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by G. Richard Fisher

Wheels within wheels — is how the
prophet Ezekiel (Ezekiel 1:16; 10:10)
described God and His revelation:
subjects that are deep, vast, and com-
plex. It could be used to describe the
array of divisions within Christianity.
There are so many wheels within
wheels that it is impossible for one
person to grasp them all.

One subculture could be
labeled ‘‘Lovers of Is-
rael’’: those sympa-
thetic to the Jewish
people and the nation
of Israel. This group
is also interested in
researching everything
pertaining to Israel’s
past. Within this subcul-
ture is the Hebrew Roots
Movement.

This subculture is varied and
contradictory, but can be broken
down into divisions realizing that the
divisions are not so tight and clear
cut. They are:

1. The Messianic Movement. This
group is made of large numbers of
Jewish converts to Christ. Within it
are organizations that are involved in

Jewish evangelism and apologetics.
These organizations reach out to Jew-
ish people and run the gamut from
mainstream Evangelicals, such as
Friends of Israel and Jews for Jesus, to

those who adhere to Jewish practices
in varying degrees. There are prob-
ably hundreds of these kinds of
groups that range from highly organ-
ized associations to individuals with a
congregation. Some are strictly into

unpacking Bible content and sharing
the Gospel, while others may

dive deeply into the study
of Second Temple (or

first-century) Judaism.
Some veer off into
serious Talmudic
study and take on
all the trappings of
Orthodox Judaism,
including calling

t h e i r  p a s t o r s
‘‘Rabbi’’ and their

churches “synagogues.”
Such extreme Messianic

congregations are spurned
by both Jews and Christians.
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THE MYSTIQUE OF
ASSUMPTION

Cults and aberrational groups have slick but subtle
ways of fooling us. They play a game that could be called
‘‘assuming the content.’’ Another way of saying it would
be that cults often use our lingo and let us fill in the
blanks — and we do. So just how does assuming the
content work? This is easily illustrated by the way in
which, some years ago, Phillip Morris advertised a brand
of their cigarettes. The company sold Lucky Strike
cigarettes under the slogan, ‘‘Luckies taste better.’’ The
assumption was that people would think, ‘‘better than
any other cigarette.’’ No one asked, ‘‘Better than what?’’
The campaign was all about assuming the content.

There is much the same thing going on in religion. So
many cults and New Age groups use the term ‘‘God’’
and let us fill in the rest. Though the one speaking may
mean a force in the universe, the one listening may
assume they are speaking of the God of the Bible.
Content is assumed and the listener’s conclusion is that
both believe in the same God.

When a Mormon missionary uses the words ‘‘God the
Father,’’ he is talking about someone who was once a
man, prevailed over his own sin, worked his way to
godhood, and is now just one among many other gods.
One might not know that they believe we all can become
gods. These teachings and ideas are easily found in their

own history and literature, not to mention books written
to expose Mormonism.

A person might speak of having an encounter with
Christ, and that he believes in Jesus and His resurrection.
But when pressed for what he means by an ‘‘encounter’’
with Jesus, he might speak of seeing a movie about the
life of a famous preacher and getting a warm feeling and
some kind of metaphysical and existential experience —
an emotional high. Totally lacking is any Gospel content
and any thoughts of sin, guilt, repentance, or a new-birth
experience.

A person might feel good about Jesus, but believe that
Christ’s physical resurrection was not necessary and that
Jesus came back in spirit. This is nullifying the very hope
of the Gospel. The underlying Greek word for ‘‘resurrec-
tion’’ has to do with a dead body sitting up or standing
up. Resurrection had no meaning to a first-century Jew
apart from a dead body being reanimated. If Christ’s
resurrection was only spiritual, it makes Jesus a liar (John
2:19-22) and a deceiver (Luke 24:36-40), and it cancels all
the New Testament promises of the believer’s ultimate
bodily resurrection as found in Romans 8 and 1 Corin-
thians 15. Manipulating content with an intention to
deceive is one of the definitions of lying.

Today many speak of ‘‘hearing God’’ or ‘‘listening to
God.’’ The only real way to hear God or listen to Him is
in His Word. One early Church Father said the Gospels to
be the mouth of Christ. People claim to be ‘‘hearing God’’

(continues on page 22)
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CAMPING FAILS AGAIN
May 21, 2011, began and ended as every other day in

history: Jesus did not return. While most of the world’s
population was not expecting anything extraordinary,
followers of Harold Camping and his Family Radio
ministry were. Camping had forecast that on May 21 a
massive earthquake would shake the world apart and the
true believers of Jesus would ‘‘be carried into heaven,
while the rest of humanity will endure 153 days of ‘death
and horror’ before the world ends on October 21,’’
according to a report in Daily Mail.

End-time prognostications are nothing new to Camp-
ing. Nearly two decades ago, the aberrant Bible teacher
scheduled the return of Christ and the end of the world
on Sept. 6, 1994.

For many months leading up to the May 21 date,
Camping’s devotees engaged in campaigns across the
country warning that Judgment Day was approaching,
boldly proclaiming, ‘‘The Bible Guarantees It.’’ A group
of 10 members from his Oakland, Calif., base gave up
jobs, families, and possessions to embark on ‘‘Project
Caravan,’’ a convoy of RVs with their side panels
completely painted with the doomsday message. Bill-
boards in the United States and across the world
proclaimed the impending end of the world.

Camping, as he did with every previous prediction,
insisted on the accuracy of the 2011 date. ‘‘I know it’s
absolutely true, because the Bible is always true,’’ he told
CNN. Camping arrived at his predictions based on
numerical codes he ascribes to Scripture and Bible
events. He says his 1994 date failed because of a
misreading of the Bible codes he used to interpret the
date of the Rapture.

—MKG

LEAD ‘‘ARTIFACT ’’ OF
DEEP SECRETS MET
WITH SKEPTICISM

A ‘‘tempest in a teapot’’ boiled up in March 2011 as a
Galilee Bedouin and others tried to put one over on the
Israel Antiquities Authority.

HINN SUED BY PUBLISHER
The National Enquirer has the distinction of being

dubious in its news stories. Yet despite its reputation,
fallout from its reports seems to be incessant. Just ask
healing evangelist Benny Hinn. Last August, the super-
market tabloid published an article linking Hinn with
twice-divorced televangelist Paula White. The magazine
featured photographs of the couple hand-in-hand emerg-
ing from a hotel in Rome, Italy. At the time the story hit
the newsstands, Hinn himself was going through his
own divorce.

Now, as a result of that initial report, Hinn is being
sued by his longtime friend and colleague Stephen
Strang. Strang’s publishing company had signed a
three-book deal with Hinn and is now suing him, saying
Hinn’s admitted relationship with White violated a
morality clause in their contract. Strang Communications
Company has filed a complaint in Seminole County, Fla.,
and is seeking $250,000 from Hinn.

In 2009 Strang published Hinn’s Blood in the Sand,
subtitled as a guide to ‘‘Understanding the Middle East
Conflict.’’ Reports indicate that Hinn was paid a $300,000
advance for the book.

The lawsuit also stated that Hinn further ‘‘violated the
contract by failing to work hard enough to market Blood
in the Sand,’’ according to a report in The Orlando Sentinel.
The newspaper also said that Hinn ‘‘failed to make
television appearances to promote it, including several
on 700 Club.’’

Immediately following the National Enquirer feature,
Hinn went on the offensive and while admitting that a
friendship with White ‘‘did develop,’’ stated that there
was never any immorality. He told his television
audience that his ‘‘friendship’’ with White is over.

Hinn maintained that he was in Rome because the
Vatican had made him a Patron of the Arts, a person
who solicits donors to sustain the Vatican’s art collection.
Hinn claimed that he invited White to come with him to
Rome to enlist her as a donor. However, according to the
International Coordinator of The Patrons of the Arts in
the Vatican Museums, Father Mark Haydu, ‘‘To my
knowledge, Paula White or Benny Hinn were not invited
to the Vatican Museums in any official context, nor did
we find anyone on our donors database of Patrons under
those names.’’

Hinn has a lengthy record of personal overstatements
and untruths as documented in The Confusing World of
Benny Hinn.

—MKG

(continues on page 22)
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This year marks the 400th Anniver-
sary of the King James Version of the
Bible, also known as the Authorized
Version. Celebrations of this quater-
centenary have been occurring and
are scheduled to occur this year in
such places as Ashland Theological
Seminary, Baylor University, Houston
Baptist University, and Washington,
D.C.1

A SHORT HISTORY
OF THE KJV

In 1603, James VI, king of Scotland
(1566-1625) became king of England
following the death of Elizabeth I of
England. Thus, James VI of Scotland
was now also James I of England,
becoming the first Stuart king in
England. In April 1603, as James was
en route to London, he was presented
with what was called the Millenary
Petition,2 so called because it suppos-
edly contained the signatures of a
thousand Puritans. They were con-
cerned about practices in the Church
of England to which they objected.

The Church of England was a di-
vided church, with the conservatives
who liked the ecclesiastical system the
way it was, and the Puritans who
thought that the Reformation had not
had its full intended effect in the
Church of England. Some, though not
all, of the Puritans’ objections

addressed Roman Catholic practices
that the Church of England had re-
tained, such as bowing to the name of
Jesus,3 the rite of confirmation, ‘‘the
use of the cross as a kind of magic
symbol,’’ ‘‘kneeling at communion,’’
and so forth.4

After receiving the Millenary Peti-
tion, King James decided to convene a
conference. Originally it was sched-
uled for Nov. 1, 1603, but was moved
to January 1604.5 The three-day
Hampton Court Conference began
Jan. 12, 1604.6

The conservatives (bishops and
deans) of the Church of England were
present, as were the four Puritan
representatives.  Adam Nicholson
says that representatives from both
sides knew one another. ‘‘The four
representatives of the Puritan party
were in fact old friends of many of
the [Anglican] bishops and deans,’’7
Nicholson wrote. ‘‘This was not an
encounter of parties at each other’s
throats.’’8 He wrote that the more
radical Puritans had been excluded
from the Conference.9 ‘‘The only out-
sider, ironically enough, was the
king.’’10

King James first met with the repre-
sentatives of the conservatives in the
Church of England. He soon tore into
them, although he ended the hours-

long meeting with them more
gently.11

Then King James met with the
Puritans. ‘‘James may have been rude,
challenging and clever with the bish-
ops,’’ Nicholson wrote, ‘‘Now, he was
even worse with the Puritans.’’12

Nicholson added:

‘‘James dismissed all the Puritan
objections. He was familiar with
them all. They were the points
which any Scots Presbyterian
would have made and which
strict English Protestants, dissat-
isfied with the compromise of
the English Church, had been
making since the 1550s. Everyone
knew the territory; there were no
surprises, but the atmosphere
was nasty. These were moderate
and distinguished men, suggest-
ing moderate changes. But James
... was treating them like extreme
schismatics from the outer
reaches of Anabaptist lunacy.’’13

In his biography of King James,
David Teems wrote:

‘‘In the end, other than the small
concession to the Book of Com-
mon Prayer, which James in-
tended to revise anyway, he dis-
missed all of the Puritan objec-
tions.’’14
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However, in his meeting on Mon-
day with the Puritans, one of their
representatives, John Reynolds (or
Rainolds) said:

‘‘The petitioning ministers he
represented would like ‘one only
translation of ye byble to be
authenticall and read in ye
churche’. In another jotted-down
account of the scene, Reynolds is
more courteous: ‘May your Maj-
esty be pleased that the Bible be
new translated?’’’15

This item ‘‘was not even listed on
the Puritan’s original list of griev-
ances.’’16 But the request found favor
with the king.

About 50 translators17 (some say it
was 47; others say it was 54) worked
on this translation. They were divided
into six companies, with each work-
ing on a portion of the Bible. The
Apocrypha18 was included. The trans-
lators were given rules to govern the
process. Seven years later, in 1611,
their work was printed.

NOT WELL-RECEIVED
AT FIRST

It took many years for the King
James Bible to gain wide acceptance.
The favorite Bible of Protestants was
the Geneva Bible of 1560 — the Bible
that the Pilgrims brought with them
on the Mayflower to America in 1620.

