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King James Version? New King
James Version? New International
Version? New American Standard
Bible? The use of a specific English
translation of the Scriptures is a mat-
ter of personal preference, as the
following survey of senior pastors
reveals:

‘‘The poll, conducted by Ellison
Research, found the NIV was
chosen as the personal favorite
by 31 percent of the ministers,
followed by the King James Ver-
sion (23 percent), the New Re-
vised Standard (14 percent), the
New King James (13 percent) and
the New American Standard (10
percent).’’1

Based upon the survey, 77% of
American ministers apparently do not
favor the King James Bible. A tiny
minority of those who prefer the KJV
would, if they had their way, burn all
other versions. However, few of them
probably are familiar with the origins
of their position.

One of the best-kept secrets of the
religious world is the cultic roots of
the modern King James Version Only
(KJVO) camp. To speak of ‘‘King
James Only’’ or ‘‘King James Only-
ism’’ is to refer to those who believe
the King James Version is superior to
all other versions. Its supporters run
the gamut from those who simply
prefer it and think it is superior
because of its style and longevity, to

those who castigate anyone using
another translation. Not all within this
camp are militant, but the militant
voices receive the most attention.

LAY OF THE LAND
King James Onlyism is not a unified

camp. There are at least six basic
positions:

1. The reinspiration position. This
view says that the 1611 edition of the
King James Bible is superior to the
Greek and Hebrew texts. They
wrongly believe that the translators
were almost, if not actually, inspired
to write this version in English. The
primary proponent of this position is
Peter Ruckman.2 The biggest hurdle
of all for those aligning with Ruck-
man is: ‘‘Which King James Version?,’’
because it has come through major
revisions since 1611. The original 1611
King James Version contained the
Apocrypha, as well as listings of
Church feasts including the Virgin
Mary’s feast days. We presently use
an 18th-century revision, minus the
Apocrypha. The simple facts are:

‘‘The 1762 revision, undertaken
by Dr. Thomas Paris of Trinity
College, Cambridge and the 1769
edition, revised by Dr. Benjamin
Blayney of Hertford College in
Oxford, brought us to the text of
our present day beloved KJV.’’3

We may firmly conclude from the
reinspiration position that no one had

the preserved, perfect, and pure Word
of God until 1611. Those holding this
point of view confuse inspiration and
translation. Another serious drawback
for Ruckman is his use of inappropri-
ate and foul language when referring
to his opposition.4

2. The Received Text position. This
position argues that the best and
almost — if not completely — infal-
lible text is the 1624 Greek revision of
Roman Catholic priest Erasmus. After
a number of revisions, this text was
dubbed the Textus Receptus. Why it is
so esteemed is difficult to fathom.
Though earlier editions of the Eras-
mus text (and other sources as well)
were used to compile the KJV, the
so-called Received Text was not born
until 13 years after the KJV was
completed and contains numerous
differences from the one used by the
KJV translators.5

Names associated with this position
are David Otis Fuller, Edward Hills,
and Donald Waite. The so-called Tex-
tus Receptus, though different in
places from the KJV, is still held to be
the superior text. A.T. Robertson re-
fers to this view as ‘‘a fictitious
worship of the letter of Erasmus’s last
edition.’’6 Those holding this position
can, at times, be very strident and in
fact obnoxiously militant as they con-
fuse inspiration and preservation.

3. The rigid tradition position. This
(continues on page 10)
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position, which first was championed
by Dean Burgon in his volume, The
Revision Revised, held that Church
tradition alone made the final call.
Because a group of manuscripts called
the ‘‘Byzantine text-type’’ or ‘‘Major-
ity Text’’ had been preserved by the
Greek Orthodox Church since the
fourth century and was the underly-
ing text for Erasmus and the KJV
translators, it was to be preferred.
Added was the fact that the Anglican
Church had used the KJV for a
number of centuries, so in Burgon’s
view that tradition dictated the day.
Burgon said, ‘‘the test of Catholic
Antiquity. ... I decline to recognise any
other criterion of Truth.’’7

The case was closed for Burgon,
even though this text-type could not
be dated earlier than A.D. 350. Many
today opt for the superiority of the
Byzantine text-type simply on faith. A
more recent promoter of this view is
Zane Hodges, though he leans more
toward the Byzantine text-type, not
because of tradition, but being supe-
rior in its own right. With Burgon
there was a confusion of inspiration
and tradition.

