, purpose, or meaning. One-fifth of it is devoted to
remarks on B and Aleph. The fable of "the Syrian text" is invented
solely for the glorification of B and Aleph, which are claimed, of
course, to be "pre-Syrian," This fills forty pages more. And thus it
would appear that the Truth of Scripture has run a very narrow risk
of being lost forever to mankind. Dr.Hort contends that it more than
half lay '"perdu" on a forgotten shelf in the Vatican Library; Dr.
Tischendorf, that it had been deposited in a wastepaper basket in the

convent of St. Catharine at the foot of Mount Sinai”.39

"As for the weak superstition of these last days, which without proof
of any kind, would erect two fourth-century copies of the New Testa-
ment (demonstrably derived from one and the same utterly deprayed
archetype), into an authority from which there shall be no appeal; it
cannot be too soon or too unconditionally abandoned. And, perhaps be-
yond all things, men must be invited to disabuse their minds of the
singular imagination that it is in their power, when addressing them-
selves to that most difficult anc delicateof problems, the improve-

0
ment of the Traditional Text, to do things oasually.”4



Wilbur Norman Pickering's The Identity of the New Testament Text IV 13
(2014) is a 'must read':

"Of course, I am not the first to attempt an answer. Numerous an-
swers have been advancedover the years. They tend to form two clus-
ters, or camps, and these camps differ substantially from each other.
In very broad and oversimplified terms, one camp generally follows

the large majority of the MSS (seldom less than 80 and usually over

95 percent) which are in essential agreement among themselves but
which do not date from before the fifth century A.D., while the other
generally follows a small handful (oftenless than ten) of earlier MSS
(from the third, fourth and fifth centuries) which not only disagree
with the majority, but also disagree among themselves (which obliges
the practitioners to be more or less eclectic). The second camp has
been in general control of the scholarly world for the last 130 years,

at least.”41

Pickering has 'repeatedly stated" his presuppositions, "but here they
are again: 1) The Sovereign Creator of the universe existg; 2) He de-
livered a written revelation to the human race; 3) He has preserved
that revelation intact to this day.”42

"I consider myself to be a textual scholar, not critic. The Text is
above me, not the opposite. In eclecticism the critic is above the
text, is above the evidence; instead of faithfully following the evi-
dence, he makes the evidence follow him. The MSS are reduced to the

role of 'supplier of readings'.”43

Pickering writes "Hort did not believe in the divine inspiration of
the Bible, nor in the divinity of Jesus Christ. Since he embraced the
Darwinian theory as soon as it appeared, he presumably did not believe
in God. His theory of NT textual criticism, published in 188%, was ba-
sed squarely on the presuppositions that the NT was not inspired, that
no special care was afforded it in the early decades, and that in con-
sequence the original wording was lost - lost beyond recovery, at le-
ast by objective means. His theory swept the academic world and con-
tinues to dominate the discipline to this day.

Moreover, Hort claimed that as a result of his work only a thousandth
part of the NT text could be considered to be in doubt, and this was

Joyfully received by the rank and file, since it seemed to provide



assurance about the reliability of that text - however, of course,
that claim apptied only to the W-H text (probably the worst published
NT in existence, to this day)."%*"I would say thattheir text is mis-
taken with reference to 10% of the words - the Greek NT has roughly
140,000 words, so the W-H text is mistaken with reference to 14,000
of them. I would say that the so-called 'critical' text currently in
vogue 1s 'only' off with reference to some 12,000, an improvement
(small though it be). And just by the way, how wise is it to use a NT

prepared by a servant of Satan?”45

In a note to Matt.1,25, Pickering writes: "Only 0,5% of the Greek ma-
nuscripts, of objectively inferior quality, omit "her" and '"the "fi-
rstborn" (as in NIV,NASB,LB,TEV, etc.). That's eight manuscripts aga-
inst 1,454 that have been collated, but there are probably over 300
others yet to be collated that will swell the number against the ei-
ght. Why do so-called 'evangelical' scholars insist on damaging the
Tth based on such ridiculously inferior and inadequate 'evidence'?"
4

Matt.5,18: "The Lord here makes an impressively strong statement about
thepreservation through time of the precise form of the Sacred Text.
Since our only access to the meaning is through the form, any alter-
ation in the form will alter the meaning. One of the most effective
ways of annulling a commandement is to corrupt the Text - something
Satan understands quite well." (More on this in The Identity p.304.)
Luke 9,10: "Instead of "a deserted place belonging to a town called
Bethsaida'", 0,5% of the Greek manuscripts, of objectively inferior
quality, have "a town called Bethsaida'" (to be followed by NIV, NASB,
LB, TEV, etc.). Problem: the eclectic text currently in vogue, along
with the modern versions that follow it, has Jesus and company going
into the town of Bethsaida, but in verse 12 the disciples say they
are in a deserted area; thus a contradiction is introduced. The ecle-
ctic text here is also in variance with itself in the parallel pas-
sages. In Matthew 14:13 all texts have Jesus going to a deserted pl-
ace, and in verse 15 the disciples say, '"the place is deserted...
send the crowd away to the towns." In Mark 6:31-32 all texts have Him
going to a deserted place, and in verse 35 the disciples say it is a
deserted place, etc. So the eclectic text not only makes Luke con-
tradict himself, but set him against Matthew and Mark - and this on