Nicholson wrote:

‘‘Lancelot Andrewes [one of the
KJV translators] nearly always
took his sermon texts from the
Geneva [Bible]. ... Most extraordi-
narily of all, Miles Smith, in the
Preface to the new translation
[the KJV], quotes from the very
Geneva Bible which it was, in
part, intended to replace.’’19

Nicholson also tells of a Puritan
Hebrew scholar named Hugh Brough-
ton, who had wanted to be part of the
KJV translation committee, but who
was rejected because of his rudeness:

‘‘Broughton castigated the Trans-
lators. Their understanding of
Hebrew was inadequate; where
they had stumbled on something
worthwhile, they had usually rel-
egated it to the margins. ... Blas-

phemy, most damnable corrup-
tions, intolerable deceit and vile
imposture were terms scarcely
bad enough to describe the
depths of their degeneracy. ‘The
late Bible’, he wrote, ’was sent to
me to censure: which bred in me
a sadness that will grieve me
while I breathe, it is ill done. Tell
His Majesty that I had rather be
rent in pieces with wild horses,
than any such translation by my
consent should be urged upon
poor churches ... The new edition
crosseth me. I require it to be
burnt.’’’20

Then there were the printing errors.
Nicholson recounted:

‘‘[The 1611 KJV] was littered
with misprints, ‘hoopes’ for
‘hookes,’ ‘she’ for ‘he’, three
whole lines simply repeated in
Exodus, and alarmingly ‘Judas’
for ‘Jesus’ in one of the Gos-
pels.21 ... When, finally, in the
nineteenth century, Dr. F. Scriv-
ener, a scholar working to mod-
ern standards, attempted to col-
late all the editions of the King
James Bible then in circulation,
he found more than 24,000 varia-
tions between them. The curious
fact is that no one such thing as
‘The King James Bible’ — agreed,
consistent and whole — has ever
existed. ... Being only a revision
of earlier translations, and not a
new work, there was no need for
it to be entered in the Stationers’
Register, which recorded only
new publications and so, in addi-
tion to this most famous book
having no agreed text, it also has
no publication date.’’22

Nicholson noted that it was 1660
before the King James Bible began to
come into its own as ‘‘the Bible,’’
finally replacing the Geneva Bible in
popularity.23

The King James Version has been
revised throughout its history. Ac-
cording to one source, ‘‘Previous ma-
jor revisions of this translation were
issued in 1629, 1638, 1762, and
1769,’’24 with the 1769 revision being
the work of Benjamin Blayney. Ac-
cording to King James Version re-
searcher Rick Norris:

‘‘Most editions of the King James
Version that we use today are
substantially the same as the
1769 version of the KJV, but
some ‘spelling updates and the
making of other changes [actu-
ally] continued in KJV editions
until after 1885.’’’25

Christian researcher Ron Rhodes
wrote:

‘‘It is also noteworthy that some
translational errors in the KJV
have never been corrected. For
example, the name ‘Jesus’ ap-
pears in both Acts 7:45 and
Hebrews 4:8 when ‘Joshua’ is
actually the correct rendering.
Moreover, Matthew 23:24 is ren-
dered ‘Ye blind guides, which
strain at a gnat and swallow a
camel.’ The Greek text actually
means ‘strain out a gnat,’ not ‘at a
gnat.’ The average reader, of
course, is completely unaware of
mistranslations such as these.’’26

King James was not one of the
translators and was a contradictory
figure. While he had a wife and
fathered children, he is widely be-
lieved to have been a homosexual.
Christian evangelist Ralph Woodrow
wrote:

‘‘His reign was not without scan-
dals, and historians are still di-
vided as to whether he was
homosexual or bisexual. That he
was unfaithful to his marriage
appears to be well-documented
in encyclopedias.’’27

He was very intelligent and enjoyed
theological disputes, yet he also had a
foul mouth. He may have been a
better ruler of Scotland, where he
began his reign, than in England,
where he ruled in the latter part of his
life.

KJV NOT THE FIRST ENGLISH
TRANSLATION OF THE BIBLE

Not only was the King James Ver-
sion of the Bible not the first English
translation of the Bible, it was not
even the first authorized translation of
the Bible. There were a number of
English Bibles that preceded the King
James Version, including the 14th-
century Wycliffe Bible,28 William Tyn-
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dale’s New Testament (1526), the
Coverdale Bible (1535), Matthew’s
Bible (1537), the Great Bible (1539),29

the Geneva Bible (1560), the Bishops’
Bible (1568),30 and the Rheims-Douay
Bible (1582-1610). The Rheims-Douay
was an English Roman Catholic trans-
lation.

Although King James commissioned
the version that bears his name, the
late textual critic and scholar Bruce
Metzger wrote:

‘‘Beyond the royal authority un-
der which it was made and the
statement on the title page ‘Ap-
pointed to be read in churches,’ it
had never been officially author-
ized by ecclesiastical or legisla-
tive sanction. In the long run,
however, the popularity attained
eventually by the version ‘autho-
rized’ it in the national mind —
but in a sense different from the
authorization of the Great Bible
of 1539 and the Bishops’ Bible of
1568.’’31

So, calling the King James Version
the Authorized Version may be a
misnomer. However, its popularity
ended up authorizing it in the minds
of the public.

PRAISE FOR THE KJV

The King James Version has been
very popular since the late 1600s. No
other English Bible translation seri-
ously challenged it from then until
the 1880s, when the English Revised
Version (abbreviated ‘‘RV’’) was pub-
lished. A KJV commemorative booklet
notes that:

‘‘In 1881, the scholars who devel-
oped the Revised Version had
this to say about the King James
Version: We have had to study this
great Version carefully and mi-
nutely, line by line; and the longer
we have been engaged upon it the
more we have learned to admire its
simplicity, its dignity, its power, its
happy turns of expression, its gen-
eral accuracy, and, we must not fail
to add, the music of its cadences and
the felicities of its rhythm.’’32

The Preface to the Revised Standard
Version of the Bible (which was,
indirectly, a revision of the King

James Bible)33 praised the KJV in
these words:

‘‘The King James Version has
with good reason been termed
‘the noblest monument of En-
glish prose.’ ... It entered, as no
other book has, into the making
of the personal character and the
public institutions of the English-
speaking peoples. We owe to it
an incalculable debt.’’34

The Preface to the New King James
Version of the Bible quotes these
words of the 19th-20th century British
playwright George Bernard Shaw in
praise of the KJV:

‘‘The translation was extraordi-
narily well done because to the
translators what they were trans-
lating was not merely a curious
collection of ancient books writ-
ten by different authors in differ-
ent stages of culture, but the
Word of God divinely revealed
through His chosen and ex-
pressly inspired scribes. In this
conviction they carried out their
work with boundless reverence
and care and achieved a beauti-
fully artistic result.’’35

One pamphlet commemorating the
400th anniversary of the KJV notes
that in his famous 1776 pamphlet
Common Sense, the American Revolu-
tionary figure Thomas Paine ‘‘used
the rhetorical tone of the King James
Version to frame his own words.’’36

Professor and author Gordon
Campbell points out that Abraham
Lincoln used language apparently
based on the KJV in his Gettysburg
Address and he explicitly quoted
Matthew 18:7 from the KJV in his
second inaugural address.37 (Lincoln
also quoted from Psalm 19:9 and
references Matthew 7:1 in the KJV in
this latter speech.) Campbell also
notes that in his famous 1963 ‘‘I Have
a Dream’’ speech, the late Martin
Luther King, Jr. obviously referenced
Isaiah 40:4-5 from the King James
Version.38

Both the first U.S. President, George
Washington, and the most recent,
Barack Obama, used a King James
Bible when taking the presidential

oath of office.39 Other U.S. Presidents
who used a King James Bible at their
inaugurations include Abraham Lin-
coln, Jimmy Carter, and both George
H.W. Bush and George W. Bush.40

Additionally, one source notes:

‘‘Hundreds of idioms or figures
of speech — semiproverbial or
proverbial expressions that might
have come from everyday usage
but had never been made promi-
nent in literature — became
prominent through this Bible.’’41

This same source lists in a sidebar
some examples of KJV phrases
(whether it was original with the KJV
or not) that have made their way into
our English language, phrases such
as: ‘‘the salt of the earth,’’ ‘‘the apple
of his eye,’’ ‘‘a lamb to the slaughter,’’
‘‘seek and ye shall find,’’ ‘‘fight the
good fight,’’ ‘‘no rest for the wicked,’’
‘‘fall from grace,’’ and ‘‘by the skin of
your teeth.’’42

This all-too-brief survey shows us
just some of the influence of the King
James Version of the Bible in its
400-year history.

THE KING JAMES-ONLY
CONTROVERSY

While there is much to admire
about the King James Version of the
Bible, some Christians have devel-
oped an unnatural attachment to it.
They believe that this English version
of the Bible is the only valid one, at
least in the English language. Indeed,
at least one contemporary KJV-only
advocate has indicated that those who
cannot read English would have to
learn English in order to be able to
have God’s Word.43

Some KJV-only proponents have
gone so far as to label other modern-
day English Bible translations as ‘‘per-
versions,’’ ‘‘New Age Bible versions,’’
or even ‘‘Satanic.’’

The Quarterly Journal has addressed
the King James-only controversy in
the past.44

There are some perverse English
Bible translations, such as the Jeho-
vah’s Witnesses’ New World Transla-
tion or the Mormons’ Inspired Version
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of the Bible.45 However, many of the
major, widely published Bibles that
we have today are faithful attempts at
rendering God’s Word into contempo-
rary language. Some of these Bibles
(such as the New King James Version,
the Revised Standard Version, New
Revised Standard Version, New
American Standard Bible, and the
English Standard Version) are revi-
sions of earlier Bibles, such as the
1901 American Standard Version,
which was itself a revision of the
1881-1885 English Revised Version.

Even the King James Version was
actually a revision of earlier Bibles.
Initially the King James Version was
to be a revision of the Bishops’ Bible,
published in 1568:

‘‘The King had forty unbound
folio copies of the Bishops’ Bible,
1602 edition, sent to the transla-
tors, a strong message that they
were to stick closely to that text.
But the translators did not allow
themselves to be strapped to the
Bishops’ Bible. Earlier transla-
tions were to be used if it was
deemed that they agreed better
with the original text.’’46

Those ‘‘earlier translations’’ in-
cluded The Geneva Bible and The
Great Bible along with translations by
William Tyndale, John Rogers (The
Matthew’s Bible), and Miles Cover-
dale. The Rev. Steven Houck provides
additional specifics:

’’...the King James Version is not
a totally new work. In terms of
literary units — phrases and
clauses — the King James Ver-
sion is about thirty nine percent
new translation. Sixty one per-
cent of the phrases are taken over
from older English versions. In
fact, the King James Version can
be considered the fifth revision
of the work of William Tyndale
who first translated the New
Testament into English from the
Greek. Before Tyndale there was
the translation (1380) of John
Wycliffe (An English Reformer
often called the Morning Star of
the Reformation) and the transla-
tion of John Purvey (A Colleague
of Wycliffe), but they were trans-

lated from the Latin Bible. Tyn-
dale was the first to go back to
the original languages.’’47

Thus, the King James Version was
not actually a fresh translation of the
Bible from the original languages that
the Bible was written in: Hebrew and
Aramaic (for the Old Testament) and
Greek (for the New Testament).48

Additionally, the Bishops’ Bible itself
was a revision of the Bible translation
works of Tyndale and also of Cover-
dale earlier in that century.49

While some current English Bibles
are, therefore, revisions of an earlier
version rather than a translation from
the original biblical languages, other
contemporary English Bibles actually
are translations from the original lan-
guages (such as the New International
Version, the New Living Translation,
the Holman Christian Standard Bible,
the NET Bible, the New English Bible,
the Jerusalem Bible, and the Good
News Translation).

Among those who have pledged
exclusive allegiance to the King James
Version, we would not include those
who merely adhere to the King James
Version due to a personal preference.
Perhaps they enjoy the majestic lan-
guage of the KJV or they and/or their
family grew up using it. Perhaps they
prefer it for other reasons.

Some KJV-only advocates, by
contrast, have elevated the use of the
King James Version to a religious
dogma. They truly believe that this
version of the Bible, good though it is,
is the one true Bible that God Himself
has ordained.

