Consistent Text Accuracy in the Authorized, King James, Version
by Dr. Larry Bednar

A consistent accuracy in our traditional EnglistblBimakes a strong case for total text accuracy,
something indicative of providential interventiom fext history. Consistent KJV accuracy is

most striking in passages where scholars greathyesb accuracy, and numerous examples of
this argue strongly for preservation of a fully accargxtual basis, further preserved in fully

accurate translation. We’'ll illustrate consistentwaacy, starting with a Psalm 12 promise on
preserving God’s Word that scholars contest, pertwgzause their preferred Alexandrian New
Testament text was lost for ~1500 years, doinglitibre than collecting dust in archives.

The Inerrant Autographs Still Speak: Consistent Translation Accuracy

True accuracy in translation is realized only tiglodiormal-equivalence principles that enable an
exact equivalent by means of wording and syntakftieow literal Greek and Hebrew/Aramaic
text language as closely as possible, while presgexact context and meaning.

1. Handling a grammar difference: Preserving God’sNord or His people? Ps.12

KJV
1. Help Lord; for the godly man ceaseth; for the faitHail from among the children of men.
2. They speak vanity every one with his neighbor: flgiftering lips and with a double heart...
3. The Lord shall cut off all flattering lips, and tb@ngue that speaketh proud things:
4. Who have said, With our tongue will we prevail; dps are our own: who is lord over us?
5. For the oppression of the poor, for the sighingh&f needynow will | arise,_saith the
Lord | will set him in safety from him that puffeth_anh
6. The wordsof the Lord are pure wordss silver tried in a furnace of earth, purifieev@n
times.
7. Thou shalt keep thef@ Lord, thou shalt preserve thédnam this_generatioffior ever
8. The wicked walk on every side, when the vilestaneexalted
NASV
(5)...Now | will arisg” says the Lorg"l will set him in the safety for which hengs”
(6) The words ofhe Lord are pure words(7) Thou O Lord, wilt keep therthou wilt
preserve hinfrom this generation forever
NIV
(5)...1 will now arise,” says the Lord. “I will protectitem from those who malign them
(6) And the word®f the Lord are flawless(7) O Lord you Will keep usafe and
protect ugrom such peoplérever

The KJV verse 12:5 says of God’s words on oppressidhe needy godly mansaith the Lord

| will set him in safetyl2:6 says God’s words are pure (true), and 12y3 sle keeps (performs)
His words. Context stresses deliverance of theygdmllt that depends on whsaith the Lord
His promise. His words alone promise deliverancéhefgodly man, and the main emphasis is
on thewords that bring deliverance. Psalm 12:7 emphasizes Keeging and also preserving
them His words_certifyingHis deliverance of the righteous in David’s getieraand forever.
God’s words are all canonical, and their declarednal preservation identifies them as written
scripture, His words still certifying deliverancktbe righteous today and forever.

*The present writer’'s Hermeneutics text provideswnsuch examples, in addition to those noted.here
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Some sayhemin 12:7 refers to the 12:5 people, bliemloses certainty of meaning if separated
from its 12:6 immediate antecedeniprds If the people were meant, the text would be fault
making the pronouns ambiguous and confusing passegee. Some dismiss the antecedent
factor, saying gender discord here denies wordepvation. In 12:7them (a verb suffix) is
masculine, and 12@ords(substantive) is feminine, and Hebrew pronounsthad antecedents
usually agree in gender. But Gesenius’ grammar saguline suffixe@specially in the plural
are not infrequently used to refer feminine substantives Waltke & O’Connor say;The
masculine pronoun is often used for a feminine @tenf (e.g. a femininevellsin Gen.26:15,
midwivesin Ex.1:21 anddaughtersin 1s.3:16 are antecedents of a mascutimen). Hebrew
gender discord is rather common, but antecedenodiscan’t be without widespread confusion
of sense. And Hebrew passage sense takes preceml@ragrammar issues like gender discord,
and the Psalm 12:6,7 sense tiegmmto wordsin the immediate context

Emphasis on God’s words directs interpretatiere. In Hebrew simple poetic parallelism, a
theme repeats in new words, as seen in 12:6-7;6ath@me on purity of God’s words repeating
in 12:7 to tiethemto His words. 12:6 likens purity of His words tmat of truly refined silver to
stress that they’re not idle words, but pure omes will be kept this is directly followed by a
12:7 clause on keepirthem tying themto 12:6 purewords and the words (the 2ritiem) are
preserved forever to signify being kdptever. 12:7 further stresses purity by stressiogl as
word-keeper, makin@houin the first clause a separate word in the Hebeswemphasis device
(thou will normally be a prefix on the Hebrew imperfearb). Andthou recurs in the word-
preservation clause. In the KJV the added emplmsetained withirhouat the start an® Lord
at the end of the first clause on word-keepingthiod in the next clause on word-preservation.