the basis of only half a percent of the manuscripts!"
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John 7,8: '"Perhaps 3% of the Greek manuscripts, of inferior quality,
omit "yet" (as in NASB, TEV, RSV, etc.). The reading of the so-called
'critical' text has the effect of ascribing a falsehood to Jesus,

since He did in fact go to the feast (and doubtless knew what He was
66,75

usually attach the highest value to P75 and B, isn't it strange that

going to do). Among the 97% are P and B - since the UBS editors
they reject them in this case?"

Rev. 22,19: ""Words", plural, includes the individual words that ma-
ke up the whole. Those textual critics who have wantonly removed
words from the Text, on the basis of satanically inspired presuppo-
sitions, are out. Those who interpret the Text in such a way as to

avoid its plain meaning, likewise."

Home.

"The purpose of the Bible societies was to encourage a wider circu-
lation of the Holy Scriptures withdéut note or comment. This restric-
tion arose from the varied membership of the societies.”47 "The ori-
ginal purpose of Bible societies was the distribution of existing
translations of the Scriptures. The oldest society is the Canstein-
sche Bibelgesellshaft, established in 1710; but the British and For-
eign Bible Society, formed in London in 1804, became the most influ-
ential. This society grew rapidly and helped organize other such so-
cieties in other countries.”48 "That the Bible societies did not have
a doctrinal basis was demonstrated in 1831. Ewven Unitarians who de-
nied the doctrine of the Trinity of the Godhead could belong to the
committees of the British and Foreign Society. Evangelical members
who wished to exclude the possibility of an anti-Trinitarian influ-
ence found it necessary to leave the society. They formed the Trini-
tarian Bible Society, which had a doctrinal basis. The members of
this group consisted of "Protestzants, who aknowledge their belief in
the Godhead of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost" and "in
the whole Bible as the inspired Word of God, the sole, supreme, and
infallible rule of faith and practice." It is remarkable even today

that most Bible societies do not have any doctrinal basis at all!”49

"The original purpose ... wag the distribution of existing transla-

tions'" "without note or comment."
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Well, not quite the practice in Norway. No '"note or comment", stric- 16

tly speakding; but brackets.

In an 1812 Bible-history textbook by S.B. Hersleb, is found, as hea-
ding to the'creation-accounts'(plural of course, the source is rather
new), "O0ld-Sagn', that is "ancient legends”.5o

svend Borchmann Hersleb became lecturer (1813), and (1814) theology-
professor at the University in Kristiania (0Oslo), (est. 1813). Later
he participated in establishing the Norwegian Bible Society (1816),
and was the main figure in its 1819-revision of the New Testament,
wereby the Norwegian Bible Society became a forerunner in the exer-
cise of bringing German (not so low) criticism to the populace.

"As something new ... the 1819- edition has introduced square-brack-
ets, which "make known that those Words there are inside that Sign,
are believed not originally to have stood in the Text”'!51 An all 21
of them, of which most are wrong52, "in agreement with Griesbach'.
"That an ecclestiastical bible~translation took this first step away
from the Textus Receptus and appeared with a textcritical apparatus

was sensational at that time.”53

"When the universityteachers Kaurin and Dietrichson together with
printer Chr. Gregndahl, all members of the Centralcommittee, in 1847
proposed to cancel all the squarebrackets, this was both symbolical
and in real the first sign of an alliance between conservative theolo-
gy and the new laymansmovement. From and onward 1848, all brackets of
textcriticism are removed, with one exeption: ... in ((1.)) John 5,

7.8”.54

The NT-translation of 1904 followed in part a concensus of Tregelles
with Westcott & Hort. In the Gospels, Holter counted around 70 pla-
ces where words of Jesus were omitted.55 The page after Revelation
informs that " The following Places, among others, lacks in more or
fewer of the older manuscripts", (with a list of 16, including the
end of Mark of course;(see Pickering App. E)).

To be followed in 1978 with much more of the kind; by then we're in

the age of Eugene Nida as well ...§§

"The introduction to the 1984 Annual Report of the United Bible Soci-

eties (p.5) refers to "the generally interconfessional character" of



the national Bible societies, and states that "in order to allow for
the participation of Christians from all traditions that exist in
their country, several Bible Societies changed their constitution in
1984, and now have members of all Christian denominations on their
board"." "In 1984 "a new constitution was adopted which makes the
((Norwegian)) Bible Society fully ecumenical" (UBS Report 1984.158).
An example of the result of this change of approach is found in the
inclusion of a female Catholic journalist on the Norwegian Bible So-

ciety's committee.”57

Catholics; in "this perfidious institution""which'"'"violate the tradi-
tions of the fathers and the Couricil of Trent, by circulating the
Scriptures in the vernacular tounges of all nations"? (Quote, Pope
Leo XII, 1824°°)

Why?