In an article titled ‘‘King James
Only?’’ Christian evangelist and au-
thor Ralph Woodrow wrote:

‘‘A young man we know visited
a small church here in southern
California. The Bible he carried
on that occasion happened to be
the New International Version
(NIV). Being unaware of the
‘King James Only’ controversy,
he was puzzled when someone
told him the church was plan-
ning a ‘Bible Burning Service.’
The purpose would be to burn
Bibles (like his NIV) and every
other version — except the KING

JAMES VERSION (KJV)! ... Ad-
mittedly this is an extreme ex-
ample; not everyone who is
‘King James Only’ would carry it
this far. But this teaching does
breed radical and misleading
claims: that every version except
the King James Version is a
perversion; that newer translations
are inspired by Satan; that they
are part of a gigantic conspiracy,
promoted by the New Age
Movement! I received a letter
some years ago expressing the
view that those who use versions
other than the KJV are in danger
of having their names taken out
of the Book of Life! Please be
assured that my use of the term
‘King James Only’ is simply for
clarification. I am not putting
anyone down for using the KJV. I
use it myself and have for years.
But needless and harmful divi-
sions occur when people insist
that ONLY the KJV should be
used.’’50

Before discussing the King James-
only position further, we should point
out several things: First, while we
believe in the Bible as being the
inspired, inerrant Word of God, this
only applies to what are called the
original autographs of the Bible. (The
original autographs of the Bible are
those first copies of the books in the
Bible as they were written by the
authors of the Scripture in the original
biblical languages: Hebrew and Ara-
maic for the Old Testament and Greek
for the New Testament.) So, the origi-
nal documents of the Bible are iner-
rant. The Bible itself bears testimony
to its being God’s Word (e.g., 2 Timo-
thy 3:16-17; John 10:35). In His earthly
ministry, the Lord Jesus continually
cited Scripture as being authoritative
and authored by God (e.g., Matthew
4:4) and the apostles did the same
(e.g., 2 Peter 1:21).

Secondly, however, none of the
original autographs has survived.
Many have pointed out that perhaps
the reason that God didn’t permit the
original autographs to survive was
that people might have worshipped
them if they had survived. Thus, what
we have today are copies of the origi-
nal autographs. Over the centuries,
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some transcription errors crept into
those copies since, until the invention
of the printing press in the 15th
century, these copies were all hand-
written by various individuals with
varying degrees of care and precision.

Thirdly, even if we had the error-
free autographs there is no such thing
as a perfect translation of the Word of
God from the biblical languages into
other languages. In order to achieve a
perfect understanding of the original
autographs, we would actually have
to be able to read and understand the
Bible in its original languages, and
also have a knowledge of the customs
and way of life of biblical times.
Additionally, biblical translators, as
careful as they are, sometimes have to
make interpretations as to how to
understand and translate Bible pas-
sages. No individual or group is able
to do this perfectly.

Things are not as hopeless as they
seem, however, for the God Who
inspired His Word, the Bible, is aware
of all this. Although the Bible, as it
has come down to us, contains some
copyists’ errors, for the most part we
can be confident that the English Bible
translations that we use today —
whether the King James Version or
the majority of modern translations —
are the Word of God. Renowned New
Testament textual critic51 Dr. Daniel
B. Wallace told Christian apologist
Lee Strobel:

‘‘The fact is that scholars across
the theological spectrum say that
in all essentials — not in every
particular, but in all essentials —
our New Testament manuscripts
go back to the originals.’’52

Wallace also declared:

‘‘Only about one percent of [NT
textual] variants are both mean-
ingful, which means they affect
the meaning of the text to some
degree, and viable, which means
they have a decent chance of
going back to the original [NT]
text. ... But most of these are not
very significant at all.’’53

Later, in the same interview, Wal-
lace stated:

‘‘Let me repeat the basic thesis
that has been argued since [the
mid-1700s54]: No cardinal or essen-
tial doctrine is altered by any textual
variant that has plausibility of going
back to the original. The evidence
for that has not changed to this
day.’’55

The KJV-only advocates are not
monolithic, however. There are
shades of difference among their
views. Additionally, some KJV-only
advocates are more extreme than oth-
ers. It is also important to keep in
mind that the KJV-only position is
mostly concerned with the New Tes-
tament, because both the King James
Version and modern English Bible
translations use the same basic He-
brew text in translating the Old Testa-
ment.56

In his book refuting the KJV-only
position, titled, The King James Only
Controversy,57 Christian apologist and
author James White divides KJV-only
advocates into several groups:

1. Those who believe that the Greek
text underlying the KJV New Testa-
ment is a superior Greek text to the
Greek text underlying most of the
modern translations. The New Testa-
ment Greek text that the King James
translators used was a somewhat
worked-over version of the Greek
New Testament text produced by the
16th-century Dutch Catholic priest
and humanist Erasmus. This version
of Erasmus’ Greek New Testament
later became known as the Textus
Receptus. A 20th-century KJV-only
view based on the superiority of the
Textus Receptus was taught by the
late Bible teacher Jasper James Ray,
author of the book God Wrote Only
One Bible.58

A variation of the Textus Receptus
text view is the Majority [Greek] Text
view. This view proposes that the
New Testament Greek text that ac-
cords with the majority of Greek
manuscripts is the best New Testa-
ment text. However, according to
Wallace there are 1,838 differences
between the Textus Receptus and the
Majority Text.59 Thus, they are not
identical Greek texts. However, there
are defenders of both the Majority
Text as well as those who defend the

Textus Receptus. Furthermore, as
White points out, KJV-only advocates
sometimes cite Majority Text advo-
cates to buttress their views.60 An
example of this is the use by KJV-only
advocates of the 19th-century textual
critic Dean John William Burgon61 in
support of the King James-only posi-
tion. Burgon is often cited by KJV-
only advocates, as if he were one of
their own, although Burgon was actu-
ally similar in respects to the Majority
Text advocates, rather than being a
KJV-only proponent.62

2. There are those who would go
even further in their view of the
Textus Receptus than those men-
tioned above. They would claim that
the Textus Receptus ‘‘either has been
supernaturally preserved over time or
even inspired, and hence maintained
in an inerrant condition. They would
believe the same concerning the He-
brew text utilized by the KJV transla-
tors.’’63

3. Whereas the second group above
would maintain that the Greek and
Hebrew texts underlying the KJV are
inspired, there is a more radical KJV-
only view that believes that God
inspired the actual KJV translation
itself. White notes:

‘‘Most King James Only advo-
cates would fall into this group.
They believe that the KJV itself,
as an English language transla-
tion, is inspired and therefore
inerrant. ... This group’s key af-
firmation, which gives form and
substance to the entire KJV Only
controversy, is found in the fol-
lowing equation: The King
James Bible Alone = The Word
of God Alone. We must under-
stand that this is the starting
point in the thinking of most KJV
Only believers. This belief gives
rise to so much of the heat that
marks this debate, for in the
mind of a convinced KJV Only
believer, any attack upon the KJV
is an attack upon God’s Word.’’64

In an important footnote to the
above citation, White states:

‘‘Some [of these] advocates try to
avoid using the words inspired
and inerrant, but when you ask



July-September 2011 The Quarterly Journal · 9

them if there are any errors in
the KJV, they will say there are
not. If you ask whether a better
translation could be made, they
will deny the possiblility. Hence,
whether or not they use the exact
terms, the functional position
they take is that the KJV is
inspired and inerrant.’’65

4. Among those at the most radical
end of the KJV-only spectrum are
such authors as Peter Ruckman, Gail
Riplinger (author of the book New Age
Bible Versions66 and other KJV-only
books), and Dr. Samuel Gipp. The
views of these advocates are irrational
and bizarre. Gipp, for instance, be-
lieves that those who do not know
English need to learn English to be
able to obtain the truth of God as it is
revealed in the King James Version.67

Although we have noted above
distinctions among the spectrum of
KJV-only advocates, in what follows,
it will not be possible to deal indi-
vidually with these various shades of
KJV-only believers, other than having
distinguished between them above.
Thus, the reader should know that in
the discussion that follows, we must
of necessity, perhaps unfairly, lump
all KJV-only advocates together,
based on their common adherence to
the King James Version as being the
best (or only) English version of
God’s Word today. The reader should
therefore be very aware that not
everything that is said below will
apply to all four groups of KJV-only
advocates distinguished above.

THE FOUR ‘‘RAILS’’ OF THE
KJV-ONLY POSITION68

The KJV-only position seems to run
along four rails: One rail is that of the
Greek text that underlies the New
Testament of the King James Bible.
This text has some differences be-
tween it and the Greek text that is the
basis for most modern translations of
the Bible (excluding, for example, the
New King James Version, which uses
the same Greek text used by the King
James Version).

A second rail of the KJV-only posi-
tion is that of translation philosophy.
Bible translations that truly are trans-

lations — as opposed to paraphrases,
for instance — tend to use greater or
lesser degrees of freedom in how they
translate the language of the biblical
texts. Those who tend to lean more
toward a literal, word-for-word trans-
lation of the biblical text are called
‘‘formal equivalence’’ translations.
These translations strive, as much as
is feasible, to reproduce the exact
wording and syntax of the biblical
text, while still producing readable
English (or whatever language the
Bible is being translated into). Some
English formal equivalence transla-
tions are the King James Version, the
New King James Version, the Revised
Standard Version, the New American
Standard Bible, and the English Stan-
dard Version.

Some translations, however, strive
to convey the same meaning of the
biblical text that it would have had to
the original audience, even if the
precise wording and/or sentence
structure is changed. These ‘‘meaning-
based’’ translations are referred to as
‘‘dynamic equivalence’’ translations.
Some modern dynamic equivalence
translations would be the Revised
English Bible, the Good News Trans-
lation, the New Living Translation,
and perhaps the New International
Version.

Paraphrases of the Bible would in-
clude the Living Bible and Eugene
Peterson’s rendering called The Mes-
sage. However, The Message may actu-
ally be too free to be even called a
paraphrase, although that is how it is
usually designated.

In reality, a translation that is a
perfect example of formal equivalence
is seldom, if ever, a major Bible
translation because a perfectly formal
equivalence translation would be dif-
ficult to read and understand. So, all
Bible translations employ dynamic
equivalence to some degree. Formal
equivalence translations translate lit-
erally when it is feasible to do so and
to still make a comprehensible trans-
lation. Translations that are classified
as dynamic equivalence translations
tend to sacrifice literalness. Two mod-
ern English translations that attempt
to strike a balance between formal
equivalence and dynamic equivalence

are the New International Version and
the Holman Christian Standard Bible.

So, one reason KJV-only proponents
favor the King James Version is that
they hold to a ‘‘formal equivalence’’
philosophy of Bible translation.69

A third rail that KJV-only propo-
nents run on is the presumed godli-
ness and superior linguistic skills of
the KJV translators. To compare the
godliness of the KJV translators with
that of contemporary translators is
futile because the KJV translators are
dead and because God alone knows
the hearts of men. As to knowledge
and linguistic skills, modern scholars
know more about the Greek of the
New Testament today than did the
KJV translators. This wasn’t due to
any intellectual deficiency on their
part, but rather it is due to discoveries
since that time of more ancient manu-
scripts and greater knowledge of the
Greek language.

If one wanted to argue for the
superiority of the Greek text underly-
ing the King James Version and if one
wanted to argue for a formal equiva-
lence philosophy of Bible translation
and if one were willing to acknowl-
edge the futility of attempting to pit
the godliness of the KJV translators
against that of more recent Bible
translators, then the clear winner for
an English Bible translation for the
KJV-only advocate would be the New
King James Version of the Bible. But
this is not the case.

There is a fourth rail for the KJV-
only advocate and that might be the
belief that God had His hand in a
special way on the KJV translation or
that the KJV translation is somehow
divinely inspired or that God has
blessed the KJV translation in a singu-
lar way in history or any number of
other reasons, at least some of which
are not subject to rational discussion.
For whatever reasons, many KJV-only
advocates believe the KJV translation
is singularly the Word of God simply
as a matter of blind faith, and not due
to any rational basis. And if they were
content to merely have this as their
own personal conviction before God,
the discussion of their position here
might not be necessary. The reason it
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is necessary, however, is because
many KJV-only proponents try to
‘‘poison the well’’ for those who read
any other translation of the Bible by
arguing that the only true English
Bible is the King James Bible, and all
other English translations either
somehow fall short of being the Word
of God — or that they are corrupt
translations, New Age translations, or
Satanic. They have made the use of
the King James Version a test of
Christian orthodoxy.

A BRIEF BACKGROUND OF
THE KJV-ONLY POSITION

In an article some years ago in The
Quarterly Journal, senior PFO re-
searcher G. Richard Fisher traced the
origins of the contemporary KJV-only
controversy back to a Seventh-day
Adventist professor, Benjamin G.
Wilkinson, who, in 1930, wrote a
defense of the King James Version,
titled Our Authorized Bible Vindicated.70

(The ‘‘Authorized Bible’’ that Wilkin-
son referred to is the ‘‘Authorized
Version,’’ i.e., the King James Ver-
sion.)

