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5 llkley Grove
Guisborough TS14 8LL
January 1% 2008
Dear John and Donna,

Re: ‘Textual Criticism’ #2

As promised in my earlier communication, | will now addrigssAmué’s third letter. It is little more
than a rant but some useful observations may be madeyglitiRvoverbs 14:16 applies.

“A wise man feareth, and departeth from evil: but the faalgeth, and is confident

Mr Amué’s third letter displays considerable ‘raging confidghcin addition to repeated
inconsistency, as in his first two letters. Before addredsmthird letter, some clarification is needed
with respect to a couple of comments that | made in myorese to Mr Amué’s first and second
letters.

Mark 2:15

| stated in my comments on this verse that the 1611 AuddHoly Bible givesthe correct reading

in Mark 2:15, which reading is undoubtedly idiomaticSee pages 29-30 of my earlier work. Dr Mrs
Riplinger* provides more precise insight as follows. Note againMr Amué would most likely deny
all of this material, given that he has already declared, withimdf, that Dr Mrs Riplinger's book
New Age Version8s the most inaccurate book on the market filled with lies atskfanformation”
point XIX. See pages 26-7 of my earlier work.

However, the material should be useful to bible belie€erOr Mrs Riplinger writes, her emphases.

“In Mark 2:15, the name of Jesus occuvgce in today’s Spanish Valera Bible...as it does in today’s
pure foreign Bibles such as the French Le Nouveau..sJeslso occurstwice in the Polish
Bible...Both the French and the Polish state that they werslatad out of the ‘original Greek'...The
omission of ‘Jesus’ is one of the several errors in currgmilyted editions of the Textus Receptus (i.e.
the Trinitarian Bible Society and Baker Books’ Interlinear €&nglish New Testament by Berry).”

Dr Mrs Riplinger notes that in addition to occurring twice iarkl2:15 in the pre-1611 foreign bibles,
“Jesus” also appears twice in Mark 2:15 in the OId Latin. The Klames translators had access to
the Old Latirf and could well therefore have relied on this source idiroo their rendering of Mark
2:15, along with the earlier English bibles. It is notewortgt the Latin Vulgafeomits the first
“Jesus” from Mark 2:15, 200 yeaster it was preserved in the Old Latin.

In sum, if the first'Jesus” is accurate idiomatically in Mark 2:15, it nevertheless bhEs®widespread
and ancient textual support as well.

The Masoretic Hebrew and Receptus Greek “Holy Bible”

Mr Amué insists on page 1 of his second letter tHagd wrote one book and called it the Holy
Bible...the Old Testament in Hebrew known as the Masoreticahexthe New Testament in Greek
known as the Received text (aka Textus Recept&®e’'pages 64-5 of my earlier work.

In my response to Mr Amué’s assertion, | ask the tiues'Where can anyone get singlecopy, i.e.
between two covers, this book called (in English)‘the Holy Bible” and consisting of ddebrew
Masoretic Old Testament andGreekReceived Text New Testament?”

An answer of sorts is possible. The Trinitarian Bible Sytidoes stock a book entitléthe Holy
Scriptures in the Original Languages, The Hebrew and Gréekts underlying the Authorised
Version But note the wording of the title. The original languteges are those thanderliethe 1611
Authorized Holy Bible not those from which the Holy Bible was actually translatethbyKing James
translators
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In other words, these texts will be ‘back translations, from the English of the 1611 Authorized
Holy Bible back into Hebrew and Greek, of which mor#l e said later, because this particular
consideration is relevant to some of Mr Amué’s statemertssithird letter.

For now, it should be understood that a Hebrew/Greele Bitnsisting of ‘back translations’ is clearly
not what Mr Amué is referring to. He clearly means, @émphasis and capitalizatioiTHE
ORIGINAL BIBLE ,” to which he attributes God’s authorship, from which aleothibles are derived.
See his point VII below. My question is meant to highlijiet fact that such a ‘bible’ never existed as
such and as indicated in my work, Mr Amué providesioe about where a copy of such a ‘bible’
may be found. He alludes on page 3 of his third lettéthi® Masoretic and Received Text that is
published by the Trinitarian Bible Societynd that he recommend® advanced scholars’(most
likely meaning himself but further comment will be madetoa remark of his later) although for what
purpose is unclear. However, this particular TBS putiinacannot be the ‘bible’ th&God wrote”

for the reasons given above, reinforced by the discussiadhe Masoretic Hebrew Old Testament and
Greek Textus Receptus given in the earlier work.

See comments und&@hanges in the Masoretic Text and Sources for the Taxs Receptus pages
50ff.

19 Points of Dogma

Turning now to Mr Amué’s third letter, | will address 18 of his 20 points in turn, set out as |, Il, 11|
etc., with quotes as necessary according to his emph&esre of his points, e.g. IX-XIl, border on
hysteria and need only be answered briefly. Pointd€dls only with recipients for correspondence
and can therefore be bypassed.

“l. ...you are lying to your followers (lie number onélhere is nowhere mentioned in history where
God said He would preserve the AV as His perfect WBRIOVE THIS.”

Mr Amué’s challenge is itself a lie, for at least two reasoHe has already declared that no evidence
exists to show thdtGod said He would preserve the AV as His perfect Wortle is therefore not
open to any display of proof to the contrary — althougbummary will be provided, see below.
Moreover, anything thatGod said” is not found‘mentioned in history”’as such. Anything thaGod
said” is found in ook

“Thus speaketh the LORD God of Israel, saying, Write thaléthe words that | have spokeanto
thee_in a book Jeremiah 30:2.

“If any man think himself to be a prophet, or spiritualet him acknowledge that the things that |
write unto you_are the commandments of the Lérd@l Corinthians 14:37.

Bible believers have direct access to that BoofGaxl's] perfect [w]ord.” The level of Mr Amué’s
access appears less certain.

As for the preservation dthe AV as [God’s] perfect Word bible-believing proof is as follows.
Psalm 12:6, 7describes the preservation of the Lord’s words.

“The words of the LORD are pure words: as silver tlien a furnace of earth, purified seven times.
thou shalt keep them, O LORD, thou shalt preserve theant this generation for ever.”

Dr Vancé shows how this verse was fulfilled by means of:
» Avreceived Hebrew text, 1800 BC to 389 BC
« Areceived Aramaic text at the same time (Genesis, Datde), e
« Areceived Greek text from AD 40 to AD 90
« Areceived Syrian text from AD 120 to AD 200



« Areceived Latin text from AD 150 to AD 1500
+ Areceived German text from AD 1500 to AD 2006
« Areceived English text from AD 1611 to AD 2006

Dr Vance then lists the fulfillment of Psalm 12:6, 7 in Erglderived fromTlhe Rules to be Observed
in the Translation of the BibJ&Rules 1 and 174

« Tyndale’s Bible (15250

« Coverdale’s Bible (1535)

+ Matthew’s Bible (1537)

+ The Great Bible (1539)

« The Bishops’ Bible (1568)

+ The Geneva Bible (1582)

« The King James 1611 Authorized Version

Apart from minor refinements in subsequent editions,tipder the correction of printing errors,
God’s refining process was complete with the publication ef 1611. God'’s refining process
summarized above is the actual testimony of history, regadleMr Amué’s unsubstantiated opinion
to the contrary.

Dr Mrs Riplinger statés her emphasesSeven” times “they purge...and purify it...” (Ezek. 43:26)
not eight. The KJV translators ditbt see their translation as one in the midst of a chain ef ev
evolving translations. They wanted their Bible to be onegha¢h no one could justly say, ‘It is good,
exceptthis word orthat word...” They plannéd

“ to make...out of many good ones [Wycliffe, Tyndale, Cover@akat, Geneva, Bishops’], one
principal good one, not justly to be excepted against; lla#h been our endeavor, that our mark.”

“The “mark” to which the KJV translators strove was totam and polish the “perfection of the
scriptures” seen in earlier editions. Tyndale himself safithis own edition (pictured in John 20:17),
“count it as a thing not having his full shape...a thing begather than finished...to seek in certain
places more proper English...”

“The KJV translators wrote of their final “perfected” work,

“Yet for all that, as nothing is begun and perfected at thensaime, and the later thoughts are
thought to be the wiser: so, if we building upon their foumathat went before us, and being holpen
by their labours, do endeavor to make that better which lgfeyso good; no man, we are sure, hath
cause to mislike us; they, we persuade ourselves, yif wleee alive, would thank us... For by this
means it cometh to pass, that whatsoever is sound alreadartieewill shine as gold more brightly,

being rubbed and polished; also, if anything be haltingswperfluous, or not so agreeable to the
original, the same may be corrected, and the truth splaice.™

Never to be dislodged by the likesf Amué.

“Il. The 1611 AV contained the Apocrypha books, amy there removed later on. The AV advocates
tampered with the Word of God by removing some booksseTdame people...do not condemn those
who removed the Apocrypha from the KDENY THIS CLAIM.”

Mr Amué’s statement implies that he believes that the Apberys“the Word of God” Yet in his
first letter, page 3, paragraph 1, he insists that the plnase the dead”in Matthew 10:8'should be
removed from the Bibles because it is from the Latin Vuldat¢'the Vulgate of Jeronmeontainsthe
Apocryphd®. Is he now saying that, in effect, the Vulgate of derds to befollowedwith respect to
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reinsertionof the Apocryphal books into the scriptures? Ifls®,is surely being more than a little
inconsistent.