"At a major conference of Bible societies in 1964 it was agreed that
a '"common text" should be prepared in the original languages of Greek
and Hebrew, and that this text should be translated into other langu-
ages so as to provide a ''common Bible'" acceptable to Protestants and
Catholdics alike. On the Catholic side, this concept of a '"common Bi-
ble" was encouraged by a degree ((sic)) of the Second Vatican Council,
in 1965, explicitly referring to the possibillity of 'co-operation
with the separated brethren'" (i.e. Protestants) in translation proje-
cts.”59

As far as I can see, somewhat '"common text" in Greek emerged by the
United Bible Societies' edition of 1966, '"a tentative revision of the
text of Nestle 1927”60; for which 2. edition (-68) was added to the
committee (of Aland, Black, Metzger and Wikren) Carlo Maria Martini

5.J. Add to it '"the silent return of the Apocrypha.”6l

"The ecumenical movement, and in particular ecumenical activity in
the translation and didgtribution of the Scriptures, has not led to
the change of a single Roman Catholic doctrine, but has if anything
enabled the Roman Catholic Church to enlarge her sphereof influence
and control. Evangelical believers who remind themselves of the true
nature of the Roman church will see that there can be no such thing

as a joint Protestant-Catholic "common witness", and that joint pro-
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jects to translate and distribute the Scriptures can only be a source

of confusion and compromise in fundamental matters of the Christian
faith.”62a’62b

So, where are we?

One can get reminded of Fenton John Anthony Hort's letter to Brooke
Foss Westcott, October 17, 1865: "I have been persuaded for many
years that Mary-worship and'Jesus'-worshap have very much in common
in their causes and their results.”63 A year earlier, September 23,
1864, he wrote to same adress of hig '"belief that 'Protestantism' is

only parenthetical and temporary.”64

Burgon can sum it up:

"The one great fact, which especially troubles him and his joint edi-
tor, (as well it may) is The traditional Greek Text of the New Testa-
ment Scriptures. Call this Text Erasmian or Complutensian, the Text
of Stephens, or of Beza, or of the Elzevirs; call it the "Received,"
or the "Traditional GreekText," or whatever other name you please.
The fact remains that a text has come down to us which is attested by
a general consensus of ancient copies, ancient Fathers, and ancient
versions. This, at all events, is a point on which, (happily) there
exists entire conformity of opinion between Dr. Hort and ourselves.
Our readers cannot have yet forgotten his virtual admission that, be-
yond all question the Textus Receptus is the dominant Graeco-Syrian
Text of A.D. 350 to A.D. 400.

Obtained from a variety of sources, this Text proves to be essentia-
lly the same in all. That it requires Revision with respect to many
of its lesser details is undeniable. But it is at least as certain
that it is an excellent text as it stands, and that the use of it
will never lead critical students of Scripture seriously astray,
which is what no one will venture to predicate concerning any single
critical edition of the N.T. which has been published since the days

of Griesbach, by the disciples of Griesbach's school.”65’§§
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such painsg, I rather suspect that He expects us to pay strict atten-
tion to it. When we stand before the Just Judge - who is also Creator
Savior and Inspirer - He will require an accounting based on the ob-
jective authority of that Text." (P.209-10.)

His biographer (1892), E.M. Goulkurn, called him England's "leading
religious teacher of his time" (ref. 33 (Fuller) p.216); John William
Burgon:

"We must ... expose the inconsistency of those who while pretending
to admit the inspiration of the Holy Scriptures still contend that
the Scriptures contain faults and inaccuracies. By what authority can
one claim that swome partsof the Bible are trustworthy and some are
not? We know of no list prepared by modern scholarship to guide the
reader through this perplexity. One will exclude natural philosophy
from the sphere of inspiration; another will exclude historical facts
which do not involve points of faith and practice; while another will
affirm that the reasoning of the writers was their own. One will con-
tend that there was no inspiration when the writer was dealing with
common everyday occurences, or when writers made slips of memory in
matters of no consequence. Another asserts that common history, chro-
nology and genealogy may be removed from the sphere of inspiration -
and so on ad infinitum. '

But one is entitled to ask - Why? Why showld the inspired writer be-
come uninspired when alluding to natural phenomena? Is the Creator
not qualified to speak about "natural" or created things and to in-
spire His servants to write about them? If the history, numbers, ch-
ronology and genealogies are all untrustworthy, can we have any con-
fidence in the first seventeen books of the 01d Testament and the
first five of the New? How much of the Prophets will remain if we
eliminate their history and their reasoning and their allusions to
the common occurrences of everyday life? We have no warrant for ass-
uming that the Bible contains any mistakes whatever, in matters of
science or history or of any other kind. Wheredoes Truth begin and
falsehood end in such a record as rationalistic scholarship offers
us, and with what measure of honesty could such an imperfect and
erring record be called "The Word of God"? The Bible teaches us no-
thing about '"degrees of inspiration" - it tells us that it is &ll
inspired. "All Scripture is given by inspiration of God.'""