The emphasis increases as Hebrew-text gelstmard tiegshemto words(gender discord by
design - see Gesenius on Nahum 313 masculine pronoun and feminine antecedenecefl
Hebrew use of masculine gender to signify powedigress and feminine to signify compassion/
sustenancé.Ps.12:6,7 ties feminineords to masculinghemto relate compassion (stressed in
12:5) of the words to almighty God’s power to keepform them, in accord with Hebrew prior-
gender masculine language inclusive of a femingrsqna (as the Psalm 12 godly maignifies
men and women). And in compassion God preservesvblids forever to certifyo His people
forever that_He obligates Himseaid keep/perform them forever. By right pronounéaetent
usage, the KJV rightly relates God’s compassioditopower to keep and preserve His words.

Dr. Thomas Strouse, Emmanuel Baptist Seminary, Ngiwn, CT notes normal gender discord
at Psalm 119:111,129,152,167. Here feminine noepgesenting God’'s Wordgstmonieglink

to masculine pronounsheythenithy). This too is gender discord by design, relating meed of
God’s testimonies for sustenance (feminine) to ptisver as provider (masculine) to stress
loving and revering His Word to our benefit, reflag a relationship of the churches to Christ.

An NASV themin 12:7 suggests keeping of God’s workgt ahim replaces the secoridem
suggesting verse-5 people are objects of preservihgn they're objects of word-keeping, and
teaching on preservation of words certifying car@eople is lost. Andhim ties tothemiwords
mixing the singular and plural to create ambigwtysensethemcan bewords buthim implies
themcan be the people). This writer finden is too literal, missing a difference in gramman, f
him is good Hebrew, but poor English; thi§-Berson/singular/masculine pronoun denotes, not
people, but 8-person/singular/masculineord (same asvordsof God). Hebrew has no neuter
gender hinvhe often referring to neuter terms rendeiéthat in English(e.g. In Nu.22:20 God
speaks to Balaam, and the Hebrew styeswordthat | shall speak to you, hiit/that) you shall



do - more examples involving God’s Word are Dt.30:14(.18:1, Ezk.12:25). Thus Psalm 12:7
Hebrew saysThou shalt keegperform)thy words(then) O Lord, thou shalt preserve thy word
(or worddthem) forever Word has a plural senséhfy wordscomprisethy word, justifying them
for him." Number discord in the Psalms Hebrew is usuallyetipstyle factor, but here the shift
from them(wordg to him (word) is didactic, emphasizing God’s written words preed for His
people foreverWordsis spoken or written scripture, barbrd stresses the written (God'’s verbal
wordis like a document: i.ave have his word on,ihotwordsg. It's for us God’s words must be
preserved, requiring the written form. God pressides Words in writing forever to show us He
obligates Himself to keefhem forever (by the&iving Word). The KJV seconthemdoesn’t lose
the purpose of the shift, a declared eternal pvasen (for us) establishing the written form;
themis rightly used twice for clarityit{thatis awkward and would confuse readers).

The NIV, like the extant Septuagint textstmwrongus for the doublehemin 12:7.Us,
incorrect by definition in the first use and by png in the second, makes the people, not
words objects of keeping and preservation (people hjects only of worekeeping).Us can’t
fit passage sense without altering language, gl generationis madesuch peopleThis
generationis right, reflecting scripture preservation frohettime of David to forever. In the
NIV context,this generatiorwould suggest protecting the righteous forevemfane generation.
No one needs eternal protection from one generdliah can'’t live forever, anduch people
supports use afs but isn’t right translation, fdrom people isn’t the right sensthis generation
is that of David and joins witfrom andto / for to note a period fronthat time_toeternity (the
Hebrew says this), or faver.And this acts as a relative pronofisp suchis poor (i.e. we read,
from the generatiothis [which is, to forever, not,from the generatiosuch is to forevegr

Scholars discount God’s scripture-preserving rperhaps because they think the true New
Testament text was lost for ~1500 years. In supgiottieir opinion, they claim God’s Word is
scattered among manuscripts, so men must decideisvbaisn’t His Word, which only ensures
error. They say preservation exists only in hegudging by the Psalm 119:8Bor ever O Lord

thy word is settled in heaveBut the sense of the Hebrew is thattledin heavenmeans heaven

is where preservation is verified/supervised to enaith available to all, as there’s no confusion
by men in heaven. Passage context supports thig] p@servation on earth being why the
psalmist can obey God’s testimonies (119:88) ang @drth and its people endure by God’s

*|t's said verses 12:5-7 reflect chiasmus poetic style connetfirtly& 7 as parallel verses of like content that
both refer to people, separated by a dissimilar 12:6 onsG¥drds. That's refuted by a resultant ambiguity of
pronouns that confuses passage sense, and by style factorsdisting 12:5 & 7, including excessive content
differences of separated verses, different speakers in 12:5 && dindonnect of the first 12tdemfrom 12:5