The bible believer can in part deny Mr Amué’s claim beeahible believers do not consider the
Apocrypha to be‘the Word of God” They cannot therefore charged with tampering with the
scriptures by removing them. The following commé&ntabout the Apocrypha are in order.

References have been updated as necessary.

“The Apocrypha in the AV1611 was contained BETWEEN #saments. It was NOT part of the Old
Testament and was not stated to be Scripture in the titlegfape AV1611...

“Dr Gipp *? states “In the days when our Bible was translated thecfypha was accepted reading

based on its historical value, though not accepted as tBeeiby anyone outside of the Catholic
church. The King James translators therefore placed it\BEEN the Old and New Testaments for its
historical benefit to its readers. They did not integrate it theoOld Testament text as do the corrupt
Alexandrian manuscripts...

““These books were never acknowledged as sacred tocep by the Jewish Church, and therefore
were never sanctioned by our Lord.

“They were not allowed a place among the sacred boaksjng the first four centuries of the
Christian Church.”™

According to the TBE, the Westminster Confession of Faith stat&he books called Apocrypha, not
being of Divine confirmation, are no part of the Canon afure; and therefore are of no authority
in the Church of God; not to be any otherwise approeedpade use of, than other human writings.”

So no-one appears to believe that removal of the Apbeargmounted to anyone haviftgmpered
with the (w)ord of God’apart from Rome and Mr Amué.

“Ill. The Bible was never written in English...It was wnttén Hebrew and Aramaic for the Old
Testament and Greek for the NelASPROVE THIS”

No ‘bible’ such as Mr Amué describes has ever exiskéel certainly gives no proof to the contrary. A
‘bible’ is abook Dr Ruckmari* writes, his emphasi&The word for “Bible” is a Greek word8iSloc.
The first man to refer to the Bible a¥HME BIBLE” was Chrysostom (AD 347-407), who referredtto
as “THE BOOK” [¢ pifrog].”

Dr Ruckman is clear, his emphases thEEhtysostom] was never speaking of a Book which
contained all of the “verbally inspired original autograpltis That is some cock-and-bull story that
some Bible critic invented at a later date.”

If Mr Amué is referring to‘the “verbally inspired original autographs™ as*“the Bible... written in
Hebrew and Aramaic for the Old Testament and Greek BNi#w” then he is clearly wrong because
no such collation of the autographs ever took placée lis not referring téthe “verbally inspired
original autographs™ then he has contradicted statements made in hisdéstter, page 1, points 3,
5 that“all those Bibles[in 11 languages, point 3]n any language, based on the Masoretic and
Received Texts, are perfect Bibles [that] can be trusted! where he emphasizes that, padg@RL
BIBLES based on the Masoretic and Received Texthar/ORD OF GOD.”

If he really believes that this is the case — the 1611 AzdgubiHoly Bible excepted — then Mr Amué
has disproved his point Ill himself, insofar as if stpbrfect Bibles [that] can be trusted [as]...the
WORD OF GOD”are available, then it matters not in what languages the aptwgwere written or

that they were actually written by hand rather than repextiloy means of printing, i.e. his point IlI
becomes irrelevant.

See the comments of the King James translators, withategp#he King’'s speecli pages 64-5 of
the earlier work.
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The question remains, to what could Chrysostom have fe¢eming with respect t6THE BOOK”?
Wilkinson™ provides an answer. He states concerning the bibteeo¥aldenses thatThe Latin
Bible, the Italic, was translated from the Greek not latemti®7 AD” This was clearly a book,
whether derived from Greek manuscripts or codicedy(dmmund volumes) or both is unclear but
nevertheless, the reference is tooak

Wilkinson states furthefthe Italic [Waldensian] Church handed [the scriptures] down in their
apostolic purity, Allix, the renowned scholar, testifies. rejgorts the following as apostolic articles of
faith: “They receive only, saith he, what is written in the @hdl New Testament. They say, that the
Popes of Rome, and other priests, have depraved thEuses by their doctrines and glosses.™

Following compilation of their New Testament, it appears tiain-speaking believers possessed a
complete bible by the end of th&Zentury — and it did not contain the Apocrypha. Dr Ruaifh
writes, “Tertullian speaks of a complete Latin Bible which was cirtintpall over North Africa as far
back as 190...This “Old Latin” was constantly being broughtk into European Bibles and used
instead of Jerome...”

Dr Ruckman’ states that although no single codex, i.e. book, ofetitee Old Latin Bible has
survived, the documents that remain are listed as codicebpoks indicating that they were once
complete bibles, or at least New Testaments, or at theleasy, parts thereof, e.g. the Gospels, bound
into singlevolumes That is, they wereritten bibles and they sustained faithful bible believers during
much of the Dark Ages, contrary to Mr Amué’s opiniort tihe only written ‘bible’ was a never-extant
one that, if not a collation of the actual autographs, neslesh consisted of a Hebrew Old Testament
and a Greek New Testament that apparently pre-datedathelscould be called ‘the Holy Bible.’

In addition, Dr Ruckman refers to the Gothic Versitproduced by the “little wolf” (Ulfilas)'?, a
missionary bishop to the Goths. This Bible was in circuatiefore Vaticanus was written (350 AD),
and according to Kenyon, the text in it is for the most et which is found in the Textus Receptus of
the A.V. 1611.

Note that the Gothic Version was in circulation during thetihfie of Chrysostom. It is called a
“Bible” i.e. abook Dr Ruckmaf’ reveals further thatUIfilas was born in 311 and was in
Constantinople in 321. He studied Latin, Greek, and Ebr. A survivor of Ulfilas’ work is Codex
Argenteus (“the Silver Codex”) now found in Upsala, Swede

As a student of‘Latin, Greek, and Hebrew” Ulfilas would have been sufficiently equipped
linguistically to compile a complete Gothic Bible. Remembetirggremarks of the King’s men about
“the King's speecli it is surely the height of presumption on the part of Miu& to imply that the
Bible of the missionary to the Goths was less than God’sgriti

And, as indicated in the earlier work, page 37, Charladddn Spurgeon clearly disagreed with Mr
Amué, everafter the invention of printing. Note my underlinings.

“The Bible is God’s wordand when | see it, | seem to hear a voice sayinam’ the Book of God,
man, read me; | am God’s writing: open my leaves, foa$ penned by Godl plead with you, | beg
of you, respect your Bibles, and search them out.h@oe and read your Bibles...O Book of books!
And wast thou written by my God? Then | will bow befoee tthou Book of vast authority! For He
has written this Book Himsellet us love it, let us count it more precious than fiole!'§

“IV. ...the majority of people do not speak EnglisBHECK THIS OUT.”

Saint Ignatius High Scho@lin Cleveland, Ohio has carried out a fairly recent staditled The
World’s Most Widely Spoken Languages it includes links with extensive detail. The study make
this statement about the importance of English as a globaldgeg

“After weighing six factors (number of primary speakers, benof secondary speakers, number and
population of countries where used, number of major fielsing the language internationally,
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economic power of countries using the languages, anid-titerary prestige), Weber compiled the
following list of the world's ten most influential languages:(nandd points given in parentheses)

1. English (37)
2. French (23)
3. Spanish (20)
4. Russian (16)
5. Arabic (14)
6. Chinese (13)
7. German (12)
8. Japanese (10)
9. Portuguese (10)
10. Hindi/Urdu (9)”

Note that as an influential global language, English is sggmfly ahead of its nearest competitor,
French. The data have been drawn largely from a détaiper by George WeBkrentitled Top
Languages, The World’'s 10 Most Influential Languagédthough the data were compiled in the
1990s, the author explained, in 2006, that the rankiongsod need updating. The only change will
have been a systematic one, with the number of speaketdwide forall the top ten languages
having increased since the data were accumulated.

The study notes that as a first and second languagéstEmysecond to Mandarin Chinese with 480
million speakers worldwide versus 1.12 billion (in 199 However, the study shows further, from
Weber’s data, that English is far ahead of its neareat, rFrench, with respect to the number of
countries, worldwide, where the language is spoken, 1Ebg&5.

This study has shown that English is arguably the wortdist significant language, even if it may not
have the greatest number of speakers but the estigiatss above may be conservative for English.
Although Wikipediais not always deemed the most authoritative source, its &risiglish Language

is very detailed with extensive referencing and yields soriengiresults.

For a world populatioff of 6.6 billion, English may have up to 1.8 billion speakas a first or second
language or 27% of the world’s population, far in excdsth® 480 million English speakers cited
above but estimates are known to vary widely. Wi&ipedia article suggests that English may
therefore have more speakers worldwide than even Mian@dinese, making it indeed the most
widely spoken language on the planet. This article, likesthece given above, is unequivocal about
the global dominance of the English language.

“Modern English is sometimes described as the global arfganca[common language] English is a
dominant international language in communications, scighasiness, aviation, entertainment, radio
and diplomacy. The influence of the British Empire esghmary reason for the initial spread of the
language far beyond the British Isles. Since World Warthé growing economic and cultural
influence of the United States has significantly accelerateddbgtian of English.”

It is interesting that the two leading bible-believing and Ptat¢snations (historically) should be
instrumental in the worldwide spread of the Englisgua franca. See comments undbfissionary
Effectivenesof the earlier work, pages 7ff.