"We gain nothing by speculating how much is to be assigned to the
"human element'" and how much to the '"divine element". It is the Word
of God. We must not be impatient of this divine mystery. We cannot
thrust ourselves between the Almighty and those whom He inspired and
discover just how He accémplished His end. We must be content to be
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told by Him that all is "God-breathed"." (In The Divine Inspiration 26
of the Holy Scriptures; Trinitarian Bible Society 1999; pp.6-7.)



Appendix1 27

"SEEK YE OUT OF THE BOOK OF THE LORD, AND READ" (Is. 34,16)
Dag Jorgen Hogetveit; May 2015

Canada. Springtime 1818.

"Mr. Chiniquy, is it true that you and your son read the Bible?"

"Yes .., my son and I read the Bible, and what is even better, he has
learned a great deal by heart ..."

"... but don't you know it became prohibited by the holy Trent-coun-
cil to read the Bible in French?"

"To me it does little to the case, whether I read the Bible in French,
Greek or Latin," my father answered, "because I do equally understand
those languages ..."

"But you know that you cannot permit your son to read the Bible?" the
priest continued.

"My wife has as yet given him instruction in reading the Bible, and I
can't see we're committing some sin in still to continue witht that."
"Mr. Chiniquy," the priest answered, ''you have gone through a complete
cursus in theology; you know what duties there rest with a priest;

you know then as well it is my unpleasant duty to come here to get

the Bible dedivered and to burn it."(2,3)

The priest left without the Book.

THE BIBLE VS THE TRADITIONS OF MEN

"... 1f confusion on the origin and authenticity of the Scraptures
could bespread abroad @in the world, the amazing certainty of the Re-
formers on these points, which had astonished and counfounded the Pa-
pacy, could be broken down. In time the Reformation would be splin-
tered to pieces, and driven as the chaff before the wind. The leader-
ship in the battte for the Reformation was passing over from Germany
to England. Here it advanced mightily, helped greatly by the new ver-
sion of Tyndale."(4)

"The burning desire to give the common people the Holy Word of God
was the reason why Tyndale had translated it into English. No such
reason impelled the Jesuits at Rheims. In the preface of their Rheims
New Testament, they state that it was not translated into English be-
cause it was necessary that the Bible should be in the mother tongue,
or that God had appointed the Scriptures to be read by all; but from
the special consideration of the state of their mother country. This
translatiéon was intended to do on the inside of England what the great
navy of Philip II was to do on the outside."(5,6)

In 1562, Philip II established the Catholic university in Douai, Fr-
ance, to counteract the 'heresies' in the Netherlands. In 1568, Wil-
liam Allen formed the English College at Douai, "for the purpose of
training priests to convert the English again to Catholicism. And it
was here where the Catholdc translation of the Bible into English was
produced."(7)

The Duocai-Rheims Bible was completed with the OT at Douai in 1609-
1610, but the NT was published "during a temporary migration of the
college to Rheims" (also France) in 1582:

The "NEVV TESTAMENT OF IESVS CHRIST, TRANSLATED FAITHFVLLY INTO ENGL-
ISH, out of the awythentical Latin ... ANNOTATIONS, and other necessas
rie hedpes, for the betrer vnderstanding of the text, and specially



for the discoverie of the CORRVPTIONS of divers late translations, 28
and for cleering the CONTROVERSIES in religion, of these daies
IN THE ENGLISH COLLEGE OF RHEMES".

"The purpose of the version, both the text and notes, was to uphold
Catholic tradition in the face of the Protestant Reformation which up
till then had overwhelmingly dominated Elizabethan religion and aca-
demic debate."(8) ("Surprisingly ((or perhapsnhot so,)) these first
New Testament and 0ld Testament editions followed the Geneva Bible
not only in their quarto format but also in the use of Roman type."(8)
This is pre-AV/KJV (1611) time.)

"Which translation ((, says the NT-introduction,)) we do not for all
that publish, upon erroneous ppinion of necessity, that the Holy Sc-
ripsures should always be in our mother tongue, or that they ought,
or were ordained by God, to be read impartially by all... or that we
generally and absolutely deemed it more convenient in itself, and
more agreeable to God's Word and honour or edification of the faith-
ful, to have them turned into vulgar tongues, than to be kept and
studied only in the Ecclesiastical learned languages. Not for these
nor for any such like reasons do we translate this sacred book, but
upon special consideration of the present time, state, and condition
of our country".

"... the indiscrete zeal of the popular, and their leaders.,.. These
latter, partly by simplicity, partly by curiosity, and especially by
pride and disobedience, have made claim in this case for the common
people, with plausible pretences many, but good reasons none at all.
The other, to whom Christ hath given charge of our souls... have nei-
hter of old nor of %ate, ever wholly condemned all vulgar versions of
Scripture, nor have at any time generally forbidden the faithful to
read the same; yet they have not by public authority prescribed, com-—
manded, or authentically everreeommended any such interpretation to
be impartially used by all men."