4. The readable and reverence posi-
tion. Some hold to the KJV, citing
grandeur of language and out of
reverence for Elizabethan English.
Within this position many simply
prefer it and are a bit more tolerant.
The ‘‘thees’’ and ‘‘thous,’’ they say,
are more respectful of God. They
prefer the flow of the translation.

They confuse inspiration with esthet-
ics.

5. The reasoned eclecticism posi-
tion. This, at times, is also referred to
as the “right to be considered” posi-
tion of Harry Sturz. Sturz argued that
the Byzantine family of texts (forerun-
ners of the KJV and designated as the
Majority Text-type) are independent
of other text types.

As well, it is claimed, they are equal
to them, having a right to stand on
their own and be considered as equal
witnesses with all other text-types.
These, it is said, are not superior or
inferior, but inherently authoritative
enough to be taken seriously.

However, it is tough sledding for
Sturz because of the paucity of unam-

biguous Byzantine readings before
A.D. 350. There is no confusion of
inspiration here, but rather simply an
absence of any hard evidence for his
position.

6. The rummage and pick position.
This view is simply a mix-and-match
conviction. Take any or all of the
above and combine them any way
you wish. Without clarity or sense,
some weave in and out of numbers
one through four, never stopping to
fine-tune any one of them. It is a
subjective stew. Christian-witnessing
tract entrepreneur Jack Chick seems to
be a model of this. This is a confusion
of inspiration and argumentation.

ENTER THE
MAIN PERPETRATOR

The bulk of the present KJVO posi-

tions were developed from the under-
standings and cultic mindset of Sev-
enth-day Adventist Benjamin Wilkin-
son. Doug Kutilek explains:

‘‘In the realm of King-James-
Version-Onlyism, just such a ge-
nealogy of error can easily be
traced. All writers who embrace
the KJV-only position have de-
rived their views ultimately from
Seventh-day Adventist mission-
ary, theology professor and col-
lege president, Benjamin G.
Wilkinson (d. 1968), through one
of two or three of his spiritual
descendants. In 1930, he wrote
Our Authorized Bible Vindi-
cated, a book of several hundred
pages which attracted almost no
attention in its day (no doubt
chiefly because it was awash in a
vast ocean of error).’’8

Although Wilkinson escaped the
notice of most, and his book was
largely ignored, some understand that
he is the real ‘‘father’’ of the modern
King-James-Onlyism viewpoint. It
would be brought into evangelicalism
by stealth.

WHOLESALE BORROWING

The foremost promoter of Wilkin-
son was David Otis Fuller in the
1970s through his book, Which Bible?
Fuller deceptively hid the Adventist
background of Wilkinson and simply
said, ‘‘here is a scholar of the first
rank with a thorough knowledge of
the subjects about which he wrote. Dr.
Wilkinson taught for many years in a
small and obscure Eastern college.’’9
Fuller had to know that Wilkinson,
who converted to Adventism in 1891,
studied for ministry under the Sev-
enth-day Adventists, served as an
Adventist missionary in Haiti, was
Dean of Theology at Adventist Wash-
ington Missionary College, and even-
tually became its president. Wilkinson
was an active Adventist leader and
promoter for 56 years.