Fisher wrote that decades later this
largely unknown book by Wilkinson71

was subsequently promoted by the
late KJV proponent David Otis Fuller
in his book, Which Bible?72 The last
portion of Which Bible? consisted of a
lengthy, edited abridgment of Wilkin-
son’s book Our Authorized Bible Vindi-
cated.73 Fisher cites author Doug
Kutilek’s claim that Wilkinson’s de-
fense of the King James Version was
riddled with errors.74 Fisher also
points out that in Which Bible?, Fuller
seems to have deliberately hidden
Wilkinson’s Seventh-day Adventist
roots.75

Thus, Fisher concludes that ‘‘the
real ‘father’’’ of the contemporary
KJV-only movement was the Seventh-
day Adventist professor Benjamin G.
Wilkinson (along with his chief pro-
moter, David Otis Fuller).76

Someone else who has been cited
many times by KJV-only advocates
(including Wilkinson)77 in support of
their position is the 19th-century tex-
tual critic and Anglican Dean of
Chichester, John William Burgon,
even though Burgon was not actually

a KJV-only advocate! As noted earlier,
Burgon advocated a position that is
somewhat similar, though not identi-
cal, to the KJV-only position. So,
although he was definitely not a
KJV-only advocate, KJV-only propo-
nents love to cite him because of the
similarity of his view to their own.

A current example of Burgon being
used to support a view that was not
identical to his own is that of KJV-
only advocate, D.A. Waite, who
founded the KJV-only organization
called The Dean Burgon Society.
Waite also distributes materials writ-
ten by Burgon. However, New Testa-
ment textual critic Daniel Wallace,
mentioned above, wrote, ‘‘It is ironic
that the Dean Burgon Society is one
that Burgon himself would be ex-
cluded from, since Burgon’s views
were closer to [the] majority text than
[to the] TR [i.e., Textus Receptus].’’78

Thus, although Burgon was not a
KJV-only proponent, they seem to
have adopted him as their mentor. As
Fisher pointed out in his article,
Wilkinson actually was a KJV propo-
nent and, so, in this sense, we might
regard him as the father of the
KJV-only position. Perhaps the con-
temporary KJV-only movement has
two fathers, instead of one. The one
who they seem to willingly cite as one
of their own, even though his position
was only similar, though not identical
to theirs (Burgon); and the other one
who is less acknowledged, but who
actually was a KJV proponent (Wilkin-
son).

THE LIMITATIONS OF THE
KJV: A RESPONSE TO THE

KJV-ONLY POSITION

Some of the reasons that the King
James Version needed a major over-
haul are explained in the Preface of
the Revised Standard Version of the
Bible. It states:

‘‘The King James Version of the
New Testament was based upon
a Greek text that was marred by
mistakes, containing the accumu-
lated errors of fourteen centuries
of manuscript copying. It was
essentially the Greek text of the
New Testament as edited by

[Theodore] Beza, 1589,79 who
closely followed that published
by Erasmus, 1516-1535, which
was based upon a few medieval
manuscripts. The earliest and
best of the eight manuscripts
which Erasmus consulted was
from the tenth century, and he
made the least use of it because it
differed most from the com-
monly received text; Beza had
access to two manuscripts of
great value, dating from the fifth
and sixth centuries, but he made
very little use of them because
they differed from the text pub-
lished by Erasmus. We now pos-
sess many more ancient manu-
scripts of the New Testament,
and are far better equipped to
seek to recover the original
wording of the Greek text. The
evidence for the text of the books
of the New Testament is better
than for any other ancient book,
both in the number of extant
manuscripts and in the nearness
of the date of some of these
manuscripts to the date when the
book was originally written.’’80

So, one reason that the King James
Version needed revision was because
recent discoveries provided more
ancient Greek manuscripts than the
KJV translators had access to when
they made their 1611 translation.

The RSV Preface also gives another
reason for a revision of the KJV:

‘‘A major reason for revision of
the King James Version, which is
valid for both the Old Testament
and the New Testament, is the
change since 1611 in English
usage. Many forms of expression
have become archaic, while still
generally intelligible — the use
of thou, thee, thy, thine and the
verb endings -est and -edst, the
verb endings -eth and -th, it
came to pass that, whosoever,
whatsoever, insomuch that, be-
cause that, for that, unto, how-
beit, peradventure, holden, afore-
time, must needs, would fain,
behooved, to you-ward, etc.
Other words are obsolete and no
longer understood by the com-
mon reader. The greatest prob-
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lem, however, is presented by
the English words which are still
in constant use but now convey a
different meaning from that
which they had in 1611 and in
the King James Version. These
words were once accurate trans-
lations of the Hebrew and Greek
Scriptures; but now, having
changed in meaning, they have
become misleading. They no
longer say what the King James
translators meant them to say.
Thus, the King James Version
uses the word ‘let’ in the sense of
‘hinder,’ ‘prevent’ to mean ‘pre-
cede,’ ‘allow’ in the sense of
‘approve,’ ‘communicate’ for
‘share,’ ‘conversation’ for ‘con-
duct,’ ‘comprehend’ for ‘over-
come,’ ‘ghost’ for ‘spirit,’ ‘wealth’
for ‘well-being,’ ‘allege’ for
‘prove,’ ‘demand’ for ‘ask,’ ‘take
no thought’ for ‘be not anxious,’
etc.’’81

Some English words used in the
KJV are old-fashioned, although per-
haps still understandable, at least by
some. Other English words are ‘‘obso-
lete’’ and thus, may not be under-
stood by the modern reader. Other
English words no longer mean what
they did in 1611. Today’s reader of
the KJV might think some of the
words mean one thing when in reality
they mean something else.

Evangelist Ralph Woodrow simi-
larly comments about the King James
Version that ‘‘in time I have come to
realize that using wording that is now
obsolete really serves no effective
purpose.’’82

And later in the same article, he
astutely observes:

‘‘We should keep in mind that
even if the KJV were an abso-
lutely perfect English translation
in A.D. 1611, it would not be
perfect now. The reason is obvi-
ous: In 400 years many words
vary or change in meaning.’’83

Woodrow then illustrates this with
examples from the King James Ver-
sion. Here are three of his examples
from the KJV,84 along with two more
that I read a number of years ago.
These illustrations from the KJV are

immediately followed by the same
Scripture from the more up-to-date
New King James Version:

KJV: ‘‘Stand fast in the faith, quit
you like men, be strong’’
(1 Corinthians 16:13).

NKJV: ‘‘Stand fast in the faith, be
brave, be strong.’’

KJV: ‘‘we fetched a compass’’
(Acts 28:13).

NKJV: ‘‘we circled round.’’ (As
Woodrow points out, when Acts
was written, the navigational
compass hadn’t yet been in-
vented.85)

KJV: ‘‘he who now letteth will
let’’ (2 Thessalonians 2:7).

NKJV: ‘‘He [or ‘‘he’’] who now
restrains will do so.’’

KJV: ‘‘Moreover, brethren, we do
you to wit of the grace of God
bestowed on the churches of
Macedonia’’ (2 Corinthians 8:1).

NKJV: ‘‘Moreover, brethren, we
make known to you the grace of
God bestowed on the churches of
Macedonia’’

KJV: ‘‘Be careful for nothing’’
(Philippians 4:6).

NKJV: ‘‘Be anxious for nothing.’’

Several other illustrations of
obsolete and confusing KJV wording
could be given. For example, James
5:11 says, ‘‘that the Lord is very
pitiful,’’ and Psalm 47:2 declares, ‘‘For
the LORD most high is terrible.’’
Again, to cite Woodrow:

‘‘One writer has said, ‘I recom-
mend the KJV for any reader
who is 350 years old or older. All
others would do better with a
more recent version.’’’86

The reasons given above merely
scratch the surface of the reasons that
the KJV-only position is rationally
untenable.

It is regrettable that those who hold
to a KJV-only position have caused the
confusion, turmoil, slander of fellow
believers, strife, dissension, and divi-
sion within the Body of Christ that
they have. Surely these bad fruits
alone are enough to show that this

controversy is a work of the flesh and
not a work of God’s Holy Spirit.

In truth, the KJV-only controversy is
‘‘a tempest in a teapot.’’ The choice of
a Bible translation should not be a
matter of division among Christians.
There are enough real battles for Chris-
tians to fight. While the original auto-
graphs were perfect, no translation of
God’s Word is 100 percent perfect. Yet
most major Bible translations are
God’s Word (with the exception of
purposely perverted translations such
as those mentioned earlier), and they
should be regarded in that way.

Romans 14 contains the antidote to
this controversy:

‘‘Who are you to judge another’s
servant? To his own master he
stands or falls. Indeed, he will be
made to stand, for God is able to
make him stand. One person
esteems one day above another;
another esteems every day alike.
Let each be fully convinced in his
own mind’’ (Romans 14:4-5).

And later, in the same chapter, Paul
writes:

‘‘Therefore let us not judge one
another anymore, but rather re-
solve this, not to put a stumbling
block or a cause to fall in our
brother’s way’’ (Romans 14:13).

And God’s Word also instructs us
to ‘‘avoid foolish and ignorant dis-
putes, knowing that they generate
strife. And a servant of the Lord must
not quarrel but be gentle to all’’
(2 Timothy 2:23-24).

While there are KJV-only propo-
nents who are very intelligent, and
some even hold earned doctorates, the
controversy itself is truly a ‘‘foolish
dispute.’’ And God tells us to avoid
such foolish disputes, because all that
results from them is strife, which is,
indeed, what has occurred as a direct
result of this controversy.

In conclusion, we should say that if
a person chooses to use the King
James Bible as their preferred Bible
translation, let them do so, provided
that they are able to understand it. In
this regard, the Preface of the Revised
Standard Version of the Bible is on
target when it closes with these
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words, which are laden with mean-
ing:

‘‘The Bible is more than a histori-
cal document to be preserved.
And it is more than a classic of
English literature to be cherished
and admired. It is a record of
God’s dealing with men, of
God’s revelation of Himself and
His will. It records the life and
work of Him in whom the Word
of God became flesh and dwelt
among men. The Bible carries its
full message, not to those who
regard it simply as a heritage of
the past or praise its literary
style, but to those who read it
that they may discern and under-
stand God’s Word to men. That
Word must not be disguised in
phrases that are no longer clear,
or hidden under words that have
changed or lost their meaning. It
must stand forth in language that
is direct and plain and meaning-
ful to people today. It is our
hope and our earnest prayer that
this Revised Standard Version of
the Bible may be used by God to
speak to men in these momen-
tous times, and to help them to
understand and believe and obey
his Word.’’87

Let us thank God for the good
influence of the King James Version of
His Word for the past 400 years.
Indeed, thanks be to God for the King
James Version of the Bible and for all
faithful translations of His Word, not
just in English, but in so many
different languages!
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2. Third Questers.1 This is the schol-
arly wing of first-century biblical
studies. It is filled with researchers
and writers who spend their academic
career unearthing information on Sec-
ond Temple culture to varying de-
grees. Many of them contradict one
another because they run the spec-
trum from evangelical to ultraliberal.
The names most well known within
this discipline are Ben Witherington,
Darrell L. Bock, Richard Bauckham,
Kenneth Bailey, James D.G. Dunn,
John P. Meier, N.T. Wright, Raymond
Brown, Geza Vermes, Richard A.
Horsley, and John Dominic Crossan.2
These often overlap with those who
do manuscript study and archaeologi-
cal research. The Third Quest is some-
times dubbed ‘‘The Search for the
Historical Jesus,’’ but it is in fact a
search for first-century Judaism.

3. Dual Covenant Groups. This
group includes John Hagee3 and Ar-
nold Froese. They tend to be philan-
thropic, social, and ecumenical. They
are interested in building bridges to
the State of Israel, not necessarily
converts to Christ from Israel. There is
no evangelism of Jews because they
believe that Jews are saved through
the Abrahamic Covenant alone or
some nuance of the Mosaic Law and
adherence to it. Somewhat aligned to
Dual Covenant belief is the so-called
Two House Theory. They believe that
all Gentiles are the lost tribes of Israel.
When Gentiles realize this and be-
come Jews in practice then together
with Jewish people they will merit
God’s acceptance and approval. Gen-
tiles have an inside track simply by
being descended from the northern
tribes. Those called Jews today are in
because of their descent from the
southern tribes of Judah and ulti-
mately Abraham. Race, not grace,
prevails. Realization of relationship,
not radical conversion to Christ, is the
key for this group.

4. Noahides. Noahide or B’nai
Noach means ‘‘Descendants of Noah’’
or ‘‘Children of Noah.’’ This is a small
cult. Its members work closely with
ultraorthodox rabbis in Israel and
adhere to the Dual Covenant teach-

ings as well. They say that there are
seven basic laws for all Gentiles
extracted from the Book of Genesis
and Noah’s time and that these seven
laws of Noah are all that Gentiles
need for salvation.4 Jews have the Ten
Commandments.