"... neither the Translations set forth beflore that Heretic's ((Wyc-
liffe's)) time, nor others afterward being approved by the lawful Or-
dinaries, were ever in our country wholly forbidden, though they were
not (to say the truth) in quiet and better times (much less when the
people were prone to alteration, heresy, or novelty) either hastily
admitted or ordinarily read by the vulgar, but used only or especially
by some devout religious and econtemplative persons in reverence, sec-
recy, and silence, for their spiritual comfort.

Now since Luther's revolt also, divers learned Catholics, for the more
speedy abolsihing of a number of false and impious translations put
forth by sundry sects, and for the better preservation or reclamation
of many good souls endangered thereby, have published the Bible in
several languages of almost all the principal provinces of the Latin
Church, no other books in the world being so pernicious as heretical
translations of the Scriuptures, poisoning the people under the color
fo Divine authority, and not many other remedies being more sovereign
against the same (if it be used in order, discretion, and humility)
than the true, faithful, and sincere interpretation opposed thereunto.
Which causeth the Holy Church not to forbid utterly any Catholic
translation, though she allow not the publishing or reading of any
absolutely and without exception or limitation, knowing by her Divine
and most sincere wisdom, how, where, when, and to whom these her Mas-
ter's and Spouse's gifts are to be bestowed to the most good of the
faithful, and therefore neither generally permitteth that which must
needs do hurt the unworthy, nor absloutely condemneth that which may



do much good to the worthy. Whereupon the order which many a wise

man wished for before was taken by the Deputies of the late famous
Council of Trent in this behalf, and confirmed by supreme authority
that the Hely Scriptures, though truly and Catholically translated
into vulgar tongues, yet may not be impartially read by all men, nor
by any other than such as have express license thereunto from their
lawful Ordinaries, with good testimony from their Curates and Confes-
sors, that they be humble, discrete, and devout persons, and like to
take much good, and no harm thereby. Which prescript, though in these
days of ours it can not be so precisely observed as in other times
and places where there is more due respect of the Church's authority,
rule, and discipline, yet, we trust all wise and godly persons will
treat the matter in the meanwhile with such moderation, meekness, and
subjection of heart, as the handling of so sacred a Book, the sincere
senses of God's truth therein, and the holy Canons, Ceuncils, reason,
and religion do require."(10)

The Council of Trent closed in 1563; the Bible is de facto indexed by
1564.
But, more NT-introduction from the English College in Rheims:

"... in the primitive Church... in those better times men were neither
so ill, nor so curious by themselves, so to abuse the blessed Book of
Christ. Neither was there any such means, before printing was inven-
ted, to disperse the copies into the hands of every man, as now there
is.

They were then in the Libraries, Monasteries, Colleges, Churches, in
Bishops', Priests', and some other devout principal Laymens' houses
and hands... The poor ploughman could then, in laboring the ground,
sing the hymns and psalms, either in known or unknown languages, as
they heard them in the Holy Church, though they could neither read
nor know the sense, meaning, and mysteries of the same."

"And truly there is no reason why men should be more loath to be or-
dered and moderated in this point by God's Churchand their Pastors,
than they are in the use of Holy Sacraments. For which, as Christ
hath appointed Priesgsand ministers at whose handswe must receive
them and not take by ourselves, so hath He given us doctors, prophets,
expounders, interpreters, teachers and preachers (Ephesians 4), to
take the law and our faith at their mouths, becauseour faith and reli-
gion cometh not to us properly or principally by reading of Scriptu-
res, but (as the Apostle saith) by hearing of the preachers lawfully
sent (Romans 10.17)."

"The wise will not here regard what some willful people do mutter,
that the Scriptures are made for all men, and that it is out of envy
that the Priests do keep the Holy Book from them. Which suggestion
cometh from the same serpent that seduced our first parents (Genesis
3), who persuaded them that God rad forbidden them that Tree of Know-
ledge, lest they should be as cunning as Himself and like unto the
Highest. No, no, the Church dothit tokeep them from blind, ingnorant
presumption, and from that which the Apostle calleth falsi nominis
scientiam, knowledge falsely so-called (1 Timothy 6.10), and not to
exclude them from the true knowledge of Christ."

"The poor plaughman could ... sing ... though they could neither read
nor know the sense ...", we read from Rheims by 1582.

"If God spare my life, ere many years, I will cause a bey that dri-
veth the plough shall know more of the Scripture than thou dost,"
William Tyndale told a priest some decades earlier. "I totally dis-
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sent from those who are unwilling that the Sacred Scriptures, trans- 30
lated into the vulgar tongue, should be read by private individuals',
Tyndale's Greek-teacher at Cambridge, Erasmus, wrote in the preface to
his 1516 Greek New Testament; "I wish that the husbandman may sing

parts of them at his plough..."(9)

Let's with the Rheims-collegium in mind, continue from the Jerusalem
Chamber, Westminster Abbey, London, where the Revision/Translation of
1611s final editing took pdace; and with the work's "Epistle and De-
dicatorie To the most high and mightie Prince, James'"; which let us
read about "Popish persons at home or abroad, who ... will maligne us,
because we are poore Instruments to make GODS holy Trueth to be yet
more knowen unto the people, whom they desire still to keepe in igno-=
rance and darknesse'.