Although, as indicated, Mr Amué despises both Dr Mrs Riglirand her work, she nevertheless has
valuable insights, her emphasis, into Endfisis the premier missionary language, citing the work of
language historian David Crystal, whom ti\kipedia article also references. Note that Dr Mrs
Riplinger's data on the percentage of English speakerthe world’s population approximately
matches that of thé/ikipediaarticle.



7
“In 1611 the KJV served only 5 million English-speakirepple. Today the KJV could be used to
bring this century’s nearly 2 billion English speakers to &irsg knowledge of Jesus Christ (49% of
these are native speakers of English; 51% of these cak sppene English as their second language).
This is nearly 33% of the world’s population [year 200@akowvorld population 6 billion]...The
teaching of English is now required in most nations of theldvofStanford University] English
Professor, Seth Lerer, feels that ‘in many ways, theaefgature of 28 century English is its status
as a global language.™

So Mr Amué’s petulance to the effect thtte majority of people do not speak Englisis’beside the
point. The point is that God has chosen English as the maggitanguage of the end times — via the
1611 Authorized Holy Bible.

“V. You are afraid, like all KJV only advocates, of thetlr...the AV is based on the Masoretic and
Received Texts and the Latin VulgatdbENY THIS CLAIM.”

By inspection of Mr Amué’s earlier correspondence,obgcts to two so-called insertions into the
1611 Authorized Holy Bible from Jerome’s Vulgatenly begotten”in John 1:18, first letter, page 1,
paragraph 3 andraise the dead”in Matthew 10:8, first letter, page 2, paragraph 3. Both his
objections are false. See pages 31, 57-9 of the eadé:

Moreover, it is highly likely that the King James transldtomould themselves deny Mr Amué’s
claim. “[The translators] had the Latin Vulgate, though that wasgect because it was popish.”

“VI. The AV is not the only Bible that is perfect without errdil.Bibles...that are based on these
two text(sic) (Masoretic and Received) are perfect BibIBSPROVE THIS”

Mr Amué has contradicted himself again. He has hetedthat the 1611 Authorized Holy Bibis
perfect without error’and merely added the proviso that it is not the onlyr dible. Yet he has
denied this statement in point V immediately above andiimt powvhich see.

Denial of the 1611 Authorized Holy Bible has of courseerb the substance of his earlier
correspondence throughout. See his first letter, pagaragraph 3, page 2, paragraphs 1 and 3. See
also his second letter, page 1, last paragraph with tespelce word“hell” as found in the 1611
Authorized Holy Bible. See the responses to his objectigasist the 1611 Authorized Holy Bible in
the earlier work, pages 8ff dhell” and the study entitleNKJV Changes, “Easter,” “Son” versus
“Servant” and other Supposed KJV ‘Errors’ pages 20ff.

Mr Amué reiterates the statement from his second lettge fia point 3, thatAll Bibles...that are
based on these two text (sic) (Masoretic and Receivegeafect Bibles

See his first letter, page 2, paragraphs 2, 3 whepoihteadicts that statement and the remarks in the
earlier work under the headinRerfect Bibles” — except for the 1611 Authorized Holy Bélpages

5ff, Revision of the Textus Receptygpages 57-9Changes in the Masoretic Text and Sources for
the Textus Receptuspages 59ff an@ome Questions and Answerpages 64ff.

All of which highlight Mr Amué’s poor research and refgebinconsistency.

“VII. ...you will see thapesvva [geena, Gehenjan the preserved and inspired Greek Received Text.
STUDY THE ORIGINAL BIBLE.”

What Mr Amué terms‘THE ORIGINAL BIBLE” has never existed. See remarks untlee
Masoretic Hebrew and Receptus Greek “Holy Biblabove. The issue is not where the Greek word
Gehennas to be found but how it is to be rendered in EngliSke remarks undérell ,” Gehenna,
Hades, Tartarusin the earlier work pages 8ff.

“VIII. 1 am referring to the Received Text on which #¥¢ is based. That is the right Received Text.
DO NOT BEHAVE FOOLISH (sic).”
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Strictly speaking, no such single Received Text that pesdhe 1611 Authorized Holy Bible exists
or has ever existed, that anyone specifically knows t¢fe dssociation between the 1611 Authorized
Holy Bible and the Greek Received Text may be outlinddllswvs, first by Dr Hills.

Dr Hills® writes.
“The King James Version a Variety of the Textus Receptu

“The translators that produced the King James Versioredamainly, it seems, on the later editions of
Beza's Greek New Testament, especially his 4th edition @688ut also they frequently consulted
the editions of Erasmus and Stephanus and the CompluteRsigglot. According to Scrivener
(1884), out of the 252 passages in which these souites sufficiently to affect the English
rendering, the King James Version agrees with Beza ag&tephanus 113 times, with Stephanus
against Beza 59 times, and 80 times with Erasmus, ordh#plDtensian, or the Latin Vulgate against
Beza and Stephanus. Hence the King James Versiontoughtegarded not merely as a translation
of the Textus Receptus but also as an independent vdrigty Dextus Receptls

The Complutensian Polygfdt or parallel bible, was the first printed bible. It was compilader the
auspices of Cardinal Ximenes and published in Alcala, Spais20. The work occupied 6 volumes
and consisted of parallel versions of both TestamentQlh& estament, in Masoretic Hebrew (Ben
Chayyim’s text), Jerome’s Latin Vulgate and the Greegt&agint, LXX, the New in Greek and in the
Latin of Jerome’s Vulgate. The polyglot cannot, ofrseu be thought of &the original bible” — see
Mr Amué’s terminology above — because it consists oflatmn of sources of scripture already in
existence at the time of its compilation.

The Complutensian Greek New Testament was complatdd14 and matches that of Erasmus’s
Greek New Testament, first published in 1¥16Dean Burgofi remarks that‘the ‘Complutensian,’
which was printed in 1514, exhibits the ‘Traditional Text' witle same general fidelity as the
‘Erasmian,” which did not see the light till two years later

Although Rome was therefore the first to publish the ReceBegek Text, circulation of the
polyglot’'s parallel New Testament seems to have beendaowally outstripped by that of Erasmus’s
New Testament.

In spite of the Dean’s reservations about some readintje Received Text, e.fraise the dead”in
Matthew 10:8, see pages 57-58 of the earlier workinhkes some insightful comments about the
overall integrity of this text, in whatever form it has appdardhese comments should be kept in
mind even though it is incumbent upon the bible believeetognize, as Dr Hills so aptly statése
King James Version ought to be regarded not merely tesnalation of the Textus Receptus but also
as an independent variety of the Textus Recé&ptus

Taken together, Dean Burgon’s and Dr Hills’s evaluatianside a much more balanced view of the
Greek Received Text(s) than can be gleaned from Mrérninconsistent assertions, i.e. to the effect
that the Textus Receptus yielgerfect Bibles” that areé‘the WORD OF GOD”second letter, page 1,
point 3, page 2 paragraph even thotihie Textus Receptus needs revisiragid has supposedly been
contaminated by Jerome’s Vulgate, first letter, page agpaphs 2, 3.

Dean Burgon'® comments are as follows, his emphases. Note again efleeemce to the
Complutensian New Testament.

“The one great fact...iShe Traditional Greek Textof the New Testament Scriptures. Call this
Erasmian or Complutensian, - the Text of Stephens, oreaf,Bor of the Elzevirs, - call it the
‘Received, or théraditional Greek Text or whatever other name you please; - the fact reméhnas,

a Texthas come down to us which is attested by a general consaidsaiscient Copies, ancient
Fathers, ancient Versions...
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“Obtained from a variety of sources, this Text proves toebgentiallythe samein all. That it
requires Revision in respect of many of its lesser details)deniable: but it is at least as certain that
it is an excellent Text as it stands, and that the use of it ewémlead critical students of Scripture
seriously astray...”

Such revisions as may have been necessary had, inahezdy been effected by the time of the
Dean’s writing — in theEnglish of the 1611 Authorized Holy Bible, according to thevidence of
God for a universal language for the end-times. 8emrks above on the global nature of English, the
remarks onMissionary Effectivenessn the earlier work and alsAppendix 3 in this work, with
respect to the essentialhyblical English of the 1611 Holy Bible, which is therefore Gaai'asterpiece

in all these respects.

For as the Dedh himself states, his emphaséSyhatever may be urged in favour of Biblical
Revision, it is at least undeniable that the undertaking involvieenaendous risk. Our Authorized
Version is the one religious link which at present binds t@yatinety millions of English-speaking
men scattered over the earth’s surface. Is it reasonhblieso unutterably precious, so sacred a bond
should be endangered, for the sake of representingicastards more accurately, - here and there
translating a tense with greater precision, - getting rid of a &wehaisms? It may be confidently
assumed that no ‘Revision’ of our Authorized Versiomewer judiciously executed, will ever occupy
the place in public esteem which is actually enjoyed by the wfothke Translators of 1611, - the
noblest literary work in the Anglo-Saxon language. W@l gmdact never havanother ‘Authorized
Version.” And this single consideration may be thoudisoaitely fatal to the project, except in a
greatly modified form. To be brief, - As a companion & study and for private edification: as a
Book of Reference for critical purposes, especially in respiedifficult and controverted passages: -
we hold that a revised edition of the Authorized Version uof English Bible, (if executed with
consummate ability and learning) would at any time be &wbrinestimable value. The method of
such a performance, whether by marginal Notes or inesother way, we forbear to determine. But
certainly only as a handmaid is it to be desired. As songintended to supersedeur present
English Bible, we are thoroughly convinced that the promcia rival Translation is not to be
entertained for a moment. For ourselves, we depretatdirely.”