One of the better known Noahides
is the late Vendyl Jones. Jones was a
self-proclaimed archaeologist who
boasted of finding holy anointing oil
and sacred incense from Herod’s
Temple. He claimed to know where
the Ark of the Covenant was buried,
but never managed to produce it.

Among the accredited archaeolo-
gists in Israel he was a laughing-
stock.5 Jones and an ad hoc committee
of other Noahides, along with some
orthodox rabbis in Israel, declared
themselves to be the Sanhedrin of
Israel in 2006. The new Sanhedrin,
however, is a self-formed group that
is recognized by no one in spite of the
excitement of some sensationalist pro-
phetic teachers at its founding. Jones
died Dec. 27, 2010, in Texas, and is
buried in Kibbutz Migdal in Israel.

5. The Hebrew Roots Movement.
Stephen Katz, a Jewish believer who
reviewed this movement for the Jews
for Jesus ministry, writes:

‘‘The Hebraic Roots or Jewish
Roots movement refers to vari-
ous organizations with a com-
mon emphasis on recovering the
‘original’ Jewishness of Christian-
ity. This recovery comes through
studying the Bible in its Jewish
context, observing the Torah,
keeping the Sabbath and festi-
vals, avoiding the ‘paganism’ of
Christianity, affirming the exist-
ence of original Hebrew lan-
guage gospels and, in some
cases, denigrating the Greek text
of the New Testament. Writers
such as Roy Blizzard, David
Bivin, Brad Young and Robert
Lindsay [sic] have given much
impetus to this movement.’’6

Many small groups and individuals
claim this designation and the most
visible and influential part of the
Hebrew Roots Movement can be
found in Jerusalem, Israel. This move-
ment centers on The Jerusalem School

of Synoptic Research based in Jerusa-
lem. It was founded by Robert Lind-
sey (d. 1995), David Flusser (d. 2000),
Menachem Stern (d. 1989), and
Shmuel Safrai (d. 2003). Flusser taught
at the Hebrew University in Jerusalem
and his forte was Second Temple
times. One of the key figures today in
the Hebrew Roots Movement is David
Bivin. Bivin was a student of Robert
Lindsey who called Lindsey, ‘‘my
pastor, my mentor, and my second
father.’’7

It was Lindsey who first had the
idea of a retro-version, which is
translating the Gospels of Matthew,
Mark, and Luke into Hebrew from
Greek and then seeing those transla-
tions as superior to the Greek text.
Bivin says of Lindsey, ‘‘I believe that
without Robert Lindsey’s approach to
the first three gospels the way to
Jesus’ person and message remains
barren.’’8 Without question this is an
elitist statement whether it is intended
to be or not. It is an extreme and
excessive statement because millions
have never even heard the name
Robert Lindsey or heard of his theo-
ries or teachings. It implies that these
believers are shut out from having a
way to Christ and are spiritually
barren.

One also has to question Lindsey’s
(and by extension Bivin’s) view of the
inspiration of Scripture because Lind-
sey believed in the superiority and
primacy of Luke’s Gospel over the
Gospels written by Matthew and
Mark.9 This position of the superiority
of Luke’s Gospel was not finalized by
Lindsey through study alone. His
biographers write:

‘‘Around midnight he slipped
into a light sleep and had a
fantastic dream in which ‘the
synoptic problem opened up like
a book.’ The dream was so real
that he awoke with a start. With
the dream fresh in his mind he
looked over his notes and there it
was — the clear picture for which
he had been searching! Mark was
not the first writer who was
partially copied by Matthew and
Luke. It was Luke who wrote
first, and Mark was changing
Luke! Matthew, in turn, was

HEBREW ROOTS MOVEMENT
(continued from page 1)
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using Mark and knew Luke only
through Mark! ... Somehow he
managed to climb the steps to
the second floor where Margaret
[his wife] was sleeping in their
bedroom. He turned on the light
and shook Margaret awake while
shouting, ‘Luke was first! Luke
was first!’’’10

The Hebrew Roots Movement also
has its share of subcultures and spin-
offs. There are even some organiza-
tions which associate with the Jewish
and Hebraic Roots movement that try
to refute the doctrine of the Trinity.11

The basic premise of the Hebrew
Roots way of thinking is the claimed
existence of original Hebrew synoptic
Gospels that are superior to the Greek
texts and contain Hebrew idioms for
deeper insights. The word synoptic
comes from a Greek word meaning
‘‘to see together’’ and is a term for the
Gospels of Matthew, Mark, and Luke
because they have materials in com-
mon with each other and can be
compared or seen together easily. The
Jerusalem School tends to spawn elit-
ism because of the claim of superior
insights from the Hebrew text. It is
good to remember that even if one
has the Hebrew text, it does not
guarantee proper interpretation be-
cause the Hebrew text is not self-
interpreting. In this article our inten-
tion is to focus on the Hebrew Roots
Movement and especially The Jerusa-
lem School because it is foundational
to most all of the proliferating He-
brew Roots Movement. From this
point on we will designate it HRM.

6. Autonomous entities. There are
also numerous independent archae-
ologists and aspiring archaeologists,
along with independent prophetic
teachers, who use the materials in
right and wrong ways to reinforce
their assertions. This is where selling
and sensationalism abound. This is
also where the average person can get
lost in the many claims unless they
have a good doctrinal foundation and
some awareness of first-century cul-
ture.

7. Eclectic system. These are teach-
ers and authors who select and
choose in varying degrees of mixtures
from all the above and those who pick

things helpful and not so helpful for
dissemination to others. There are bad
versions of this eclecticism (mixture of
ideas), but we must be clear that there
can be good versions as well. It all
depends on who is doing the picking
and choosing and from what they are
picking. There are examples of that
good version in evangelical Bible
schools and seminaries and as well
with reputable teachers, scholars, and
missions organizations.

As we consider all the above, it is
easy to become entangled in a myriad
of ideas and philosophies. It is, after
all, wheels within wheels within
wheels in a mind-boggling array.

A GUIDE AND
A CASUAL PURCHASE

This writer’s informal introduction
to the HRM took place over three
decades ago. At the time I was
leading tours to Israel every year in
conjunction with my pastoral ministry
and for the further training of my
congregation. Our guide for several of
these tours was a very well trained
and very knowledgeable Israeli guide
named Ezra Yaholam. His mind was
like an encyclopedia. He knew even
obscure, out-of-the-way places that
were placed on the itinerary. For
example, unrenowned sites as Veri
Galilee, the observatory at Abu Tor,
or the location of the ancient Jerusa-
lem Armenian Mosaic all were part of
Yaholam’s geographical and historical
repertoire. He was so personable that
this business relationship turned into
a personal friendship which lasted for
many years until his death and which
provided me a source of in-depth
information about Israel.

On one of our excursions, Yaholam
happened to ask if I had ever heard of
David Bivin. I had not. On every
subsequent tour, Yaholam would
speak highly of Bivin, applauding his
scholarship and deep insights into
Jewish culture and customs. It was
impressive to hear such a well-trained
and educated guide speak so highly
of someone else. On a number of the
trips, there was an attempt to work
out a personal meeting and time with
Bivin, but it never developed. The
best I could do was purchase one of

Bivin’s books. I also visited the Bap-
tist church on Narkis Street pastored
by Robert Lisle Lindsey. At this time,
I was unaware of the strong connec-
tion between Bivin and Lindsey. Fol-
lowing the purchase of Bivin’s book, I
developed even more interest in
HRM.

BACK TO SCHOOL
The Jerusalem School of Synoptic

Research is a loose consortium of
Jewish and Christian scholars focus-
ing on the Synoptic Gospels by study-
ing the culture, language, and the
backdrop of Jesus’ life. The Jerusalem
School is primarily the fountainhead
for the HRM. The various scholars
and writers who contribute articles to
the Jerusalem School are in no way in
doctrinal agreement, but each pro-
vides research studies and expertise
in his particular area of interest. For
example, there is no way Brad Young,
who is an Oral Roberts University
graduate, would be in complete doc-
trinal agreement with David Flusser,
who was an unbelieving Jew. Flusser
was quite critical of the New Testa-
ment text and often corrected it. So it
is not to be assumed that all the
contributing authors are fully on
board with the Jerusalem School and
its final conclusions. Most contribu-
tors would disagree with Bivin’s
foundational hypothesis. Unfortu-
nately, because there is such a large
assortment of trained men doing the
articles, it may give the impression of
unanimity on everything. There is at
least one contributor who is overtly
critical of Bivin’s methodology. The
Jerusalem School has wheels within
its own wheels.

Before we look more closely at
Bivin’s book and examine his claims,
it is important to understand some of
the basic assumptions of the HRM
and the Jerusalem School. These will
become clear as we survey Bivin’s
material.

We are grateful for any teacher or
group that does good background
study of Scripture and brings to light
the setting of the Bible. However,
with the HRM there is a lot more
going on and we should be aware of
these things. Stephen Katz expresses a
similar opinion and concern:
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‘‘Hebraic Roots teachers call
upon believers to study Hebrew
and learn about Jewish culture,
which most of us can appreciate.
More often than not, however,
they call Gentiles to a Torah-
observant and/or festival obser-
vant lifestyle as a means of
drawing closer to Jesus and be-
ing conformed to His image. The
implication is, if you really want
to please God, if you really want
to be holy, here are the rules.
Even though most do not believe
these observances are necessary
for one’s salvation, there is often
an implication that this is the
higher way.’’12

ORIGINAL WHAT?
The first assumption of the HRM is

that the Synoptic Gospels can only be
really understood properly and fully
in Hebrew even though as we stated,
the Hebrew is not self-interpreting.
This also becomes an impossible bar-
rier to cross because most Christians
have never studied Hebrew. The only
option these believers have is to
swallow everything and anything that
the HRM declares because they are
supposed to be the linguistic ‘‘ex-
perts.’’ Accordingly then, the average
Christian, quite unaware of Bivin and
the HRM, is really mired in ignorance
and barren if they are ignorant of the
Synoptic School and its interpreta-
tions.

There is even more to this distinc-
tion because Bivin claims there are
original Hebrew Gospels that are far
superior to the Greek text. The obstacle
to holding to this position is that
neither Bivin nor anyone else has ever
seen Hebrew originals or even copies
of Hebrew originals. They are merely
constructed from his own imagina-
tion, of course, with Robert Lindsey’s
help. Bivin is actually only over-
imagining what the Gospels might be
like if they were in Hebrew. It makes
for good detective story fiction, but it
is not based on fact.

The second assumption is that the
Synoptics can only be translated and
interpreted through Jewish and rab-
binical sources. What is overlooked is
that these rabbinical sources may
postdate Jesus by centuries. While this

second assumption is only partially
correct, any reading back (to the first
century) from later rabbinical sources
must be done cautiously and with
corroborating evidence and documen-
tation. Customs occurring in second,
third, and fourth century Judaism
may have not existed in the first
century. One instance might be the
status of rabbi. Long after the first
century it became a very specific
office with rigid structure, specific
requirements, formal training, and
public ordination. However, in Jesus’
time, the position had no such mean-
ing or requirements. Most any teacher
could be designated ‘‘rabbi’’ if he had
a group of followers.

This wholesale imposition of later
rabbinical materials as an interpretive
tool or hermeneutical principal can be
misleading and easily diminish the
illumination of the Holy Spirit. As
well, it totally ignores the great in-
sights and massive research given to
us all throughout Church history. The
HRM would have us assume that
every scholar of every era in Church
history somehow missed it or were
never quite accurate in their insights.
It is an arrogant position and it
creates a separatist and elitist mind-
set. In the end we may end up with a
halachic Jesus, not a biblical Jesus.
Halacha has to do with the body of
Jewish customs, laws, and traditions
that developed over centuries. We
may end up with a fictional Jesus and
not the real Jesus of Scripture. If we
construct a Jesus from Jewish tradition
alone, He may have no relationship to
the New Testament Jesus at all. A
similar mistake was made by early
Christian Gnostics, of whom Epipha-
nius once said that they ‘‘go looking
for the one who does not exist, and
have lost the one who does. Or rather,
they have lost themselves.’’13

Just as one should resist a Jesus
constructed from late Roman Catholic
tradition, or a Mormon Jesus, or the
Jesus of the Jehovah’s Witnesses, we
should reject a halachic Jesus. It is a
fearful thing to start retranslating
Scripture and reconstructing one’s
Christology around a hypothetical
nonexistent Hebrew copy of the Syn-
optics, hoping to create an accurate
picture of Jesus. Let’s remember that

first-century studies do have limits.
These studies can be valuable and
helpful to a point. The materials must
be interpreted and applied cautiously.
The mind must be Holy Spirit-illu-
mined and aided and equipped by
careful study. Knowledge alone can
simply puff up.