Miles Smith(11) writes on behalf of his fellows, the Preface from

"The Translators to the Reader':

'"Now the Church of Rome would seeme at lengthto beare a motherly af-
fection towards her children, and to allow: them the Scriptures in
their mother tongue: but indeed it is a gift, not deserving to be cal-
led a gift, an unprofitable gift: they must first get a Licence in
writing before they may use them, and to get that, they must approve
themselves to their Confessor, that is, to be such as are, if not
frozen in the dregs, yet soured with the leaven of their superstition.
Howbeit,it seemed too much to Clement the 8. ((1592-1605)) that there
should be any Licence granted to have them in the vulgar tongue, and
therefore he overruleth and frustrateth the grant of Pius the fourth
((1559-1565)). So much are they afraid of the light of the Scripture,
(Lucifuge Scripturarum, as Tertullian speaketh) that they will not
trust the people with it, no not as it is set foorth by their owne
sworne men, ho not with the Licence of their owne Bishops and Inquisi-
tors. Yea, so unwilling they are to communicate the Scriptures to the
peoples undrestanding in any sort, that they are not ashamed to con-
fesse, that wee forced them to translate i1t into English against their
wills. This seemeth to argue a bad cause, or a bad conscience, or
both. Sure we are, that it is not he that hath good gold, that is af-
raid to bring it to® the touch-stone, but he that hath the counterfeit;
neither is it the true man that shunneth the light, but the malefac-
tour, lest his deedes should be reproved: neither is it the plaine
dealing Merchant that is wnwilling to have the waights, or the mete-
yard brought in place, but he that useth deceit. But we will let them
alone for this fault, and returne to translation."

"But the difference that appeareth betweene our Translations, and our
often correcting of them, is the thing that wee are specially charged
with; let us see therefore whether they themselves bee without fault
this way, (if it be to be counted a fault, to correct) and whether
they bee fit men to throw stones at us: 0 tandem major parcas insane
minori: They that are lesse sound themselves, ought not to object in-
firmities to others. If we should tell them that Valla, Stapulensis,
Erasmus, and Vives found fault with their vulgar Translation, and con-
sequently wished the same to be mended, or a new one to be made, they
would answere peradventure, that we produced their enemies for witnes-
des against them; albeit, they were in no other sort enemies, then as
5. Paul was to the Galatians, for telling them the trueth: and it were
to be wished, that they had dared to tell it them plainlier and oft-
ner. But what will they say to this, that Pope Leo the tenth allowed
Erasmus Translation of the New Testament, so much different from the



vulgar, by his Apostolike Let&er& Bull; that the same Leo exhorted
Pagnin to translate the whole Bible, and bare whatsoever sgharges was
necessary for the worke? ... more of their chiefe men of all sorts,
even their owne Trent-champions Paiva & Vega, and their owne Inqui-
sitors, Hieronimys ab Oleastro, and their own Bishop Isidorus Clari-
us, and their owne Cardinall Thomas a Vio Caietan, doe either make

new Translations themselves, or follow neéw ones of other mens making,
or note the vulgar Interpretor for halting; none of them feare to dis-

gsent from him, nor yet to except against him. ... doth not their Pa-
rigs-edition differ from the Louaine, and Hentenius his from them both,
and yet all of them allowed by authoritie? ... further, did not

Sixtus ordaine by an inviolable cecree, and that with the coucell and
consent of his Cardinals, that the Latine edition of the olde and hew
Testament, which the Councill of Trent would have to be authenticke,
ig the same without controversie which he then set forth, being dili-
gently corrected and printed in the Prinfing-house of Vatican? Thus
Sixtus in his Preface before his Bible. And yet Clement the eight his
immediate successour, publishetth another edition of the Bible, contai-
ning in it infinite differences from that of Sixtus, (and many of
them waightie and materiall) and yet this must be authenticke by all
meanes."

"But it is high time to leave them, and to shew in briefe what wee
proposed to our selves'.

"Lastly, wee have on the one side avoided the scrupulositie of the
Puritanes, who leave the olde Ecclesticall words, and betake them to
other, as when they put washing for Baptisme, and Congregation in
stedd of Church: as also on the other side we have shunned the ob-
scuritie of the Papists, in their Azimes, Tunike, Rational, Holocau-
sts, Prazpuce, Pasche, and a number of such like, whereof their late
Translation is full, and that of purpose to darken the sence, that
since they must needs translate the Bible, yet by the language there-
of, it may bee kept from being understood. But we desire that the
Scripture may speake like it selfe, as in the language of Canaan,
that it may bee understood even of the very vulgar.'"(12)

In passing; How do you read any book if you can't read?