Observe that although Dean Burgon believed that the T&®ausptus was in need of revision as Mr
Amué was ever so keen to pint out — see above — Burgs nevertheless totally opposed to any
attempt toreplacethe 1611 Authorized Holy Bible, a fact that Mr Amué vedéesarly not so keen to
point out. As for the accuracy etc., the words of Atelex Geddéd, a Catholic priest circa 1792

apply.
“If accuracy, fidelity, and the strictest attention to the lettéthe text, be supposed to constitute the

qualities of an excellent version, this, of all versions, mimstgeneral, be accounted the most
excellenf’ No ‘improvements’ have seriously stood the test of tiner the last 200+ years.

Indeed, Dr Mrs Riplinger’'s workdn Awe Of Thy Wordhas shown that nothing can replace the 1611
Authorized Holy Bible for any purpose whatsoever, inclgdprivate study. Certainly no other
version has, in the 120 years since Burgon wildte Revision RevisedAnd the only practical
suggestion that even he could make was with respect pimabnotes.

In case it is thought, mistakenly, as Mr Amué does, fgter, page 2, paragraph 3, with respect to
Matthew 10:8 and the wordraise the dead’ that the Textus Receptus may have been ‘contaminated’
by readings from Latin Vulgate, Dr HiffSdispels any such false notions. When he discusses Latin
Vulgate readings in the Textus Receptus, with respektatthew 10:8, 27:35, John 3:25, Acts 8:37,
9:5, 6, 20:28, Romans 16:25-27, Revelation 22:19, hevaffthat“The reader will note that these
Latin Vulgate readings are also found in other ancient wgessnamely, old Greek manuscripts,
versions, and Fathers.”
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Rev Moormar® addresses the manuscript, patristic and versional sufgroeach of the above
verses that Dr Hills cites and shows clearly that they dmwve much more support than the Latin
Vulgate only, notably from the Old Latin, to which the Kid@mes translators likewise had access, as
noted earlier. This is, | believe, most likely true, therefore, with estfto any other passages where
the 1611 Authorized Holy Bible appears to have followemhe’s Vulgate against editions of the
Greek Received Text, i.e. the Vulgate has not ‘contandh#dtem.

Dr Mrs Riplingef® has provided detailed information that further refutes thkefp apparently
espoused by Mr Amué, that a single version only of theuBeReceptus, i.€the right Received
Text” underlies the 1611 Authorized Holy Bible.

“A.V. Publications does not offer the currently printed pdyaek or hardback George Ricker Berry
edition of Stephanus (Interlinear Greek English New Testarfartt)e following reasons:

1. Itincludes a lexicon which was drawn from the Christ-hatéind blood and Trinity-denying
Unitarian, J.H. Thayer (Thayer’s Lexicon)! He was oe tile RV/ASV committee.

2. Berry’s interlinear English-Greek is actually a reprint thfe Bagster edition prepared by
bible critic Thomas Newberry, who spent “twenty five yeatadying his own copy of the
corrupt “Sinaiticus” manuscripts, which he naively referredas the “originals.” The body
of the book is not Berry’s work!

3. A comparison of the authentic Stephanus edition has uneatimed errors in Berry’s notes.

The KJV translators had superior Greek & vernaculardewnice to that had by Stephanus’
(or Berry’s) one-man text. See the following examples:

* Luke 17:36 (Berry & Stephanus omit the verse!)

* Rev. 3:1 (Berry and Stephanus omit “seven.”)

* Mark 2:15 (Berry and Stephanus omit “Jesus” in itsgfjroccurrence.)
* Acts 19:20 (Berry and Stephanus have “Lord,” not ‘€59

» Berry and Stephanus mis-spell Beelzebub seven tintee idew Testament (e.g. Matt. 10:25).
(See the correct spelling in the KIJV New Testament andHahyew Bible in 2 Kings 1:2, 3, and
6.)

“Many of the above errors are also found in the othee-anan Greek New Testament edition by
Scrivener (TBS, DBf®ean Burgon Societygtc.) and Jay P. Green’s Interlinear Bible; SeéAwe of
Thy Word pp. 947-956 etc. for exhaustive details about this stibjec

“Sadly, Berry’'s Greek-English Interlinear is used in sogmod Textus Receptus Bible schools to
‘correct’ the KJV. The only use for Berry’s or Stephsg’ text is to prove errors in the corrupt Greek
text underlying new versions...

“A.V. PUBLICATIONS offers the Beza 1598 Greek Newahesnt on CD-ROM. This is a good
exemplar of the Greek Textus Receptus, useful in prewors in corrupt Greek texts underlying new
versions. This one-man edition, culled from both Greekwernacular sources (Syriac and Aramaic),
is not a tool to ‘correct’ the Holy Bible (KJV). Imagindnga Greek text (Beza’s) to ‘correct’ a pure
vernacular Bible, when Beza’s text was created using Gogek and vernacular Bibles. (SkeeAwe

of Thy Word p. 947.)

“A.V. PUBLICATIONS offers ScrivenerGreek New Testamerity F. H. A. Scrivener (1908) in
hardback and on CD-ROM. Scrivener’s edition of the &rbdew Testament ‘Textus Receptus’ is
published by the Trinitarian Bible Society and the Dean Bur§ociety. It is a representative of the
Greek New Testament Textus Receptus and is thereforeuseiyl in proving errors in the new
versions and their underlying Greek texts. To presest ¢ih any other ‘one-man’ printed Greek text,
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as the inspired ‘originals,’ in the minutia, one must bhiry head in the sand about their letter-by-
letter details and their one-man orig[tike Mr Amué does] This Greek text was edited by F.H.A.
Scrivener, member of the Westcott and Hort Revised Versiomittee! If that doesn’t make you a
little nervous, then read for yourself what Scrivener edies in his original preface, not included in
most printed editions:

« Scrivener created his Greek text by back-translating almostf alle KJV into Greek. He did
this to see where the KJV’'s ‘Greek’ basis varied from @reek adopted in his Revised
Version. This includes, as Scrivener admits, 190 calwations from Beza’'s Greek text. A
list of those changes is noted in his original appendixi(pypi et al.).

« Scrivener's Greek text also is marred by Scrivener’s iiddh “uncertainties” and his
“presumed” ideas about just what the KJV translators “likehad before them and what
“appears” to be their source. It is also marred by theitations of Scrivener's own Greek
library and notes, which he admits are “probably quiteamplete” (pp. v, vii, viii, xi, 655,
656). If he personally was not aware of the KJV transla@reek source, he “presumed” it
came from the Latin, rather than the “the Originall” noted amitle page of the 1611 KJV New
Testament. In these cases he followed Beza’'s one-mamddittranslation into Greek done
in part from vernacular New Testaments in Syriac and Arem The “punctuation” and
“paragraphs” in Scrivener’s Greek are those of therequt Revised Version of 1881 (p. x).

“Therefore, Scrivener's Greek New Testament, althougieigdly representative of the Received Text,
is, in the minutia, a mutated and hybrid product of Scriverawn mind. Unless you believe that this
Westcott and Hort committee member was ‘inspired,” thiselc New Testament has no more
‘authority’ to ‘correct’ the Holy Bible than any other oneamedition and ‘private interpretation.” It
has many of the errors cited earlier for Stephanus’ text.

“Since Scrivener’'s Greek New Testament was generallg-translated from the King James English
Bible into Greek [as well as from Beza’'s sometimes vetaabased (Syriac and Aramaic) Greek], it
makes no sense to send missionaries and translatorsite@i®ar to create or check foreign language
editions. “Professing themselves to be wise, they betaote..” (Rom. 1:22).”

Dr Ruckmari® has these additional comments abiti right Received Teyt his emphases.

“When it comes to the issue Bihal Authority, the latest gimmick used by the apostate Laodiceans is
this: “We believe th&ing James Bibles the best translation, but we believe the Textus Recgpeus
correct Greek text) ithe final authority.” That means they have taken away your Bible fyomn so

that you have no final authority All Textus Receptus manuscripts are writtelneek and Greek
makes up less than 1% of the common languages of tade§S than 1% These egotistical
reprobates are telling you that yotinal authority is a pile of manuscripts you can’t understand
unless you stud@reek”

Which understanding would most likely require fee-payirbor part-time attendance at a theological
college for up to 3 years, hardly a practical propasitay the vast majority of saved individuals. Note
that Mr Amué’s professed ‘final authority’ differs frometlone that Dr Ruckman outlines only in that
Mr Amué ‘prefers’ the NKJV to the ‘old’ KJV. Dr Ruckmaontinues.

“When they told you the final authority was the Textus Rese they lied about the Textus Receptus.
As we've said many times...you are dealing with the biggest @f pathological, professional liars
that ever hit the skids. The Mafia couldn’t hold a candlthéan. They will lie just about every time
they open their mouths. When you hear them say “THERI§ &eceptus is tHaal authority,” they

are just lying like a dog.
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“The Textus Receptus comes in five different major edifidhat contradict each othefrom time
to time. There is a Textus Receptus published by Erashare is a Textus Receptus published by
Colinaeus, there is a Textus Receptus published by Stephhere is a Textus Receptus published by
Beza, and there is a Textus Receptus published by theirHizethers. The “TRs” put out by
Erasmus, Colinaeus, Stephanus, Beza, and the Elzewiilsadways agree.