Just in case it has been forgotten
what Adventists taught during
Wilkinson’s time, they believed Ellen
G. White was a prophetess and her
visions and commands to keep the
Sabbath as an essential part of the

KING JAMES ONLYISM
(continued from page 4)

Although Wilkinson escaped the
notice of most, and his book was
largely ignored, some understand that
he is the real “father” of the modern
King-James-Onlyism viewpoint.
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Christian life were straight from God.
They legislated dietary regulations
and believed that upon death even
believers went into a kind of soul
sleep. They believed that going to
church on Sunday was the mark of
the beast and that Satan would bear
the sins of the world as he wandered
the earth during the millennium as
the true scapegoat of Leviticus 16.

Add to that the teaching that Jesus
entered into some heavenly compart-
ment on Oct. 8, 1844, to begin to do
an ‘‘investigative judgment’’ as to
who was in and who was out of the
Kingdom. It was necessary for Christ
to finish His atoning work in this
way, despite the fact that He said, ‘‘it
is finished’’ on the cross.10

Offshoot Adventists today are try-
ing to move toward a more ‘‘evangeli-
cal’’ position, but the Adventism of
Wilkinson’s era was monolithic and
unbending. It definitely had many
marks of a cult.

Dale Ratzlaff was a fourth-gener-
ation Seventh-day Adventist and was
educated in SDA schools from first
grade through seminary. He taught
their doctrine in an SDA high school
for seven years and was pastor at two
SDA churches. As a former Adventist
he reminds us:

‘‘SDAs believe the writings of
Ellen G. White (EGW) are in-
spired on the same level as the
Bible. Because she is the later
inspired writer, many SDAs hold
that her interpretation of the
Bible is to be preferred.’’11

DECEPTION BY ELIMINATION

If Fuller did not know Wilkinson’s
background, his research abilities and
scholarship are extremely poor. If he
did know — and many that know say
he did, but concealed it — he is guilty
of outright deception. On that count
alone he needs to be rejected. It is
fairly evident that Fuller knew and
worked at disguising Wilkinson’s
SDA background. Doug Kutilek fur-
ther observed that when quoting long
passages of Wilkinson:

‘‘Fuller carefully concealed
Wilkinson’s theological orienta-

tion by deleting footnote refer-
ences to the writings of Adven-
tist prophetess Ellen G. White,
although he left the quotes them-
selves in the text. Fuller also
deleted other statements in
Wilkinson’s book that would
have immediately disclosed
Wilkinson’s Adventism.’’12

Wilkinson’s work is full of error on
its own and it was not entirely
unknown as to who he was. Kutilek
additionally offers:

‘‘That book, Our Authorized Bible
Vindicated, was written by Sev-
enth-Day Adventist missionary,
educator, and theologian Ben-
jamin G. Wilkinson (1872-1968).
That Wilkinson was an Adventist
was not widely known (and was
not announced by those that
knew it). The book was little
noticed when it was first released
and for good reason. It was full
of misinformation, inaccuracies,
defective reasoning and distor-
tion. Wilkinson, for example, was
the first person to assert that the
Old Latin version, instead of the
Vulgate, was the Bible of the
medieval Waldensians and that
the Old Latin corresponds textu-
ally with the Greek Textus Re-
ceptus, both of which assertions
are demonstrably false.’’13

Kutilek continues outlining the fa-
mous firsts:

‘‘He was the first person to
demonize Wescott and Hort,
making them the ‘bogey men’ in
the text and translation debate
often by distorting their words.
Wilkinson was also the first per-
son to misapply Psalm 12:6-7 as
though it were a promise of the
preservation of the KJV.’’14

Truth be known, any translation
other than the KJV robbed Wilkinson
of ammunition for his cultic beliefs.
Adventists make much of KJV read-
ings to ‘‘prove’’ soul sleep and their
denial of hell, for instance, when
punishment is referred to as destruc-
tion.