"During his 1818 visit to America, the English intellectual William
Cobbett wrote home: "There are very few really ignérant men in Ame-
rica.... They have all been réaders from their youth up"".

"... the one doctrine most widely shared among the various dissenting
Protestant movements was that everyone must consult scripture for
themselves. So when the Pilgrims arrived in America in 1620, one of
the first things they did was to concern themselves with educating
their children."(13)

"Almost as important as the Service, is, according to Lutheran view,
the school. The Lutherdom is arisen by study; it can only be wide-
spread by education. And since it refers every Christian to God's
Word, it becomes a case of life for it that every Christian can read
and understand the Bible. This, Luther ard his friends very ¢learly
realized, and they put much work in arranging good schools.'"(14,15)
In the 1530's Geneva, @Qalvin insisted on schooling for every child,
boys and girls.(16) Calvin "had no faith in education apart from re-
ligious training, he drew up a catechism of Christian doctrine which
was an obligatory part of the curriculum."(17)



Contrast'Reformation-landscapes' with the homeland of Philip ITI;
Spain 1913; "The general education (there are around 70 pct. illite-
rates) is in the hands of the not much enlightened clergy.'"(18)

A SHORT (OR, REGRETTABLY, NOT SO SHORT) HISTORY
Backwards, not as remote as Bible-burner Pontifex Maximus Diocletian.
(284-305), but to the days of Pontifex Maximus Gregory IX.

As time went by and '"the Tradition went further and further away from
the Scripture and overshadowed it, the ecclesiastical opposition went
back to it and showed the gilaring contrast between the Apostolic Ch-
urch in poverty and the Rom. Church in glory.'(19)

That, in short, 'resulted' in the (vernacular) Bible-prohibition;
Toulouse 1229, Beziers 1233, Tarragona 1234.(20)

"Similar prohibitions were issued in the 15. century due to the Wy-
cliffeism ((Oxford 1408)) and the Husism; yet, from the inventing of
the art of bookprinting and until 1500, 24 German Bible-sgditions came
out."(19)

"In Germany,the Archbishop of Mainz in 1485 prohibited the printing
and sale of German Bibles.'"(21)

21. September 1522. Das nevve Testament. Deutzsch. Vuittenberg.

"Luther's bitter adversary Cochlzus ... says ... even shoemakers, wo-
men, and all kinds of lay persons read it ... after a few months
they ... argue with priests and monks as well, yes, with magisters

and doctors in the theology'".(22)

The same autumn, Duke George of Saxony forbade the Book; he is quoted
"When only that monk would give us the Bible in German and then go
there where he belongs!"(23)

They were in need of Luther's German.

"The Reformation greatly quickened men's interest in the Sériptures,
so that notwithstanding the adverse attitude adopted by the Roman
Catholic Church at and after the Council of Trent, the translation

and circulation of the Bible made rapid progress."(24) (The Bible was
printed in America 1663 "which John Eliot, one of the Pilgrim fathers,
translated into "the language of the Massachusetts Indians'" whem he
evangelized.'"(24) Imagine Philip II getting his troops across the Eng-
lish Channel in 1587/-88 ...)

"The earliest noteworthy organization, formed for the specific purpose
of circulating the Scriptures, was the Canstein Bible institute, fou-
nded in 1710 at Halle, in Saxony... Baron von Canstein (1667-1719)
invented a method of printing whereby the institute could produce Bi-
bles and Testaments in Luther's version at low cost and sell them che
eaply."(24)

"In Germany it was common to read Catholic bibletranslations'"(21);
thearticle goes on to mention a Catholic NT that became i1ndexed in
1821.

In 1804 a Protestant biblesociety was established in Nﬁrnberg, Bava-
ria. The next year, a €atholic biblesociety showed up in Regensburg,
also Bavaria. The latter to be abolished in 1817; it was not in fa-
vour with the pontiff.

From around this time "the Pope repeatedly condemned the Protestant
biblesocieties".(21) A condemnation of Protestant biblesocieties and



Bibles that continued. The Osservatore Romano, 1. & 2. June 1923, 33
reports from a churchfestival in Rome where burned "a huge number le-
cherous books, immoral periodicals and Protestant Bibles", "to the

glory of the Madonna'.(25)

AND SINCE THEN

1927. "Today'", Jacob van Bruggen writes in 1978, "Bible translating
is largely in the hands of Bible societies and other para-church gro-
ups. This development would not have been possible had not the chur-
ches deviated on a large scale from the confessions on whidh they we-
re founded."(26)

The "antidogmatic and non-church origin" biblesocieties started out
distributing existing Bible-translations and continued with "making
missionary translationg". "It was a short step from making missiona-
ry translations to making new translations for countries where the
church had already been established fior centuries.