KNOWING JESUS
We should also recall what the

Apostle Paul stated and think seri-
ously about his meaning when he
wrote, ‘‘Therefore, from now on, we
regard no one according to the flesh.
Even though we have known Christ
according to the flesh, yet now we
know Him thus no longer’’ (2 Corin-
thians 5:16). To this David Lowery
informs us: ‘‘Mere information about
Jesus cannot transform a person from
self centeredness to selflessness (5:15).
Only conversion could effect that, as
it had done for Paul (Acts 9:1-20).’’14

Paul says that he used to see the
Messiah purely in human terms, we
might say academically through his
Jewish grid only. Now he understood
Jesus in a grander way and in spirit-
ual terms. In recognizing both the
deity and humanity of Jesus, the
Apostle had a fuller and more realis-
tic picture of who Jesus was and is.
Jesus’ Jewishness and humanity sepa-
rated from His deity creates a false
Jesus. Warren Wiersbe captures Paul’s
meaning as well:

‘‘To know Christ ‘after the flesh’
means to evaluate Him from a
human point of view. But ‘the
days of His flesh’ are ended
(Heb. 5:7) because He has as-
cended to heaven and is now
glorified at the Father’s right
hand.’’15

It is noteworthy to realize that Paul
is saying that even if we saw and
knew the Jewish Christ in the flesh on
earth, it would pale in comparison to
being in spiritual union with the
resurrected Jesus through the new
birth. It seems that the HRM, perhaps
inadvertently, is only concerned with
knowing Jesus as He was in the flesh
as a Jew and makes that the all-
consuming pursuit. They seem to
think there is no other way to really
know Him but their way.
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We are not suggesting that first-
century studies are not valuable, but
too much of any one thing can cause a
loss of balance and perspective. As
Solomon reminds us: ‘‘Have you
found honey? Eat only as much as
you need, lest you be filled with it
and vomit’’ (Proverbs 25:16). Stephen
Katz both alerts and advises that ‘‘a
growing segment of believers are
demonstrating an excessive interest in
their Jewish roots, which can be
harmful to their spiritual health.’’16

In other words, obsessing on one
aspect of anything for too long can
stall out Christian growth.

BACK TO THE SOURCE
The computer enthusiast can

‘‘meet’’ Bivin by going to Jerusalem
Perspective Online and watching vid-
eos of his teachings.17 He is a slender
man with the appearance of a kindly
grandfather. As he sits and speaks he
is rather monotone and tentative in
his assertion that there is a deeper
approach to the study of the Scripture
by knowing Jewish culture and idi-
oms. But there is a bit more to it than
that and it retracts to his belief that
Robert Lindsey’s theories open the
way to Jesus’ person and message
without which we remain barren.

Some of the specific illustrations
Bivin uses in his Web videos include
elementary interpretive blunders. In
one of his video presentations, Bivin
wants us to know that in Jewish
culture people stood to pray and he
uses the story of the Pharisee and
publican in Luke 18:9-14. He conveys
that knowing this gives us greater
insight into the Bible. However, one
may not be able to quite figure out
what real value there is in knowing
that people stood to pray. Of course,
people stood to pray, but it may be
incidental to the major thrust of the
passage. It seems rather obvious that
some people in the Bible stood to pray.
However, to imply that standing in
prayer is a universal rule for all the
people of the Bible or that standing in
prayer is a superior posture is just not
true. Bivin’s statement implying all
Jews stood to pray is true for some
eras and untrue for others.

Daniel, for instance, is facing a
lion’s den and Scripture tells us:

‘‘Now when Daniel knew that the
writing was signed, he went home.
And in his upper room, with his
windows open toward Jerusalem, he
knelt down on his knees three times that
day, and prayed and gave thanks
before his God, as was his custom
since early days’’ (Daniel 6:10, empha-
sis added). It appears that posture as
far as praying is concerned is inconse-
quential. One position is not effica-
cious because prayer is a matter of the
heart. Knowing that some stood to
pray is no great revelation.

Jesus is another example that pos-
ture in prayer is arbitrary and subjec-
tive. In the Garden of Gethsemane
account we are told: ‘‘And He was
withdrawn from them about a stone’s
throw, and He knelt down and prayed’’
(Luke 22:41, emphasis added). At one
point it says of Jesus, ‘‘He went a little
farther and fell on His face, and prayed’’
(Matthew 26:39, emphasis added).

There is some indication in the
Psalms that David’s prayers took
place in the night while he was lying
in bed (Psalm 6:6). There is an old
poem about a man who fell down a
well head first. He said that the best
prayer he ever prayed was while
standing on his head! Why Bivin
would make such a big matter out of
people standing in prayer is not clear.
One can pray seated in a plane, lying
in a bed, kneeling in a garden, or any
other way. Taking Bivin’s emphasis
too far would exclude a paraplegic
from prayer.

A similar nuance expressed by
Bivin is his emphasis on knowing that
Jewish teachers ‘‘sat while they
taught.’’ Here again, the Bible student
would inquire as to what value there
is in knowing teachers sat while they
taught, and if it is really true that all
teachers always sat when they taught.
In the Gospels, Jesus is often de-
scribed as walking with His disciples
and teaching them as they all walked.
In John 8, Jesus stood in the temple to
teach according to verses 1-20. In John
9:1 we read that Jesus passed by or
walked by and as He did the whole
chapter is filled with His teachings. So
the Scriptures affirm that teachers sat
as they taught, stood as they taught,
and walked as they taught. The ac-

count on the road to Emmaus in Luke
24 has Jesus walking with the two
disciples (vv. 17-28), teaching them
from the Old Testament and in the
end they declare: ‘‘Did not our heart
burn within us while He talked with us
on the road, and while He opened the
Scriptures to us?’’ (v. 32, emphasis
added). Then in verse 35 they convey
to others what had happened ‘‘on the
road.’’ Bivin’s great insight turns out
to be no insight at all. It is, in fact,
misleading and simplistic. Upon close
examination it does not seem that the
HRM is offering a superior approach
to Scripture after all, but simply
imprecision, speculation, and overem-
phasis where it does not belong. This
comes across as insider information.

IT’S IN THE BOOK
Bivin’s book, written with Roy Bliz-

zard, is titled Understanding the Diffi-
cult Words of Jesus - New Insights From
a Hebraic Perspective. It was written in
1983, reprinted in 1994, and again in
2001. After nearly three decades, it
certainly has not taken the academic
world by storm. Neither has a new
companion volume, New Light on the
Difficult Words of Jesus: Insights from
His Jewish Context, written by Bivin.18

Bivin, who is now in his early 70s,
was born in Oklahoma and settled in
Israel in 1963. He studied at the
Hebrew University for six years
under Menachem Stern and then was
tutored by Robert Lindsey. From 1970
to 1981, Bivin taught at the Jerusalem
University College on Mt. Zion (then
known as The American Institute of
Holy Land Studies). His book was an
attempt to package and express the
views of Robert Lindsey and David
Flusser. Lindsey wrote the Foreword
to Bivin’s book. Bivin still lives near
Jerusalem.

In the Foreword of Understanding
the Difficult Words of Jesus, Lindsey
tells us that we are ‘‘limiting our-
selves to the translation of the Greek
texts, preserved so faithfully by the
Church’’ and that the answer is ‘‘ex-
ploring more deeply into the Hebrew
texts lying behind our Greek ones.’’19

In the 1940s Lindsey devoted himself
to translating a modern Hebrew New
Testament because the only ones
available in Hebrew had been trans-
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lated from Greek into Hebrew in the
late 1800s using now-archaic He-
brew.20

The basic premise that is followed
in Bivin’s book is that studying Greek
texts alone limits us in our under-
standing, but finding Hebrew origi-
nals behind the Synoptics will give us
greater knowledge, insight, and un-
derstanding. Because the Hebrew
originals or copies of them cannot be
found anywhere, a translation of the
Greek into Hebrew was the best thing
available.

NO ONE HAD IT RIGHT

Bivin would ask us to believe that
the Christian Church has had it all
wrong for 2000 years when they
stated over and over in their doctrinal
and creedal statements the fact of the
inspiration of an original New Testa-
ment in the Greek language. The
Westminster Confession (a Reformed
confessional statement), for example,
echoes what most creeds have ex-
pressed:

‘‘The Old Testament in Hebrew
(which was the native language
of the people of God of old), and
the New Testament in Greek
(which at the time of the writing
of it was most generally known
to the nations), being immedi-
ately inspired by God, and by his
singular care and providence
kept pure in all ages, are there-
fore authentical.’’21

The historical statements of faith in
many church constitutions carry the
same belief.

Had there been only Jewish original
Gospels, then Hebrew speakers in the
land of Israel (and a few other places)
would have been the only ones who
could have interpreted it. God would
not limit His Word in that way. God
inspired the New Testament authors
to write in a language that was
universal and that everyone in the
ancient world understood. This en-
abled the New Testament to be
spread rapidly. Besides, it would not
have taken almost 2000 years to dis-
cover all the creeds were wrong.

God’s willingness to expose the
world to truth is seen in His use of

the Greek language. In commenting
on Galatians 4:4 and the phrase
‘‘when the fullness of the time had
come, God sent forth His son,’’
Donald Campbell observes: ‘‘This
‘time’ was when the Roman civiliza-
tion had brought peace and a road
system which facilitated travel; when
the Grecian civilization provided a
language which was adopted as the
lingua franca of the empire.’’22

The Greek text as God’s chosen
instrument has been widely recog-
nized throughout Church history.
Kenneth Wuest writes:

‘‘The universal use of the Greek
language made the speedy
propagation of the Gospel pos-
sible. The earth-stage was all set
for the greatest event in the
history of the human race, the
incarnation, sacrificial death, and
bodily resurrection of God the
Son.’’23

No one can gainsay the fact that all
of the existing very early manuscripts
of Matthew’s Gospel available to us
are written in Greek. Even if there
were early Hebrew translations from
Greek of Matthew’s Gospel or the
Synoptics, they never survived and
God’s providence failed. Yet Bivin,
without proof, documentation, or
manuscript evidence, insists:

‘‘Our reasons for writing this
book are not only to show that
the original biography of Jesus
was communicated in the He-
brew language, but to show that
the entire New Testament can
only be understood from a He-
braic perspective.’’24

This is an overstatement and not
true to the historical or biblical evi-
dence. Equally critical is the fact that
we cannot pick just a portion of the
New Testament — namely the Gospels
— and ignore the rest. There is no
existing ‘‘original biography’’ of Jesus
in Hebrew and so many of Paul’s
epistles clearly reflect Greek culture,
Greek ways, Greek figures of speech,
Greek illustrations, Greek idioms, and
were written to Greek people in
Greece and Greek speakers in Asia
Minor. Everyone would acknowledge
that there are Hebraic thoughts in

Acts, the Epistles, and Revelation
(after all the writers were Jewish), but
in spite of those scattered instances,
Greek thought predominates.

EXPERIENCE FIRST

Bivin also claims that a large part of
his motivation was based on his
experience of going to various teach-
ers and pastors with questions con-
cerning the written Gospels and not
receiving answers but merely being
told, ‘‘the Bible will interpret itself.’’25

While Bivin does not specify which
churches or denominations he is
speaking of, his experience is notori-
ously subjective and limited. This
author’s experience was quite the
opposite.

Hebrew culture, customs, and idi-
oms have been long understood by
interpreters. The older works of
Adam Clarke, Alfred Edersheim,
George Adam Smith, David Baron,
George Foot Moore, William Thomp-
son, James Freeman, and others are
still available. There has been a vir-
tual explosion of information about
Second Temple Judaism since the
early 1800s because of archaeological
activity.26

No one would argue with Bivin
when he says that the culture, reli-
gion, traditions, and customs underly-
ing the New Testament Gospels are
Hebrew. But the idea could be nu-
anced a bit by understanding the
underlying culture clash of Jews with
Rome and Greece and how some
parts of the Jewish culture were
tainted by the Greeks. However, what
is at question is how we get to the
knowledge of Hebrew roots.

Bivin also seems to be no friend to
the verbal inspiration of Scripture. He
believes he can question the Bible as
written. In discussing Mark 15:34 he
states, ‘‘These words are Aramaic, but
it is doubtful that Jesus spoke them as
Mark records.’’27 It seems if some-
thing does not quite fit Bivin’s theory,
the fall-back is that we can doubt that
the words were spoken as recorded.
This makes Bivin the ultimate judge
of what is in the Bible and what is
not. Believers should become troubled
when someone says, in effect, ‘‘Hath
God said?’’