Wilkinson’s hatred of the Vulgate is
clear in his writing. He either is

ignorant of or oblivious to Church
history. Erasmus used the Vulgate
and even used those Latin readings
for his Greek text. Fuller has helped
us by inserting most of Wilkinson’s
chapters in his Which Bible? Wilkin-
son’s assertion is this:

‘‘When we come to Origen, we
speak the name of him who did
the most of all to create and give
direction to the forces of apostasy
down through the centuries. It
was he who mightily influenced
Jerome, the editor of the Latin
Bible known as the Vulgate.’’15

So he is claiming that Jerome was
infatuated with Origen, a heretic, and
the only conclusion was that neither
Jerome nor his work could be trusted.

However, the translators of the King
James Version constantly praised Jer-
ome, whom they refer to as ‘‘Saint,’’
throughout their long Preface to the
Authorized Version, which was con-
tained in the first editions of their
work. Consider the following:

‘‘This moved St. Jerome, a most
learned Father, and the best lin-
guist without controversy of his
age, or of any that went before
him, to undertake the translating
of the Old Testament out of the
very fountains themselves; which
he performed with that evidence
of great learning, judgment, in-
dustry, and faithfulness, that he
hath for ever bound the Church
unto him in a debt of special
remembrance and thankful-
ness.’’16

According to Wilkinson, we cannot
trust Origin or Jerome, but somehow
Erasmus — whose text is used for the
KJV — is fine even though Erasmus
revered both Jerome and Origen.

‘‘Between that year [1516] and
1518 Erasmus also published a
nine-volume edition of the works
of Jerome, Erasmus’s favorite
church father. Less ambitious
editions of other fathers includ-
ing Irenaeus, Augustine, Chry-
sostom, and Origen followed in
the succeeding eighteen years.’’17

Wilkinson promotes a wild sugges-
tion and slanders Bishop Brooke Foss
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Wescott (translator of the Revised
Version of 1881) by calling him a
Gnostic because of Wescott’s use of
the phrase ‘‘age of the ages’’ rather
than ‘‘forever and ever.’’ Wilkinson
says this refers to Gnostic aeons.18

Aeons, according to the Gnostics, were
emanations somewhat like angels:

‘‘The aeons were attributes
thought of as personal, and took
the place of the abstract ideas of
Greek philosophy.’’19

These emanations or aeons do not
even come close to the word age. Yet,
no matter what dissatisfaction one
might have with Anglicans such as
Wescott, they are not Gnostics.20

In defense of Wescott, Stewart
Custer produced two pages of quotes
from Wescott’s commentaries show-
ing the absolute commitment to all
the fundamental and foundational
doctrines of the Christian faith.
Wescott was committed to the deity
of Jesus, as well as the pre-existence
and virgin birth of Christ. He ex-
pressed faith in Jesus’ resurrection
and as well to His sinlessness and
sacrificial blood atonement for our
sins.21

If it is true that as Wilkinson writes,
‘‘The first stream which carried the
Received Text in Hebrew and Greek,
began with the apostolic churches,’’22

then why are there not abundant
readings of this text in extant manu-
scripts from A.D. 100 to A.D. 300?
They just are not there. Then, the
massive blunder of Wilkinson to say
the ‘‘Received Text in Hebrew,’’ is
mind-boggling. The Received Text is
Greek and the Hebrew texts used for
the King James Version are from the
tenth-century A.D. Masoretic text.

Since Wilkinson is so anti-Catholic
and anti-papal, it is puzzling that he
is not upset that the Received Text —
which he says ‘‘was the true apostolic
Bible’’23 — was composed by a Catho-
lic Priest and authorized by a Pope.
Erasmus saw his work as a continua-
tion of Jerome’s and, in fact, called his
text his Jerome. He longed for the
approval of Pope Leo X, and peti-
tioned to lay his work ‘‘at the feet of

Leo, with a request to be allowed to
dedicate his labours to him.’’24

In the Life and Letters of Erasmus,
Wilkinson’s nemesis Origen is clearly
praised,25 celibacy is upheld,26 the
worship of St. Anne is advocated,27 as
well as repeated endorsements of the
Roman Catholic Church expressed.28