Many believed that the seventeenth century translations used in most
European countries urgently needed to be replaced. The churches had
been so divided, however, that they found such a cooperative project
almost impossible. The Bible societies emerged as a means by which
such translations could be accomplished. The Netherlands Bible Socie-
ty was a pioneer in this new field. The Dutch Reformed Synod comple-
tely failed to agree upon a new translation, and what new translati-
ons were produced were not accepted beyond a confined circle. These
circumstances led the society in 1927 to decide to make its own tra-
nslation from the original languages and offer it to the churches.'"(27)

In 1954, the President of the United Bible Societies (est. 1946),
Eivind Berggrav, gives a lecture called '"Bibelbelgen'", ("the Bible-
wawe' ) (28), in which he says ''the Bible was not formally set on in-
dex until 1564, but became prohibited for laymen already at the chur-
chconference in Toulouse in 1229 ... the wawe-bottom."
Berggrav goes on to mention the '"illegal outbreaks'"; Peter Waldo, Wy-
cliffe, Hus, "the line from Hus to Luther'", Luther, Tyndale, Oliwvetan;
he short renders the policies of Pius VII (1816), Pius IX (1864),
Leo XIII (1897).
And Berggrav describes what he experienced "in Vienna in 1951 when we
had a regional conference there for the Worlds United Biblesocieties.
Then the board were received by the Roman Cardinal Innitzer. He held
a speach and thanked the Protestant biblesocieties for everything
what they had done for the translation and spreading of the Bible, and
added that the Catholics stand in great debt because of the help the
societies had granted.
With the history as background, it was nearly not to believe.
But it hadits explanation.

as time went by, the Biblewawe became too strong for the Roman
Church."
So; what to do "if you can't beat them..."?

Churchhistory-proféssor, Dr.theol.(29) Carl Fr. Wisleff wrote:

"In 1960 the Pope founded a secretariat for the promotion of the uni-
ty of the Christians, with Cardinal Bea as leader. This secretariat's
task should according to the Pope's word, be to make it possible for
the separated brethren to attend the work of the ((2. Vatican)) cou-
ciland thus make their reunion with the one flock of Christ easier.
{ecit.Berkouwer, The second Vatican Council, p.14).'"(30)



"We turn to the decree On ecumenism, - "The Catholdc Church and the 34
unity of the Christians". - The first one notices, is the friendly,
warm tone the decree sets up during their mention of '"our separated
brethren" and "our separated churches'". Last mentioned expression

goes further in recognition than what one earlier has seen instances
of. This, of course,hag been noticed everywhere, and in many circles
the wawes of expectation,by the thought that the day of reunion comes
nearer, beat high."(31)

"And when then the Roman Church becomes friendly instead of unfriend-
ly, calls us brethren and invites us to by observers attend the coune
cil and even promises to go in for that the Protestants in Spain shall
get an endurable existence - what on earth then is more to be said?
Then the Church's unity must have moved considerable closer.

But it has not. Not on a single important point has the Roman Church
changed its teachings.'"(32)

The 2. Vatican Council took place from 1962 to 1965.

"At a major conference of Bible societies in 1964 it was agreed that

a "common text" should be prepared in the original languages of Greek
and Hebrew, and that this text should be translated into other langua-
ges so as to provide a 'common Bible" acceptable to Protestants and
Catholics alike. On the Catholic side, this concept of a 'common Bik
ble" was encouraged by a degree ((sic)) of the Second Vatican Council,
in 1965, explicitly referring to the possibility of '"co-operation with
the separated brethren" (i.e. Protestants) in translation projects.

In 1966 the British and Foreign Bible Society amended its constiution
go that it could include the Apocrypha in its translations, to make
them acceptabte among Roman Catholic readers. The same policy was ada-
pted by the United Bible Societies, including most national Bible so-
cieties around the world."(33)

Two decades further into the future, and the Trinitarian Bible Socie-
ty can write, "It is the deliberate policy of the UBS to concentrate
on the official national languages, and on languages which have more
than one million literate speakers. While evangelicals have been dire-
cting their support towards the minor languages, the United Bible So-
cieties have quietly been replacing the older Protestant Bibles in the
major languages by new ecumenical translations. It is time for these
matters to be seen in the correct perspective.'"(34)

2. Vart heimland i myrker lenge l&g, Og vankunna ljoset goymde.

Men, Gud, du i ndde til oss sag, Din kjerleik oss ikkje gloymde;

Du sende ditt ord til Noregs fjell, Og ljos yver landet stroymde.

4. So blemde vaArt land i ljos og fred, Det grodde s& grent i lider.
Men atter seig natt pa landet ned Med trzldom og tunge tider.

Og forlket det sukka etter ljos, Og du lyste upp um sider.

5. Og morgonen rann, og myrkret kvarv, Som lenge var lukka skygde.

Du atter oss gav var fridoms arv Og honom 1 trengsla trygde.

Du verna vart folk og gav oss fred, Og landet med lov me bygde.(35,36)
(Elias Blix, 1890)
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heavy times. And the people it sighed after light, And you lightened
up at lenght.
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the nations." (Wislgff)
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