July-September 2011 The Quarterly Journal · 19

That there may be Hebrew loan
words in the New Testament does not
prove Bivin’s theory of an original
Hebrew New Testament, just as Ara-
maic and Greek loan words in the
New Testament prove nothing except
that the writers drew heavily from
their culture and were inspired by
God to do so. John, in writing his
Gospel, used the contrast of light and
darkness, as did the Essenes. John
was not an Essene, but he drew from
the same culture.

One of Bivin’s big guns fires blanks.
He argues that Matthew 6:22-23 can-
not be understood clearly in the
Greek text and that one must have the
rendering in Hebrew to understand it.
Along with that is the implicit idea
that its meaning was unavailable to us
until Bivin’s time — or we should say
until Lindsey’s time because Bivin
fostered this idea from him. The
statement of Jesus in Matthew’s pas-
sage has to do with a ‘‘good eye’’ vs.
an ‘‘evil eye.’’ It is the contrast
between having a ‘‘good eye’’ and a
‘‘bad eye.’’ Bivin says that these two
terms are ‘‘common Hebrew idi-
oms’’28 for generosity and miserliness
— and he is correct. The contrast is
between being a giver or being one
who is stingy. But we did not have to
wait until the founding of the Jerusa-
lem School to find this out.

Adam Clarke lived from 1762 until
1832. In his commentary on Matthew
he certainly worked from the Greek
text and had no trouble picking up
the Jewish background of the text:

‘‘This state of the eye is termed,
ver. 23, ponhroV evil, i.e. diseased or
defective. An evil eye was a phrase
in use, among the ancient Jews,
to denote an envious, covetous
man or disposition; a man who
repined at his neighbour’s pros-
perity, loved his own money,
and would do nothing in the
way of charity for God’s sake.’’29

Thus more than a century before
Lindsey and Bivin were born, com-
mentators such as Clarke were un-
packing the background and meaning
of the Greek New Testament texts.

The study of the Hebrew back-
ground, culture, customs, and idioms

of the Bible has been going on for
many centuries. Martin Luther not
only used the commentaries of Rabbis
Moses and David Kimchi, but praised
them highly and recommended their
use.30 These Jewish commentaries cir-
culated throughout Europe as early as
the 15th century. The Christian world
has not been as ignorant of Hebraic
backgrounds as Bivin would have us
believe.

DIGGING INTO CULTURE

The real issue is not whether we are
studying a Greek text or a Hebrew
text or an Aramaic text. We still have
to do cultural background study, as
Bivin suggests:

‘‘It cannot be overemphasized, that
the key to an understanding of
the New Testament is a fluent
knowledge of Hebrew and an
intimate acquaintance with Jew-
ish history, culture, and Rabbinic
Literature.’’31

Martin Luther, John Calvin, Adam
Clarke, and many others who studied
the Greek texts of the New Testament
(the only text available) illustrate this
wonderfully. The point is we would
not have to read a Hebrew New
Testament text to study Jewish cul-
ture, background, and idioms as these
are independent of the Bible as a
discipline.

In the third chapter of his book,
Bivins presents what he calls ‘‘Recent
Linguistic Research.’’32 Bivin presents
a few scholars from 1950 to 1982 who
speculate on a possible Hebrew Gospel
of Matthew, but offer no manuscript
evidence. Bivin introduces Pinchas
Lapide, an Israeli researcher and au-
thor, citing his article, ‘‘The Missing
Hebrew Gospel.’’ The title of that
article alone undermines Bivin’s case
altogether. Not only is it missing,
there is no proof it ever existed.

Other faithful Bible scholars also
weigh in that there is not even a tiny
bit of evidence within Matthew’s
Greek-written Gospel that it was a
translation directly from Hebrew.
According to respected theologians
Jamieson, Fausset, and Brown:

’’... not a trace can be discovered
in this Gospel itself of its being a

translation. ... But the entire fail-
ure of all such attempts is now
generally admitted, and candid
advocates of a Hebrew original
are quite ready to own that none
such are to be found, and that
but for external testimony no one
would have imagined that the
Greek was not the original.’’33

Bivin’s whole third chapter of his
book does not seem to tie in with his
overall theme and seems like a throw-
away chapter that exists for filler. The
chapter has a discussion of the Dead
Sea Scrolls, which were written a
century or two before Matthew and in
Hebrew. It possibly makes the case
for the Jews using Hebrew and not
just Aramaic but does not seem
germane to Bivin’s argumentation
whatsoever. Perhaps he is trying to
argue against any, like George Lamsa,
who would suggest Aramaic origi-
nals.

In the next chapter, Bivin appeals to
six early Church Fathers, Papias and
Irenaeus from the second century,
Origen from the third century, Euse-
bius and Epiphanius from the fourth
century, and Jerome, who died in the
fifth century. Bivin offers one-to-two-
line statements from these Fathers
with no context. The Bible student
who has done even a little study in
Patristics (history of the early Church
Fathers) knows that there is no
unanimity among the Fathers and
they often contradicted one another
and even some, like Origen, swerved
off into heresy. So we must consider
the source and all of the early Fathers
must be looked at very carefully from
a biblical basis. We also count as
suspect traditions, even Church tradi-
tions, because Jesus condemned tradi-
tion so strongly in Matthew 15:1-9.
Any tradition must pass through the
fine grid of Scripture. It must have
explicit or strongly implicit biblical
backing.

The statement of Papias (which was
reported by Eusebius 200 years after
the fact) says, ‘‘Matthew put down
the words of the Lord in the Hebrew
language.’’34 This means virtually
nothing because the words ‘‘Gospel’’
or ‘‘Gospel of Matthew’’ are not
mentioned in Papias’ statement and it
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could simply mean that Matthew
compiled a few pages of the more
prominent sentences and sayings of
Jesus. D.A. Carson says ‘‘Papias’s
expressions are ambiguous.’’35

It is also of critical importance to
note that in Papias’ use of the term,
‘‘words’’ (of the Lord), comes from
the Greek word logia which can mean
different things in different contexts.
Various suggestions as to what logia
really means have a very wide lati-
tude. Some would say it points to the
Old Testament quotes in Matthew’s
Gospel, while others suggest that logia
means Matthew’s Semitic style and
literary form because he has so many
Old Testament themes. Still others say
it may refer to the Gospel According
to the Hebrews or that Papias was
thinking of some other Semitic work.
As noted, it could mean a few pages
of selected statements of Jesus written
in Hebrew. We do not know for sure,
but there even could have been a
much later extinct Hebrew translation
from someone who translated Mat-
thew’s Gospel from Greek. It is of
little wonder that Carson refers to
Papias’ statements as ambiguous.

Origen’s quote in Bivin’s book is of
little or no help because it is a quote
of Eusebius two centuries later. Ori-
gen actually said that what he knew
of Matthew’s Gospel he learned ‘‘by
tradition.’’36 It is just more ambiguity
and lack of clarity and specifics.

The rest of Bivin’s book consists of
selected passages of Scripture and his
interpreting them in the light of He-
brew customs and idioms. This por-
tion of the book can be helpful.

A RIDDLE WRAPPED
IN A PUZZLE

The issue becomes more complex
when one realizes there is another
teaching called the ‘‘Double Original’’
theory, which speculates that Mat-
thew was inspired to write an original
Gospel in Greek and another in He-
brew at the same time. This is an
attempt to hold on to the original
Greek text and the imaginary original
Hebrew text. While this presumption
is not held by Bivin or the Synoptic
School, it does intrude into the mix.

Jamieson, Fausset, and Brown, in their
Commentary, speak to the issue:

‘‘Moved by these considerations,
some advocates of a Hebrew
original have adopted the theory
of a double original; the external
testimony, they think, requiring
us to believe in a Hebrew origi-
nal, while internal evidence is
decisive in favor of the original-
ity of the Greek. ... But, besides
that this looks too like an artifi-
cial theory, invented to solve a
difficulty, it is utterly void of
historical support. There is not a
vestige of testimony to support it
in Christian antiquity. This ought
to be decisive against it. It re-
mains, then, that our Greek Mat-
thew is the original of that Gos-
pel, and that no other original
ever existed.’’37

Even if we accepted Bivin’s premise
of a Hebrew original for Matthew’s
Gospel, the interpretation of Hebrew
words is not self-evident. Those
words in Hebrew or Greek have to be
translated. Hebrew words do not
translate themselves. Having a He-
brew manuscript in and of itself is of
no help unless one translates the
Hebrew words properly. Having a
Greek manuscript and knowing Greek
would be much more advantageous
than having a Hebrew manuscript
that could not be understood. In the
end we must perform language study
and use good research books and
commentaries. There are many good
books that help us with word mean-
ings and etymology.

GETTING TO
THE BOTTOM LINE

Bivin’s book has some value. Had
he written it without getting into
theory and the hypothesis about He-
brew originals, it could be a helpful
little paperback in regard to the back-
ground of a number of Hebrew words
and verses and some of the customs
and idioms of the first century. It is,
however, very limited because it does
nothing for the study of the rest of the
New Testament.

The hypothesis of an original He-
brew Gospel of Matthew or original

Hebrew Synoptics falls under its own
weight. It cannot be proven.38 Re-
member that Robert Lindsey was
Bivin’s mentor and the originator of
the theory that there was an original
Gospel of Matthew in Hebrew. How-
ever, even Lindsey’s biographers ad-
mit, ‘‘To date, copies of the actual
Hebrew text that Matthew is said to
have written have not been found.’’39

Bivin continues to promote some-
thing that has not been shown to
exist. And he may not be aware of the
troubling fact that such a view places
him in league more with unwelcome
company than responsible scholar-
ship. A case in point is that Jehovah’s
Witnesses also claim an original He-
brew Gospel of Matthew. In an effort
to justify its use of ‘‘Jehovah’’
throughout its New Testament trans-
lation, the Watchtower claims Mat-
thew used the ‘‘divine name’’ in the
form of the Tetragrammaton (YHWH)
because ‘‘There is evidence to indicate
that Matthew originally wrote his
Gospel in the popular Hebrew of the
time and later translated it into
Greek.’’40

David Bivin may be sincere, but in
the world of manuscript evidence and
historical documentation, sincerity
does not cut it. Fantasies that suggest
that we have never had the right
Bibles are more preposterous than
educational. They just promote a
‘‘we’ve got it and you don’t’’ mental-
ity.

In the end, Bivin can advocate his
original Hebrew Synoptics argument,
but until he finds manuscripts, he
cannot make his case. The way in
which the Greek New Testament was
revered and cherished by the Church
in all ages makes it hard to imagine
that if a Hebrew copy of the Synoptics
existed, it would not have been recop-
ied, cherished, and preserved in the
same way. One would rightly expect
at least some copies or portions to be
passed down and be extant some-
where in the Church world. We have
fragments of the Greek New Testa-
ment called ‘‘P’’ fragments (discov-
ered in Alexandria, Egypt) which go
back virtually to the Apostles’ door-
step. God in His providence has
permitted these to survive.
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One of the less convincing ‘‘proofs’’
offered for later Greek Synoptics
taken from Hebrew originals is an
appeal to the Septuagint translation of
the Old Testament. This is a Greek
version of the Hebrew Old Testament
completed approximately 200 B.C. in
Alexandria, Egypt. However, there is
no evidence that this set some kind of
precedent for New Testament writers
and the early Church. It may be a
creative suggestion, but it is drawn up
out of thin air. The huge difference is
that the Septuagint is a different
Testament (Old versus New), done in
a different age (B.C. versus A.D.), and
in a different place (Egypt). Most
importantly, copies also can be seen
and studied and its existence demon-
strated. We know by empirical evi-
dence that it exists. If anything, it
shows the predominance of Greek.

In his various presentations, Bivin
never reveals that some of Lindsey’s
theories were born of a dream and
not of a discipline. In closing, con-
sider the counsel of Bivin as he gives
the meaning of Jesus’ words, ‘‘Wis-
dom is justified by all her children.’’
Bivin’s paraphrase is, ‘‘He said simply
and clearly in Hebrew idiom, ‘You
can tell whether wisdom is real wis-
dom or stupidity by the consistency
or inconsistency of its arguments.
Since your arguments are so inconsis-
tent, it is a clear indication of your
stupidity.’’’41 We would appeal to
Bivin to heed these words and be
more cautious and less dogmatic.
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when they are only hearing their own subjective imagi-
nation and thoughts as in contemplative meditation.
Worse yet, they could be conjuring up demonic entities.