“Question for the stupid idiots who head up the “Bible” soks. “When the editions of the TR
conflict, what is youfinal authority?...

“Listen, the “Majority Text” doesn’'t always match Erasmu&rasmus doesn’t always agree with
Stephanus. There are times when Beza differs with StephaAnd Elzevir isn’t the same as
Colinaeus.

“What is your final authority when they disagr@e

“For 110 Christian institutions of higher education...In sucltase the final authority is stitheir
own preferencegndopinions about thepreferencesand opinions of some scholar Can't you figure
that out? They don’t have any “Bible” that is their final aathy. (I've got the documented evidence
right here, signed by the presidents of the institutiondhierhieads of their Bible departments or their
teachers. That would be the administrators or teachetd @fConservative, “orthodox” schools.)”

Mr Amué is therefore making quite bold statement wherpkalss explicitly ofthe Received Text on
which the AV is based. That is the right Received Text...”

Dean Burgon is right to conclude — see above - that biblievers do haveThe Traditional Greek
Text of the New Testament Scriptures...tHadd come down to us which is attested by a general
consensus of ancient Copies, ancient Fathers, anciesiovsf’ but it is not a single-volume text as
such, which is what Mr Amué wrongly insists it is (and stilneed of correction, according to him, as
are therefore all bibles stemming from it, even thouglp atzording to Mr Amué, they afperfect
Bibles” and“the WORD OF GOD"second letter, page 1, point 3, page 2, paragraph 1).

The only single volume embodying this ‘Traditional Text’ inut8mate refined form in English is the
1611 Authorized Holy Bible. The work of collating the clyseelated but nevertheless slightly
disparate sources of ‘the Traditional Text' is finished. DxsMiles Smith®, writer of the Preface to

the Authorized Version, made clear.

“Many other things we might give thee warning of (geR&der) if we had not exceeded the measure
of a Preface already. It remaineth, that we commendtth&»od, and to the Spirit of his grace, which
is able to build further than we can ask or think. He reatlo the scales from our eyes, the vail from
our hearts, opening our wits that we may understand hislwemlarging our hearts, yea correcting
our affections, that we may love it to the end. Ye are Itowgto fountains of living water which ye
digged not; do not cast earth into them with the Philistinegher prefer broken pits before them with
the wicked Jews. [Gen 26:15. Jer 2:13]

“Others have laboured, and you may enter into their labp® receive not so great things in vain, O
despise not so great salvation! Be not like swine to treddmnioot so precious things, neither yet like
dogs to tear and abuse holy things. Say not to our Bawih the Gergesites, Depart out of our
coast [Matt 8:34]; neither yet with Esau sell your birthriglor a mess of pottage [Heb 12:16]. If
light be come into the world, love not darkness more thgn; lif food, if clothing be offered, go not
naked, starve not yourselves.”

Good advice for bible believers — and Mr Amué.

“IX. ...ALL students of the Authorised Version are shakbwdents. They cannot see beyond their
nose. THIS IS A FACT.”

Unfortunately, Mr Amué’s statement consists of yet anotioatradiction. He himself is one of the
“students of the Authorised VersidnHe must be, in order to advance all the so-calledsmat that
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he has described at some length in his earlier correspomdddoes he therefore consider himself
one of‘shallow students

More importantly, does he include the King James tramrslatohis sweeping condemnation? Has he
studied the scholarship of Dr Richard KilB}2

“Regius Professor of Hebrew at Oxford, 1610 and an exaeHebrew scholar, he was also expert in
Greek. He once heard a young preacher give thresoremwhy a particular word in the AV1611
should have been translated differently. He explained tydhag preacher how he and others had
considered all three reasons “and found thirteen monesaerable reasons why it was translated as
now printed.””

Dr Richard Kilbye and his colleagues could see a lot éurtian Mr Amué.

“X. ...when somebody starts to talk to you in Greek yaicgnfused...You cannot reason from either
the Hebrew or Greek.”

Neither can Mr Amué, to judge by his earlier corresponelewbere upon inspection, all the criticisms
he has leveled at the 1611 Authorized Holy Blflem either the Hebrew or Greekhave been found
to be wrong.

“XI. You ask what language do they speak in Heavdmey. §peak a heavenly language in Heaven...”
This is like saying;Why is it dark in here? Answer, because the lights dren’”

Since Mr Amué cannot answer this questitrom either the Hebrew or Greekan answer may be
provided using the English of the 1611 Authorized Holyi&ib

“And when we were all fallen to the earth, | heard a voispeaking unto me, and saying in_the
Hebrew tongue Saul, Saul, why persecutest thou me? It is hard fioee to kick against the pricks”
Acts 26:14.

Dr Ruckmaf® writes.

“The “Hebrew tongue” (vs. 14) is Hebrew and this is the language of heaveordimg to Revelation
19:3, 4[according to the three-fold use of the woAdleluia” ]. Why wouldn’t it be when the creation
(Genesis) is described in this language and the “new nameke Book of Life take up more space (I
and Il Chronicles) than the creation itself?”

“XIl. You are too proud and arrogant just like all the Advocates | have come acros§OU NEED
TO CHANGE."

The expression ‘pots and kettles’” comes to mind althoubgle believers are notproud and
arrogant” enough to correct the Holy Bible. See also Paul’s reliuliRomans 2:1.

“Therefore thou art inexcusable, O man, whosoever thar that judgest: for wherein thou judgest
another, thou condemnest thyself; for thou that judgelstest the same thing's

“XIll. You are an AV Bible believer, and you have alfiauthority. | say well done. But you only
believe a version that contains some the original bodiau reject the Apocrypha that was in the AV
of 1611. THIS IS A FACT, DENY IT.”

See remarks under Mr Amué’s point Il above.

“XIV. The booklet you enclosed...[has] nothing in [it] titan disprove the New King James as being
the Word of GodTRY PROVING IT WRONG’

Mr Amué appears unable to advance any reasons whgatent of the said booklet is wrong.
However, the earlier work, pp 8ff, has shown that the WikJwrong in 20+ passages of scripture
where it departs from the 1611 Authorized Holy Bible. thMaark has also shown that the NKJV uses



14
a corrupt Old Testament Hebrew text, departs repeateaaty déstablished Textus Receptus readings
and sports a Satanic-Masonic logo on its cover.

These are compelling reasdfisat can disprove the New King James as being the Wo@&bdf’
And do.

Mr Amué’s point XV has been skipped because, as indicatelier, because it deals only with
recipients for correspondence.

“XVI. ...You...need to grow up. Then you will be ablenderstand the Bible bettei-EED ON
SOLID FOOD AND NOT MILK.”

Mr Amué here resorts to personal attack, as he has mopeints VIII-XII, which see. He is
employing one of the strategies that unsaved evolutionistsnusrder to avoid addressing biblical
creation and the overwhelming support it enjoys fromugenscience. Creation scientist Malcolm
Bowderf! has this pertinent evaluation, from Appendix 4 of his baskjtled A List of Deceptive
Stratagems The list extends to 28 stratagems in all.

“16) ‘AD HOMINEM." (Against the man)
“The attention is distracted from the weak case by attackingréndibility of the opposition.

“This is an approach often resorted to by evolutionists vilawe labeled creationists with such
descriptions as ‘narrow-minded Bible-thumping fundamentaligio have got to get their blinkered
view of science from the Bible.” This draws attention afwasn any factual material evidence that
may be presented.”

For “evolutionists” read ‘bible critics, for‘creationists” read ‘bible believers’ and fofnarrow-
minded etc.” read“all KJV only advocates...afraid of the truth Mr Bowden’s evaluation then
matches Mr Amué’s strategy exactly.

“XVII. Your book list is a laugh. Why are there sonpdooks needed to defend the AV? | have
never come across any other version that needs cdardgéending. If the AV is the perfect word of
God it can surely defend itselQUIT DEFENDING IT .”

Quit attacking it.
In fact, the 1611 Authorized Holy Bible can defend itséi& indicated in the earlier work, page 63.

“The capacity of the 1611 Authorized Holy Bible to “defendlftss evident in the comparison of the
20+ verses listed earlier, with respect to the readings oflh&l Authorized Holy Bible and the
NKJV, although some additional comment has been neceksagny prospective bible critic, to
highlight the significance of the differences between the equotvedadings. The 1611 Authorized
Holy Bible is clearly“the form of sound words”[2 Timothy 1:13]that has been vindicated by the
testimony of church history, missionary effectiveness andatttkJesus Christ Himself.”

As an illustrative postcard states, which I'll include withistltorrespondenc®), entitled THE
MONARCH OF THE BOOKS - 1611 AUTHORIZED VERSION,RNUHIM LOOSE! HE CAN
TAKE CARE OF HIMSELF!"”

The following comment is apposite
“FLASHES OF TRUTH

“Defending the Bible. Dr Joseph Parker once said frompihigit that he had been asked to preach a
sermon “defending the Bible.” “Defending the Bible,” heed, in his most ringing tones. “You don’t
speak of defending a lion. Let it loose and it will deferelfits That is certainly true of the Bible. It
needs no defence. Men may criticize it and tear it taepi@ttheir unbelief and ignorance but the fact
of the matter is, it criticizes us. “The Word of God is quackl powerful...and is a discerner of the
thoughts and intents of the heart.™
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Note that the citation of Hebrews 4:12 is from a 1611 AugkdrHoly Bible,not an NKJV. It is
instructive that nowhere in his correspondence does MréApnoduce an equivalent quotation for the
NKJV. This version evidentlgoesneed defenders, like him.