Erasmus also affirmed confession,29

and transubstantiation.30

A.T. Robertson is right when he
concluded that the Erasmus text had
become ‘‘almost an object of worship
for some,’’ even though ‘‘no two
editions are precisely alike.’’31

SHELL GAME WITH THE BIBLE

If it were not so serious, it would be
almost laughable to read Wilkinson
rhapsodize about the Pilgrims in a
flight of sheer fantasy:

‘‘The Authorized Version was
translated in 1611, just before the
Puritans departed from England,
so that they carried it with them
across stormy seas to lay the
foundation of one of the greatest
governments the world has ever
known. The Authorized Version
of God’s Holy Word had much
to do with the laying of the
foundation of our great coun-
try.’’32

The Authorized Version is, of
course, the King James Version. How-
ever, the Puritans were firmly com-
mitted to the Geneva Bible, which,
according to F. F. Bruce, ‘‘was pro-
duced by English Protestants who
sought refuge at Geneva during the
reign of Mary Tudor (1553-58); it was
issued with a dedication to Eliza-
beth.’’33

Numerous historical sources verify
that the Puritans and Pilgrims sailed
to the new world with the Geneva
Bible. The Geneva Bible was the first
version to include verses and pre-
ceded the KJV by 50 years, as R.C.
Sproul explains:

‘‘The Geneva Bible dominated
the English-speaking world for a
hundred years. It was the Bible
used by Shakespeare. The King
James Bible was published in

1611 but did not supplant the
Geneva Bible until fifty years
later. The Pilgrims and Puritans
carried the Geneva Bible to the
shores of the new world. Ameri-
can colonists were reared on the
Geneva Bible. They read it, stud-
ied it, and sought to live by its
light.’’34

The Puritans resisted the KJV and
embraced the Geneva Bible because of
its more Calvinistic note system. They
used it and preferred it for at least a
hundred years into our country’s
founding. Further, we know the
Geneva Bible was loved by many, yet
despised by others:

‘‘The key factor was the Geneva
notes. The marginal comments
designed to explain the text to
the reader were strongly anti-
monarchy, anti-Anglican, and
anti-Catholic. Those Protestant
notes further emphasized indi-
vidual soul liberty, predestina-
tion, and ecclesiastical separation
from apostate religion. The
Geneva Bible with its notes
achieved widespread acceptance
among the laity in the sixteenth
century much like the Scofield
Reference Bible with its notes has
impacted believers in the twenti-
eth century. ... It was noteworthy
to find that even some of the
Anglican bishops used the
Geneva Bible in their sermons
from 1611 to 1630. The Pilgrims
took the Geneva Bible, not the
King James Bible, with them on
the Mayflower in 1620, and it was
popular in the New England
colonies for many years.’’35

It can be shown that the Anglican
translators of the KJV dropped a bias
or two into their translation. Their
refusal to translate the word ‘‘bap-
tism’’ and simply transliterate it is
telling. Their use of ‘‘bishop’’ for the
simple Greek word episkopos, which
merely means ‘‘overseer,’’ likewise
reveals a bias for their hierarchy.

It is hard to understand why one
would insist we read a 400-year-old
translation with words such as
‘‘bolled,’’ ‘‘ouches,’’ ‘‘eared,’’ ‘‘days-
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man,’’ ‘‘neesings,’’ ‘‘abjects,’’ ‘‘anon,’’
‘‘bestead,’’ ‘‘eschew,’’ ‘‘trow’’ and
‘‘ghost.’’36

CULT OR NOT? — THAT’S
THE QUESTION

Cultic roots bring forth cultic fruits.
Kutilek is on target when he writes:

‘‘The King James-Only move-
ment has been more destructive
and distractive among Baptists
than any controversy since the
Campbellite heresy of the nine-
teenth century. This modern
movement may well exceed the
Campbellites in its overall evil
effects.’’37

Cultic fruits do not please God.
James says that the wisdom from
above is marked by gentleness, peace,
good fruit, and a willingness to yield
to others (3:17). Where there is com-
motion and evil fruit, James says it is
from the world, the flesh, and the
devil (3:16).