If divine revelation did not close in the era of Jesus and
the apostles, then Hebrews 1:1 is wrong, Revelation
22:18-19 is wrong, and there is no fixed truth. With the
deluge of false teachers, false prophets, and conflicting
messages, it is anyone’s guess as to who is right.

Many groups teach salvation by grace. We resonate
with that. But as we probe for definitions and elaboration
we find out that they do not mean we are saved by grace
alone, as indicated in Ephesians 2:8-9. What they really
believe is what is called semi-pelagianism, an ancient
error. It sees grace as a motivator or facilitator — a
starting point. This initial enabling grace (whether given
by sacrament or some other way) empowers or enlivens
one to begin to live the Christian life so that ultimately
we can perform enough works to be saved. So they say,
one is saved by grace — sort of, but not really.

Grace is a part of the salvation, they maintain, and
without it one could not get to heaven. So in a sense we
are saved by grace, but not completely. It is grace plus
works. In the end one could receive the grace sacramen-
tally or in some other way, but never take advantage of it
and be lost anyway. There is no assurance and 1 John
5:13 is dismissed. In this view, grace is only part of the
salvation equation.

Sometimes it is not what is said, but what is not said.
Insist on context because aberrational contexts sometimes
negate every premise they are making. A good rule is
assume absolutely nothing and ask for definitions. Our
conversations and discussions may have to take place on
a more basic, definitional level. Remember the cultist’s
ploy is to make you think that he is just like you.

Recall how Paul, in Acts 16, was being extolled by the
demon-possessed servant girl. She even said that Paul
and Silas were, ‘‘servants of the Most High God, who
proclaim to us the way of salvation’’ (v. 17). Paul
assumed nothing and after a time cast out the demon. He
would not link truth and biblical content to demonic
confession, no matter how good it sounded.

We live in a ‘‘microwave’’ culture. We want things to
happen quickly. We are in a hurry and that works
against us. Patience is a virtue and longsuffering is still a
fruit of the Spirit. To cut through and deal with the
blight of assuming the content, remember the acrostic
SAFE. We can stay ‘‘safe’’ in our encounters with cultists
and confused people if we insist on the following.

S — Seek additional information. Inquire as to what a
certain group believes and why. Inquire as to how the
cultist believes one gets to heaven and what he believes
about God and Jesus. Take some time to research the
origins, history, and beliefs of various groups. This is

important because sometimes the cultist does not really
know what his group actually teaches. There are
excellent charts and graphs that summarize a cult’s view
of the big issues like God, Jesus, the Bible, salvation, and
so forth.

A — Ask for definitions. Do not assume the cultist
defines words as we do. Evangelicals have a biblical
word book and try to define words in a totally biblical
way, taking into account all that the Scriptures have to
say on any given subject. Doctrine is cumulative and not
based on one verse. Proper doctrine is based on an
accumulation of Scriptures and not just one proof text.

F — Force definitions and explanations. Have the cultist
explain in detail what he means by words and phrases.
Often the definitions come out of a cult play book and
not the Bible. Every cult has its talking points. This may
be hard and tedious work, but it is the only way to get
beyond assuming the content.

E — Examine all their information, explanations, and
definitions in light of Scripture. If those you encounter do
not want the Bible to be the total and final arbiter, it is a
dead giveaway. Remind them of the authority of Jesus
(Matthew 28:18). Remind them that both Peter and Paul
spoke of their apostolic teaching as commands (1 Corin-
thians 14:37, 2 Peter 3:2). Be sure to affirm that Jesus
alone saves (Acts 4:12, Ephesians 2:8-9, 1 Timothy 2:5)
and share your salvation story.

Let’s stop naively assuming the content and thereby
assisting error and false teaching to flourish. Let’s not get
so hung up on togetherness that we forget that truth and
good doctrine sometimes divide. Assume nothing and
when in doubt, probe. This will keep you ‘‘safe’’ from the
dangers of the assumption of content.

—GRF

NEWS UPDATES
(continued from page 3)

The story, as best as can be asssembled, began in Umm
el Ghanim (meaning ‘‘Mother of Goats’’) in the lower
Galilee south of Mount Tabor. For an untold number of
years Umm el Ghanim was a Bedouin encampment.
However, in the 1960s the inhabitants began building a
permanent village. Today there are many villa-styled
homes in the small town.

Hassan Saeda, a descendant of a Bedouin clan, makes
his home in Umm el Ghanim and is currently the owner
of a small fleet of trucks. Saeda is at the center of what
has been claimed to be the most startling discovery since
the Dead Sea Scrolls: a number of codices (small
booklets) made up of lead plates bound together by lead
straps. Yet the narrative abounds with inconsistency and
uncertainty.

EDITORIALS
(continued from page 2)



One account states the codices were discovered in
Jordan five years ago and then secreted into Israel. But
the original news release reported their discovery in an
elusive cave in Jordan by Saeda’s great-grandfather a
century ago. The plates, it was said, have been passed
down through the family. Saeda is said to have received
them from his grandfather.

Some reports place the number of codices discovered
as high as 70, while other accounts place the figure at 20.
There are 14 or 15 ‘‘pages’’ in each ‘‘book’’ (some say 8 or
9) which are the size of a credit card and contain cryptic
sayings in Hebrew and Greek, and one report noted a
Phoenician script. The codices also contain various
Jewish and Christian symbols that have yet to be
deciphered. A British reporter has speculated that one
plate has the face of Jesus.

Last March, the online edition of the Jewish Chronicle
divulged that Robert Feather, a metallurgist, believed
that the lead codices may be Kabbalah-related and
contain Jewish magic incantations. Feather, a renowned
expert on ancient inscriptions, speculates that the plates
have some connection with Jewish rebel Bar Kochba and
the Jewish revolt against Rome approximately 132-136
A.D. The link, Feather claims, is via Shimon Bar Yochai
because his writings are foundational to the Kabbalah
and Shimon was connected to Bar Kochba.

Andre Lemaire, a professor and expert in ancient
inscriptions, has lumped the find with ‘‘sophisticated
fakes.’’ In an Op-Ed blog by April DeConick, she said,
‘‘This is feeling more and more like popular fiction (or
forgery?).’’ Christianity Today magazine also added

healthy skepticism by quoting a number of scholars
including Larry Hurtado, a professor of New Testament
Language, Literature, and Theology, and director of the
Centre for the Study of Christian Origins at the
University of Edinburgh. Hurtado observed that ‘‘dan-
gling such discoveries in front of the media, before
making them available to scholars; is becoming a tired
game. ‘I’m impatient with people who go to the press
and claim they have something of enormous scholarly
value and do not provide the materials for independent
scholarly analysis. Controlling access to information is
not how we do business in scholarship.’’’

Another telling revelation is from Oxford University’s
Peter Thonemann, who identifies ‘‘one page of a codex as
a crude reproduction of an inscription from an ancient
tombstone that has been on display in an Amman
museum for the past half century. ‘The only possible
explanation is that the text on the bronze tablet was
copied directly from the inscription in the museum.’’’

Another key player is David Elkington. Elkington,
according to a biography advertising one of his books,
‘‘has been led on a revelatory trail through world
mythology, linguistics and philology into geophysics,
architecture, acoustics, music, neuro-physiology, theol-
ogy and still further into the all-encompassing, resonant
atmosphere of the planet.’’ Elkington believes that what
exists does so because of vibration and appears to be
drawn by the esoteric. Elkington has a literary agent and
in 2010 published a book called The Lead Codices. He has
another book about the lead tablets in production.

—GRF

Personal Freedom Outreach — Statement of Belief
I. The Bible as the divinely inspired, inerrant Word of God: It is in its entirety the sole authority for all matters
of Christian belief and practice.
II. The one true God. In the one true God there exist three persons, being: The Father, The Son Jesus Christ, and
The Holy Spirit.
III. Jesus Christ: His deity, humanity, virgin birth, sinlessness, death and bodily resurrection; who will personally
and visibly return again to earth.
IV. The personality and deity of the Holy Spirit.
V. The existence and personality of Satan, his total opposition to God, and his power over the unregenerate.
VI. The complete and total depravity of all men which makes them hopelessly lost without the new birth obtainable
through faith in Jesus Christ.
VII. The final estate of man: for the saved, everlasting life in the presence of God and for the unsaved, everlasting
punishment because of their unbelief.
VIII. The Gospel by which we are saved being summed in the death, burial and resurrection of our Lord Jesus
Christ.
IX. The Church being the Body of Christ, united in the Holy Spirit, consisting of those who have received Jesus
Christ as Savior. A local church is an organized assembly of believers united for the purpose of carrying out the
Great Commission of Christ.
X. The Great Commission of Christ being to preach the Gospel to all men, baptizing and discipling those who have
believed.
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INSTRUMENTS IN THE
REDEEMER’S HANDS

by Paul David Tripp
P&R Publishing, 360 pages, $16.99

While this is not a new volume — it’s almost a decade
old — it is one that is often called the most valuable book
for those interested in biblical counseling. If there is a
complete volume on biblical counseling, this is it.

Tripp’s premise is that our problems flow from our
hearts. If we are to help people live to the glory of God
and handle their troubles properly, we must address the
heart. We must expose what is in the heart, analyze
what is found in light of Scripture, and call for a biblical
response.

This emphasis on the heart is critical. If we are not
careful, ‘‘biblical counseling’’ can be reduced to behavior
modification: expose a problem, find appropriate Scrip-
ture, and then call for obedience and behavior change.
But true biblical counseling is much more: if the heart is
not addressed, then lasting and deep change will not
take place, and the one in need may be transformed into
a legalist rather than the person God wants them to be.

It is a book of ‘‘whys’’ and ‘‘hows’’: why we need to
build relationships with others, and how to build those
relationships thereby discovering where and what
change is needed. The book, however, is not just about
helping others. It calls the reader to personal reflection.
As Tripp tells us, ‘‘If we are going to be faithful to Christ
[in personal biblical ministry], we must begin by
examining our own hearts. Are there thoughts, motives,
or attitudes (self-righteous, anger, bitterness, spirit of
condemnation, vengeance) that would get in the way of
what God intends to do? As instruments of Christ’s
grace, we must confess that we need that grace just as
much as the people we are helping’’ (pg. 209).

Tripp writes well, is faithful to Scripture (with a couple
of exceptions), provides much biblical insight, offers case
studies, gives practical tools, and develops an overall
framework for counseling those in need. The book is not
only useful to biblical counselors, but also to anyone
desiring to grow in Christ and help others do the same.

—GEG

10 QUESTIONS & ANSWERS
ON SEVENTH-DAY
ADVENTISM

by Paul Carden, General Editor
Rose Publishing, 14-page pamphlet, $3.99

One of the more prominent religious movements
which, through the years, has been able to escape a strict
and biblical investigation has been the Seventh-day
Adventist church. Unlike Jehovah’s Witnesses and Mor-
mons, Adventists have eluded a surge of resources
critical of its history, beliefs, and practices. Yet like
Jehovah’s Witnesses and Mormons, the movement is
permeated with unbiblical doctrine and a suspicious
heritage. That’s why this laminated fanfold pamphlet by
Rose Publishing is a beneficial resource.

From Adventist roots have stemmed teachers (and their
sects) such as Charles Taze Russell (Jehovah’s Witnesses),
Herbert W. Armstrong (Worldwide Church of God), and
David Koresh (Branch Davidians). While nearly all
Christians offer no hesitation in labeling these men as
heretical, many of these same Christians are unsure or
reluctant to apply the same designation to Ellen G. White
and Seventh-day Adventists.

The pamphlet covers key, more well-known facets of
Adventism, such as Ellen G. White as a prophet of God,
the state of the dead and a temporal hell, the ‘‘investiga-
tive judgment,’’ Sabbath worship, and the Adventist
claim of being God’s unique ‘‘Remnant Church.’’ But
other, lesser-known, aspects are also examined. For
example, the pamphlet says, ‘‘Because [Adventists teach]
there is no human spirit other than breath or ‘life force,’
Adventists make abortion a matter of choice because the
fetus has not yet breathed and there is therefore not a
living soul. Abortions are performed in Adventist
hospitals.’’ An evaluation of The Clear Word, which is the
Adventists’ expanded paraphrase of the Bible, first
published in 1994, is provided.

Additional helpful panels in the brochure include a
glossary of Seventh-day Adventist terms and the ‘‘Do’s’’
and ‘‘Don’ts’’ of a Christian witness to Adventists.

The publication is full-color throughout, attractive, and
a quick read. More importantly, it subjects Adventism to
the scrutiny that it largely has been able to avoid for 150
years.

—MKG
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