However, one reason why newer versions have less palllsupport than the 1611 Authorized Holy
Bible is that they generally don't last long enough to attrach support. Dr Vané@ reports that
since the publication of the Revised Version New Testamerit88i, approximately 200 bible
versions have come and mostly gone. Offidrave appeared since the publication of Dr Vance'’s
book in 1993 including the TNIV, Today’s New InternatbNersion (as if one wasn’t enou@), the
HCSB, Holman Christian Standard Bible, the CEV, Contemgdtaglish Version, The ESV, English
Standard Version and the ER-KJV, (un)Easy Reading Bamges Version.

| heard a missionary say, in 1972, ththe RSV Revised Standard Version will probably have afife
about forty year§ He was correct. The RSV New Testament was publishet®46 and the
complete RSV in 1952. Thdew RSV came out in 1989 — almost exactly 40 years later — and
experiences some limited popularity amongst ecumenid&lsile perhaps not at the end of its ‘shelf
life,” the NKJV, having first appeared in 1982, is likewa=finitely ‘over the hill,” largely ignored by
most of the Body of Christ (even though many are stilked on the NIV) apart from ‘educated’
Christians.

Malcolm Bowdef' also has a relevant comment about Mr Amué’s point XVII.
“17 NAME CALLING

“This is to apply a dismissive or derogatory label to ariythe ideas of the opposition in order to
discredit them. Phrases used would be ‘pure imaginatiafijght of fancy,’ ‘laughable’...”

Or “a laugh” as in Mr Amué’s point XVII. He may find dthe judgment seat of Christ'‘Romans
14:10 that he is the object of scorn.

“But ye have set at nought all my counsel, and would eoof my reproof: | also will laugh at your
calamity; | will mock when your fear comethProverbs 1:25, 26.

If he is saved, he won't suffer thidestruction” of verse 27 butlf any man's work shall be burned,
he shall suffer loss: but he himself shall be savedf go as by fire”L Corinthians 3:15.

On that day when any remaining NKJVs are burned.

“XVIII. It is sad that the AV advocates are blinded, amdl not admit that there are versions, out
there, that are far superior to their Authorized Versiorheyl get uptight as soon as they are told the
truth. VERY, VERY SAD INDEED”

Mr Amué has yet to identify anfwversions...that are far superior to [the] Authorized Versio As
the earlier work shows, the NKJV does not qualify. ®hé/ one“uptight” so far is Mr Amué. See
points V, VII-XII above and his obsession with bold caprtiion throughout his third missive.

“XIX. Gayle (Gail) Riplinger’'s book is the most inacctgdbook on the market filled with lies and
false information. She misquotes people and takes theat oomtext to prove a point. Check out the
reviews about her bookA BOOK FULL OF FALSE INFORMATION.”

None is which Mr Amué appears able to disclose so thig pan be bypassed, although reference to
the earlier work, work, pages 26-27, is appropriate.

“XX. I advise you get yourself an Interlinear Biblerecommend Jay Green’s Hebrew-Greek English
Interlinear. | also recommend you get yourself other stodterial, like Brown-Driver-Briggs
Hebrew-English Lexicon, and Thayer's Greek-English Lexaaed Strong’s Concordance. These will
help you get a better understanding of the Scriptured,yau will not be so narrow-minded/ OUR
EYES WILL BE OPENED TO THE TRUTH”
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Note Malcolm Bowden’s remarks on tl&l hominemattack above, with respect to Mr Amué’s
charge of narrow-mindedness. Concerning sight of thk,tdJohn 9:41 immediately comes to mind.

“Jesus said unto them, If ye were blind, ye should haxe sin: but now ye say, We see; therefore
your sin remaineth’

See the earlier work, under the headi@god Lexicons (?)pages 52ff and this work under the
discussion of Mr Amué’s point VIII with respect to Dr MRiplinger’s disclosures about J.H. Thayer
for a correct evaluation of the 4 multiple authorities that Ninu& lists above for the purpose of
overthrowing the Holy Bible.

Again, it has to be remembered that Mr Amué despises®mR¥plinger and her work — see his point
XIX - and nothing is likely to change his attitude this sidétloé judgment seat of Christ’/Romans
14:10, if he’s saved. However, as Paul states in 1 Caaimgi4:38.

“But if any man be ignorant, let him be ignorarit
Concluding Paragraph

In addition to some partingd hominemshots, e.g’you do not know half the time what you are
talking about, and the other half you are echoing the rubbidat [sic] others before you have
said...Change your one-track staricdy which Mr Amué continues to display his limited command
of English, suggesting it would be in his best interests talathe Hebrew and the Greek’ altogether,
he makes only a couple of points of substance.

“I do not recommend [the AV] as first choice any mofidhe New King James Version gets first choice
in English. The Masoretic and Received Text that is puldislyethe Trinitarian Bible Society is
recommended to advanced scholars.”

Mr Amué’s correspondence shows unequivocally that metisone of those. He seems unaware that
the NKJV does not follow the Masoretic Text published byTheitarian Bible Society and the TBS
itself has revealed the repeated departures of the NKavtfre Received Text that it publishes.

See the earlier work, pages 59ff under the heaDiffgrent Masoretic Textsand the statement from
the NKJV Preface, pages 37-8 that Mr Amué appedrtonoave read. See again Dr Mrs Riplinger’s
remarks under point VIII above, concerning Scriven&ie man’ Received Text and the revelation
by the TBS about the NKJV’s unwarranted omissions ilNegs/ Testament, page 56 of the earlier
work.

As for Mr Amué’s willingness to assume the mantle of oesgbility for designating th#irst choice”
of bible, he evidently sees no irony with respect to thisrstté in the light of his point XII.

It would be interesting to know how many of the Lord’'®mple he has recommended the NKJV to in
the last 6 months and how many takers he has had hineimeantime, he should take note of
Solomon’s warning.

“The fear of the LORD is to hate evil: pride, and arrogayicand the evil way, and the froward
mouth, do | hate”Proverbs 8:13.

Dr Hills* puts Solomon’s warning in context. The title of Dr Hills’srughgoing work;The King
James Version Defendechight draw yet another laugh from the likes of Mr Antug as a Christian
gentleman, Dr Hills was simply speaking rationally in respotes academic infidels who were far
more practiced as destructive critics of the Holy Bible tMmAmué has shown himself to be —
though no more successful.

It should be noted that Dr Hills makes a summary statenteheand of his remarks about tinee
Masoretic Text, the Greek Textus Receptus editions thatecgad in the New Testament Text of the
1611 Authorized Holy Bible antiThe Forerunners of the King James VersiBnthat he refers to as
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“other faithful translations’ He is not referring to the NKJV, or any equivalent massty, either
in the English language or any other.

Since Dr Hills’s remarks that follow also sum up not othiig third letter of Mr Amué’s but also his
entire correspondencélet us hear the conclusion of the whole matterEcclesiastes 12:13a,
courtesy of Dr Hills.

“The Conclusion of the Whole Matter- Courtesy of Dr Edward F. Hills
Why Believing Bible Students Must Use the King James W@rs— A Recapitulation

“In regard to Bible versions many contemporary Christi@ne behaving like spoiled and rebellious
children. They want a Bible version that pleases them nenvhether it pleases God or not...

“But God is bigger than you are, dear friend, and thbl8version which you must use is not a matter
for you to decide according to your whims and prejudidé$ias already been decided for you by the
workings of God’s special providence. If you ignore finsvidence and choose to adopt one of the
modern versions, you will be taking the first step in theelounbelief. For the arguments which you
must use to justify your choice are the same argumdnthwnbelievers use to justify theirs, the same
method. If you adopt one of these modern versionsymymt adopt the naturalistic New Testament
textual criticism upon which it rests. This naturalistic tektrgticism requires us to study the New
Testament text in the same way in which we study the textswérsbooks which have not been
preserved by God’s special providence. In other worthturalistic textual criticism regards the
special, providential preservation of the Scriptures as of nportance for the study of the New
Testament text. But if we concede this, then it followghleanfallible inspiration of the Scriptures is
likewise unimportant. For why is it important that God shoufdliibly inspire the Scriptures, if it is
not important that He should preserve them by His sppomidence?

Where, oh where, dear brother or sister, did you eegrtlge idea that it is up to you to decide which
Bible version you will receive as God’s holy Word? Awsylas you harbor this false notion, you are
little better than an unbeliever. As long as you cherish é¢hisneous opinion, you are entirely on
your own. For you the Bible has no real authority, ahigt which your rebellious reason deigns to
give it. For you there is no comfort no assurance of faiffast off, therefore, this carnal mind that
leads to death! Put on the spiritual mind that leads to life@@ate! Receive by faith the True Text of
God’'s holy Word, which has been preserved down thrdbg ages by His special providence and
now is found in the Masoretic Hebrew text, the Greek eRteceptus, and the King James Version
and other faithful translations!”