That one could believe that God has
given an infallible Bible only to En-
glish-speaking people is the height of
arrogance and a staggering display of
cultural and biblical ignorance.

Perhaps we can make exceptions for
positions 4 and 5. As for the rest, our
only conclusion is that they are cultic
at best, and a full-blown cult at worst.

Here is a modern movement that
has its roots in cultism and fruits that
display cultism. Since the Textus Re-
ceptus only dates to the 17th century
and the Byzantine line of texts only to
the 4th century, the whole KJVO
position is ultimately a faith position.
Some of that faith is squarely on the
man Benjamin Wilkinson.

There are text-types, such as the “P”
manuscripts, which go virtually to the
Apostles’ doorstep and are used in
translating the more modern versions.
These were undiscovered at the time
the KJV translators did their work
and were still unknown in the time of
Wescott and Hort. The “P” fragments
have since helped us fine-tune our
text in minor areas and are in no way
decisive to doctrine. These have been
recovered in the 20th century.38

The KJVO advocates cannot demon-
strate decisively with textual evidence
that their text type is anywhere near
the first-century originals. Presently
there is a gap of at least 300 years
from the original autographs, which is
devastating to their position. To trust
a cult leader — namely Benjamin
Wilkinson — is to lean on a broken
reed. KJVO advocates can only span
the 300-year gap by wishing or bully-
ing others into believing it is not there
or use a cult leader to bolster their
case. Cults base their teaching on their
founders and — setting aside the hard
evidence — exercise implicit faith in
his word. Like father, like son — or
rather like Wilkinson (and Fuller), like
offspring.

Endnotes:
1. ‘‘Protestant pastors reveal Bible prefer-
ences,’’ World Net Daily, May 5, 2004.
Document available at: www.wnd.com/
news/article.asp?ARTICLE_ID=38339.
The complete survey is available on Elli-
son Research’s web site: http://ellison
r e s e a r ch . com/ERPS%20I I / r e l e a se
%209%20versions.htm.
2. See further, G. Richard Fisher, ‘‘Ruck-
manism or Wreckmanism — The Teaching
That K.J.V. Translators Were Inspired Is
Dangerous,’’ PFO Newsletter, April-June
1982, pp. 1, 5.
3. James B. Williams, Editor, From the
Mind of God to the Mind of Man. Greenville,
S.C.: Ambassador-Emerald International,
1999, pg. 159.
4. For additional information on Peter
Ruckman, see James R. White, The King
James Only Controversy, (Minneapolis: Be-
thany House Publishers, 1995, pp. 6-7,
109-121), and Stewart Custer, The Truth
About the King James Controversy, (Green-
ville, S.C.: Bob Jones University Press,
1981).
5. See further, Robert A. Joyner, King James
Only? Newport, N.C.: self-published, 2000,
pg. 35.
6. A.T. Robertson, Studies in the Text of the
New Testament. New York: George H.
Doran and Company, 1969, pg. 47.
7. Dean Burgon, The Revision Revised.
Paradise, Penna.: Conservative Classics,
nd, pg. XXV, italics in original.
8. Doug Kutilek, ‘‘‘Roots’ of the KJV
Controversy - The Unlearned Men: The
True Genealogy and Genesis of King-
James-Version-Onlyism.’’ Document avail-
able at: www.tegart.com/brian/bible/
kjvonly/doug/kjvoroots.html.
9. David Otis Fuller, Which Bible? Grand
Rapids, Mich.: Grand Rapids International
Publications, 1971, pg. 91.

10. For more information on Seventh-day
Adventists see, Seventh-day Adventism: The
Spirit Behind the Church, (Phoenix: Grace
Upon Grace Productions, 1998, 50-minute
video); and D.M. Canright, Seventh-day
Adventism Refuted In a Nutshell, (Grand
Rapids, Mich.: Baker Book House, 1962).
11. Dale Ratzlaff, The Truth About Seventh-
day Adventist ‘‘Truth.’’ Glendale, Ariz.: Life
Assurance Ministries, 2000, pg. 6.
12. Doug Kutilek in Roy E. Beacham and
Kevin T. Bauder, General Editors, One
Bible Only? Grand Rapids, Mich.: Kregal
Publications, 2001, pp. 45-46.
13. Ibid., pg. 44.
14. Ibid.
15. Which Bible?, op. cit., pg. 109.
16. ‘‘The Translators to the Reader,’’ North
Australia: Covenanter Press, 1984, pp. 8-9.
This reproduction of “The Preface to the
Authorized Version” has been updated
with modernized spelling.
17. J.D. Douglas, Editor, Who’s Who in
Christian History. Wheaton, Ill.: Tyndale
House Publishers, 1992, pg. 235.
18. See Which Bible?, op. cit., pp. 101-102.
19. Everett Harrison, Editor, Baker’s
Dictionary of Theology. Grand Rapids,
Mich.: Baker Book House, 1973, pg. 238.
20. See further, Norman L. Geisler, Baker
Encyclopedia of Christian Apologetics. Grand
Rapids, Mich.: Baker Book House, 1999,
‘‘Gnosticism,’’ pp. 273-275.
21. Stewart Custer, The Truth About the
King James Controversy. Greenville, S.C.:
Bob Jones University Press, 1981, pp.
26-27.
22. Which Bible?, op. cit., pg. 104.
23. Ibid., pg. 114.
24. J.A. Froude, Life and Letters of Erasmus.
New York: Charles Scribners and Son,
1899, pg. 184.
25. Ibid., pg. 87.
26. Ibid., pg. 121.
27. Ibid., pg. 80.
28. Ibid., pp. 253-254, 267, 272, 332, 356-
357.
29. Ibid., pg. 351.
30. Ibid., pg. 376.
31. Studies in the Text of the New Testament,
op. cit., pg. 48.
32. Which Bible?, op. cit., pg. 233.
33. F.F. Bruce, The Canon of Scripture.
Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity Press,
1988, pg. 107.
34. R.C. Sproul in the New Geneva Study
Bible. Nashville: Thomas Nelson Publish-
ers, 1995, pg. IV.
35. From the Mind of God to the Mind of
Man, op. cit., pg. 121.
36. See further, G. Christian Weiss, What
You Should Know About Bible Translations.
Lincoln, Neb.: Back to the Bible, 1977.
37. One Bible Only?, op. cit., pg. 49.
38. See further, Philip Wesley Comfort,
The Quest for the Original Text of the New
Testament. Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker
Book House, 1992.



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.00
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create PDF documents with higher image resolution for improved printing quality. The PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /KOR <FEFFd5a5c0c1b41c0020c778c1c40020d488c9c8c7440020c5bbae300020c704d5740020ace0d574c0c1b3c4c7580020c774bbf8c9c0b97c0020c0acc6a9d558c5ec00200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020b9ccb4e4b824ba740020c7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c2edc2dcc624002e0020c7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b9ccb4e000200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe7f6e521b5efa76840020005000440046002065876863ff0c5c065305542b66f49ad8768456fe50cf52068fa87387ff0c4ee563d09ad8625353708d2891cf30028be5002000500044004600206587686353ef4ee54f7f752800200020004100630072006f00620061007400204e0e002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020548c66f49ad87248672c62535f003002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d5b9a5efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef65305542b8f039ad876845f7150cf89e367905ea6ff0c4fbf65bc63d066075217537054c18cea3002005000440046002065874ef653ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000520065006100640065007200200035002e0030002053ca66f465b07248672c4f86958b555f3002>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