Amen.
Yours in the Lord Jesus Christ, 2 Chronicles 14:11

Alan O'Reilly
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Appendix 1

Roy Livesey and the Bury House Christian Books

You asked about Roy Livesey. | don’t know a lot atbleim but | have his bookinderstanding the
New World Orderpublished in 1991. It has evidently been updatdd@e Understanding the New
Age published in 1999. See page 2 of the 2008 Catalogue.

The book | have is both readable and informative anaitidvprobably be useful to have the updated
version and any further updates that appear. All scapgquotations are from the 1611 Authorized
Holy Bible in the book | have but | don't know about thedate — Livesey may since have been
‘converted’ to the NKJV.

| would suspect that Livesey’'s approach to the Holy Biblanslar to that of Michael Penfold in his

leafletIs The King James Version Perfe¢tthswer;_npaccording to Penfold), to judge by Livesey’'s
2005 publicationThe “King James Only” Deception from Amerjdested on page 1 of the catalogue
that you highlighted.

It is therefore worth noting again that Colin Tyler, of gty Evangelical Church, Birmingham has
answered Penfold’s criticisms in a booklet entifléek King James Version Is Perfeas indicated in
the earlier study, page 21. It is most likely that ColineTgl response to Penfold would also answer
Livesey’s criticisms of the Holy Bible, at least in principtgven that Livesey’s publication is much
longer than Penfold’s, occupying 80 pages.

Roy Livesey’'s main pre-occupation over the last 10rgjeapproximately, seems to have been to
produce a 700+ page tome in order to discredit the ldbertdl Rivera, whose 5-part testimony is
available from Chick Publications.

| learned of the length of this work from an associatéieésey’s down in Dorset, with whom | no
longer have contact, so unfortunately | can’t give ‘chraptel verse’ on this information although |
believe it to be correct. The catalogue lists a much-aligdgesion of this volume, of 52 pages in
length, just above Livesey’s book dine “King James Only” Deception from Ameriead Livesey
admits that théfull story...is still not published’ Livesey and/or the catalogue do not disclose the
length of the'full story” but it is clear that Livesey has been forced to lowesilists considerably in
order to get something in print.

In the meantime, | note that the Lord continues to sugthink Publications and their distribution of
Alberto’s testimony. A dedicated researcher into the teemuAmerican author Eric Jon Phelps, who
has produced probably the most thorough and detaile@t worthe Jesuits in existence, entitled
Vatican Assassins This work is an 1800+ page e-book, available (onty) CD via
www.vaticanassassins.org have been a member of Eric’'s email group foesagvyears and he has
always been a staunch supporter of both Jack Chiclkbsito’s testimony.

Rome has recently published her own apparent rebuti@himk and Alberto. It is a special report
found on theCatholic Answerssite, www.catholic.com/library/sr_chick tracts pl.asptitled Chick
Tracts — Their Origin and Refutation

| have not reviewed this report, although | referred iten@ail to Chick Publications but received no
reply.
However, my overall conclusion, by inspection, is that Rame the Jesuits clearly have an ally in

Roy Livesey, his informative publications about the NWO tnedNew Age notwithstanding. This is
also Eric Phelps’s conclusion.
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Appendix 2

Additional Changes in the NKJV

The following readings have recently been brought toattgntion as ‘errors’ in the 1611 Authorized
Holy Bible that have supposedly been ‘corrected’ byNKaV.

These readings afdoshua” Acts 7:45, Hebrews 4:8 verstidesus” “righteous act” Romans 5:8,
“righteous acts” Revelation 19:8 versusighteousness’

Concerning“Jesus” versus“Joshua” in Acts 7:45, Hebrews 4:8, see the following, including D
Ruckman'é” *®*jncisive comments, with updated references — note that thectpage number for
his Acts Commentary is 255, not 225, apologies for thesgy@rin“O Biblios.”

“The Greek text (any Greek text anywhere) says lgsneek for‘Jesus”), and if your “Bible” says
“Joshua”, you have an inferior translation produced by instent critics who cared nothing about
ANY Greek text in a showdown. God the Holy Spirit wkd#sus”... to remind you that when Jesus
returns He enters the land of Canaan by the same rdoshua entered, attacking a cursed city
(Revelation 17, 18) after a seven year period (Joshli&)6 His rule will be a military dictatorship
(Psalm 110, Revelation 20), as Joshua’s was, and thetetl@henomena of Joshua 10:12 will
accompany His Advent (Matthew 24:29, Luke 21:25). [Euntlore, the Jews will divide the land
(Ezekiel 40-48) and repossess it at this time.

““Moral: where scholars find “mistakes” in the King James Bghthe HOLY SPIRIT has often given
an ADVANCED REVELATION expressly for the purpose miocmding the “leading authorities who
agree.” Moreover, Joshua 5:13-15 and Exodus 23r2¢eal that'the captain of the Lord’s host’is
“the captain of their salvation” Hebrews 2:10, JESUS, to Whom Joshua was subordiaaténe
entire campaign, Joshua 4:14, 6:27, 7:6-13, 10:257 42

The word® in question with respect to Romans 5:18 and Revelation i$d&aioma for which
“righteous act(s)” is reckoned to be a superior translation ttraghteousness’ for which the usual
word is dikaiosune However,dikaiomais also found in Romans 2:26, 8:4. The 1611 Authorized
Holy Bible has‘righteousness”in each of these verses, as in Romans 5:18 and Renel&Q:8 but the
NKJV has‘righteous requirements’and“righteous requirementrespectively.

The NKJV translation oflikaiomais therefore inconsistent, i.e. incorrect, in at leastthede 4 verses
because by inspection, &act” is essentially different from ‘@equirement” Again, by inspection,
the consistent use tfighteousness”in all 4 verses by the 1611 Authorized Holy Bible covdrtha
possibilities raised by the underlying watitaioma

It should be remembered that differences in Greek wtrds occur in the New Testament do not
always have to be maintained in English. The earlier agkillustrated this principle with respect to
the various words fothell,” i.e. GehennaHades Tartarus Other examples includagapaoand
phileo for “love” as in John 21:15-17 amfammaandgraphefor “scripture(s)” in 2 Timothy 3:15,
16.

The King’'s men clearly understood this principle better g@angroup of modern translators.

Comparison of the English bibféghat preceded the 1611 Authorized Holy Bible with respethese
4 four verses, together with Romans 2:26, 8:4 yieldsasteg results. See Table Al.
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Table A1
Comparison of English Bibles Preceding the 1611 AuthorizeHoly Bible vs. the NKJV
Verse Wycliffe Tyndale Coverdale Geneva Bishops’
Acts 7:45 Jesus Joshua Joshua Jesus Jesus
Hebrews 4:8 Jesus Joshua Joshua Jesus Jesus
Romans 2:26 | righteousness| right things right things ordinances ordinances
Romans 5:18 | righteousness| justifying righteousness| justifying righteousness
Romans 8:4 justifying rigrggﬁitﬁzgess rigPetgﬁilljrzgess righteousness| righteousnesp
Rev. 19:8 justifyings righteousness| righteousness| righteousness| righteousness
Notes

1. Spelling as found in the 1611 Authorized Holy Bible hashesed.
2. Bold type has been used where the version agrees wittbiHieAuthorized Holy Bible.

3. The Wycliffe New Testament is the 1395 Edition. The 1B88ion°? has“Joshua” in Acts
7:45."Jesus” is clearly an updated reading!

4. The Geneva New Testament is the 1587 Edition. TI®® Exition® reads with the 1587
Edition in all the above verses.

Table A1 shows that of 30 readings, generated by mdahsarses compared across 5 versions, over
half, 16 out of 30, agree directly with the 1611 Authed Holy Bible. Only 4 readings agree directly
with the NKJV, i.e’Joshua” in Acts 7:45, Hebrews 4:8 in Tyndale’s and Coverdaldskeb.

A maximum of 4 readings, i.€right things” in Romans 2:26 antrighteousness required”in
Romans 8:4 in Tyndale’s and Coverdale’s bibles, could/ibered as lying halfway between the
equivalent readings in the 1611 Authorized Holy Bible angl NMKJV of “righteousness” and
“righteous requirement(s)respectively.

The remaining 6 readings are appreciably closer to thioe 1611 Authorized Holy Bible than those
of the NKJV. The reading§ustifying” and “justifyings” match “righteousness” as single, all-
encompassing terms more closely than the narrower sstpns‘righteous act(s)” NKJV, Romans
5:18, Revelation 19:8 andrighteous requirement” NKJV, Romans 8:4. Likewise, the term
“ordinances” in Romans 2:26 more closely matches the whole compadke taw as embodied in the
expression‘the righteousness of the law'and including, for example, circumcision of the heart,
Deuteronomy 10:16, whereas the NKJV’'s wordimghteous requirements’could be limited to
outward observances only.

Note Luke 1:6, with respect to the godly parents of JoarBHptist.

“And they were both righteous before Gpaalking in all the commandments and ordinances of the
Lord blameless

Whenever the word§equire” or “required” occur in the 1611 Authorized Holy Bible, as they do on
54 occasions, the context is always one of substancehevhepiritual or physical, and often one of
outward manifestation, not one of heart attitude, as inroiceion of the heart. For example:

“And surely your blood of your lives will | requireat the hand of every beast will | require, iand at
the hand of man; at the hand of every man's brother witequire the life of mari Genesis 9:5.
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“For the Jews require a signand the Greeks seek after wisdorh’Corinthians 1:22.

The NKJV’'s wording “righteous requirement(s)’in Romans 2:26, 8:4 is therefore superficial,
compared with the worttighteousness”in the 1611 Authorized Holy Bible.

In sum, the 1611 Authorized Holy Bible is supported tfug verses considered in 70-80%, or the
equivalent of 22-24 readings out of 30, of the readir® the earlier English bibles that brought in
the 16" century English Protestant Reformation. On this basisealthe King's men therefore had

more than sufficient justification for inserting the readingd they did for the above verses.

Moreover, the 1611 Authorized Holy Bible could rightly perceived as the crowning achievement of
the 16" century English Protestant Reformation, one that bléhedsord’s people to this day.

All its readings should therefore be retained. Anything &sat best regression, but more specifically
outright rebellion against the Book’s Author.

“For rebellion is as the sin of witchcraft, and stubbornngss as iniquity and idolatry”l Samuel
15:23a.
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Appendix 3

The 1611 Authorized Holy Bible — an “Antique Feel”(?)

Dr Alan Clifford, pastor of Norwich Reformed Church aawbother supporter of the NKJV has stated
the following with respect to the 1611 Authorized Holy Bibiehis serie¥', The Reformed Alpha
Course The statement is drawn from Part 3 of the courséleshtVhich Bible?

“This time-honoured and much-loved version was dontirtroughout the English-speaking world
for nearly three centuries. In many ‘conservativeclgs the AV continues to be the first and last
word. For some ‘AV-only’ believers, it is almost as insgias the original Greek! However, after
nearly four centuries, insistence on its continued use gineantiquarian feel to Christianity. This is
something the Z'icentury Church can do without. Despite its linguistic excetiethe AV is simply
dated. The use of archaic seventeenth-century wondsewelings and pronouns cannot be justified...
until a new translation based exclusively on the TraditionaliBijue Text is produced, the NKJV is
arguably the best option. Avoiding the archaisms of the tlae textual contagion evident in other
versions, it is the most satisfactory version for preseat’ us

Dr Edward F. Hill$® has this response. Although written before the publicatfoiheo NKJV, Dr
Hills’s words are timely, nevertheless, his passing esfez to the Septuagint notwithstanding. Note
that Dr Hills’s statement and that of Dr Ruckman which follaware not aimed at the textual basis of
the scriptures as such but at the suitability of lilrguage in this case English, that conveys the
scriptures. It follows that their criticisms of modern speitiies are just as applicable to the NKJV
as they are to the various modern versions mentioned;eagispeed, RSV, NEB.

Dr Hills writes.
“Obsolete Words in the King James Version —How to Deal withem

“But are there still obsolete words in the King James Versio words that have changed their
meaning? Such words do indeed occur, but their nunsbelatively small. The following are some
of these archaic renderings with their modern equivalents:

“by and by, Mark 6:25.........oii i at once
“Carmriages,ACtS2L: 15, .. baggage
“charger, Mark 6:25. ... .. oo platter
“Charity, 1 Cor. L3 L. it e e e e e e love
“chief estates, Mark 6:21 ..........cooiiiiii chief men
“COASES, Matt. 2:16 ... borders
“conversation, Gal. L:13. ... conduct
“devotions, ACES 17:23 ..o e e objects dfipvors
“doyoutowit,2 Cor. 8:1 oo make knoywuto
“fetched a compass, ACtS 28:13 ...t cled.cir
“leasing, Psalm 4:2, 5:6.....c.ci it e lying
“let, 2 TheSS. 2:7 o e restrain
“lively, [ Peter 2:5 .. living
“Meat, Matl. 3id ... food
“Nnephews, L TiM. 5:14 ..o e grandchildren

“prevent, 1 Thess. 4:15 .o e e e precede
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“room, LUKE 14:7-10 ... oonieie i et e e e e e seat, place
“SCIP, Matt. L0:10 ..ot e e e bag
“take no thought, Matt. 6:25 ..........cooiiiiiiii be nmiuenx

“There are several ways in which to handle this matterhsfotete words and meanings in the King
James Version. Perhaps the best way is to place the madgiivalent in the margipas Dean
Burgon suggested]This will serve to increase the vocabulary of the readeravoid disturbance of
the text. Another way would be to place the more moderd i brackets beside the older word.
This would be particularly appropriate in Bibles designedpiavate study.

“Why the King lames Version Should be Retained

“But, someone may reply, even if the King James Versgaus only a few corrections, why take the
trouble to make them? Why keep on with the old King Jame its 1‘7‘-century language, its ‘thee’
and ‘thou’ and all the rest? Granted that the Textus Resestthe best text, but why not make a new
translation of it in the language of today? In answer to¢h@gections there are several facts which
must be pointed out.

“In the first place, the English of the King James Versiondsthe English of the early $Zentury.
To be exact, it is not a type of English that was evekespanywhere. It is biblical English, which
was not used on ordinary occasions even by the translatoosproduced the King James Version. As
H. Wheeler Robinson (1940) pointed out, one need ontpare the preface written by the translators
with the text of their translation to feel the difference idestyAnd the observations of W. A. Irwin
(1952) are to the same purport. The King James Versiememinds us, owes its merit, not td":7
century English — which was very different — but to its faithdmslation of the original. Its style is
that of the Hebrew and of the New Testament Greek. HHvémeir use of ‘thee’ and ‘thou’ the
translators were not following i'7century English usage but biblical usage, for at the timsethe
translators were doing their work these singular forms hldady been replaced by the plural ‘you’
in polite conversation.

“In the second place, those who talk about translatingBh®e into the “language of today” never
define what they mean by this expression. What is thedgegf today? The language of 1881 is not
the language of today, nor the language of 1901, nor éweranguage of 1921. In none of these
languages, we are told, can we communicate with todayihyoThere are even some who feel that
the best way to translate the Bible into the language of taeslag convert it into “folk songs.”
Accordingly, in many contemporary youth conferenceseaush worship services there is little or no
Bible reading but only crude kinds of vocal music accangehby vigorous piano and strumming
guitars. But in contrast to these absurdities the languagthefKing James Version is enduring
diction which will remain as long as the English languagmams, in other words, throughout the
foreseeable future.

“In the third place, the current attack on the King Jamessim and the promotion of modern-
speech versions is discouraging the memorization of the t@®@%# especially by children. Why
memorize or require your children to memorize somethiagishout of date and about to be replaced
by something new and better? And why memorize a mgdesion when there are so many to choose
from? Hence even in conservative churches childrengaseviing up densely ignorant of the holy
Bible because they are not encouraged to hide its life-givmgls in their hearts.

“In the fourth place, modern-speech Bibles are unhistoricadl arreverent. The Bible is not a
modern, human book. It is not as new as the morngwgspaper, and no translation should suggest
this. If the Bible were this new, it would not be the BilkBn the contrary, the Bible is an ancient,
divine Book, which nevertheless is always new becaus&od reveals Himself. Hence the language
of the Bible should be venerable as well as intelligible, aediing James Version fulfills these two
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requirements better than any other Bible in English. Henhce the King James Version which
converts sinners soundly and makes of them diligent Bilodests.

“In the fifth place, modern-speech Bibles are unscholarifhe language of the Bible has always
savored of the things of heaven rather than the thingsrdi.eét has always been biblical rather than
contemporary and colloquial. Fifty years ago this fact wesied by E. J. Goodspeed and others who
were pushing their modern versions. On the basiseopépyrus discoveries which had recently been
made in Egypt it was said that the New Testament autharte wr the everyday Greek of their own
times. This claim, however, is now acknowledged to haea Bn exaggeration. As R. M. Grant
(1963) admits the New Testament writers were saturatedthgtSeptuagint and most of them were
familiar with the Hebrew Scriptures. Hence their language nat actually that of the secular papyri
of Egypt but biblical. Hence New Testament versions musibieal and not contemporary and
colloquial like Goodspeed’s version.

“Finally, in the sixth place, the King James Version is thetohnis Bible of English-speaking
Protestants. Upon it God, working providentially, has pththe stamp of His approval through the
usage of many generations of Bible-believing Christianendd, if we believe in God's providential
preservation of the Scriptures, we will retain the King danversion, for in so doing we will be
following the clear leading of the Almighty.”

With reference to HRH Charles, Prince of Wales, Driuat® writes, his emphases.

“According to the Prince of Wales, who is destined to bennd head of the Church of England,
“Modern English is a wasteland of clichés, obscenity, anubbty.” The English Prince, who comes
from the land of théuthorized Version that produced the English Protestant Reformation, declares
that the English language “has become impoverished, glogpd limited, a dismal wasteland (the
Daily Telegraph, Dec. 20, 1989, no. 41,832).” Thenke accused the editors of tNew English
Bible and theRevised Standard Versioof “making changes in thAuthorized Version just to lower
the tone, and believing that the rest of us wouldn’t get ¢t | the word of God was a bit over our
heads.” The Prince went on, “the word of Godsigoposed to be a bit over our headdevated as
God is.” Never heard it put better anywhere. It will mebe said to anybody over here any
better...This is the King with the King’s English, dmdhere the word of a King is, there is power”
[Ecclesiastes 8:4a].”

“God save the King”l Samuel 10:24, 2 Samuel 16:16, 2 Kings 11:12, 2 CHesni&3:11.

Don't look for that expression in the NKJV. It isn’t therelow the NKJV alternative qualifies as an
updated ‘improvement’ is unclear.
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