him. Psalm 12 has two non-chiastic styles, one of simple pactdlede couplets in each verse, and a wider one
of triplet/couplet/triplet verses developing a theme. Regartiagvider style, in 12:1-3 David speaks of the
godly man in danger, evil men as the cause and trust in Gegpense. 12:4-5 is a couplet of two verses
antithetical to each other; evil men directly speak a wish (w& vdlhd God directly speaks a response (No, |
will). In 12:6-8 David speaks of the purity of God'ssponse, the certainty and duration of it and why it's
needed. Chiasmus would require the last triplet to repeat caitthd first in inverse fashion, which isn’'t the
case. And 12:5 & 7 differ by speaker, indicating they donftneat in parallel, and thus don’t both refer to
people, but 12:6 & 7 connect by speaker, connecting Guordsto them And the 12:4-5 couplet antithesis,
the evil men’s intent to hurt the godly man, denied by &edbrds of deliverance, combines verses 4 & 5 in a
separate unit, separating both from 12:7 #en Finally, passage gender discord relates to the wider poetic
style, the 12:5 godly man (m) being delivered by God’$ ¥&rds of compassion (f), and the 1thémbeing
words also of power (m) to deliver.



laws (119:91). Verse 119:96 notes an end, or &,litmiall earthly perfection, but calls God’s
commandments, His wordsxceeding broadmeaning there’s no limit to their perfection, so
God’s words known to the psalmist on earth areqo#isf preserved. KJV formal equivalence
respects that perfection of the literal Hebrew authieves total communication with total
accuracy, despite a grammar difference, one tbabtes other translators.

2. Unique word choice; Easter in Acts 12:4Scholars scorn the KJV renderingaster for
paschaa term they say must be rendeRassoveras it is in modern versions.

12:2 And he(Herod)killed James the brother of John...

12:3 And because he saw it pleased the Jews, he pratéadeer to take Peter also
(Then were the days of unleavened bread)

12:4 And when he had apprehended him, he put him imprigntending after Easter
to bring him forth to the people

Scholars say the KJV followed Tyndale here in gtlistg Easter for passoverin the New
Testament. But the KJWaspassovefor paschaeverywhere except in Acts 12. We should ask if
the term has a unique sense in the Acts passageednsomething unique has been preserved
here in the KJV. The case is like that of Isaiatd7on Mary as a virgin regarding Jesus’ Virgin
Birth. The Hebrew fowirgin has various possible meanings and can be renderaden” or
"young woman." But it can only be rendereidgin in Isaiah 7:14 since passage context and
related word choice demand it. Tpaschain Acts has more than one possible meaning, and
Resurrection Dayor Easter is the one demanded by context in relation to hysto

In verses 2,3 Herod kills James and imprisons Retdredaysof unleavened breadis others
note’ this can refer to the 6-day feast of unleaveneshdrfollowing an initial Passover day
(Lev.23:5-6, Ex.12:18 say Passover falls on th‘&dﬁy of the appropriate month, and the feast
of unleavened bread is the 6 days from tH util the 28 day - Including Passover day makes
7 days of unleavened bread of Lev.23:6). By thisrpretation Acts 12 says Jewish Passover day
was over when Herod killed James and imprisonedrRetthe days of unleavened bread. Thus
in verse 4, where Herod keeps Peter in prison aftek Passover, this would be a Passover day
coming after the Jewish one, and Acts 12 wouldrrédea day other than normal Passover,
stipulating a different rendering. Indeed the Passwill prove not to be the Jewish one.
Yetpassovercan signify the feast day plus 6 days of unleavemredd. Its use as a 7-day
event is seen in Ezekiel 45:21 that says the fourteenth day of the month, ye shall iaee
passover, a feast of seven dayeleavened bread shall be eatekcts 12:4 can seem to say
Herod killed James and imprisoned Peter duringday’Passover that hadn’t yet ended, and that
he meant to kill Peter after this 7-day Jewish &ass but that interpretation proves to be wrong.

Context and history determine translation of theésA@ascha and this denies renderip@ascha
“passover.” That can only mean Jewish Passovenignpassage on days of unleavened bread,
and that doesn't fit context/history. The lack ofitarelates to Herod’s friendship with Roman
Caesar Caligula (hated by Jews) and his ancestan &lomite, people historically antagonistic
to Israel. Herod's rule was complicatédut he endured by ingratiating himself with thevde
favoring their culture and religion.

Acts 12:3 says Herod took Peter prisonetesthe Jews approved of killing James. Likely
they saw James as an enemy as fast-growing Chitgtihreatened their religion and way of
life. Herod would want to further ingratiate hinfsky killing Peter right after James, so he had



no reason to wait until after Jewish Passover,fitls¢ day or the 7-day feast. There was no
problem with the Jews in executing Peter rightrali@mes. Yet he intended to wait, risking a
problem with the Jews by a suggestion of changiagrind in acting against the foremost leader
of the fast-growing church.

And scholars are wrong in saying Herod wowhlt until after Jewish Passover, as Jews
disliked executions during their holy days. Thaswaually so, but there was no such concern at
this time Christians were now considered heretics by thaes,Jand a public execution reinforced
the Jewish position. As Acts 12:3 says, the Jevgsomed killing of James during holy days of
unleavened bread at that time. Thus context deniegreting Acts 12:4 to mean Herod would
wait until after Jewish Passover to kill Peter.

But Pascha as Resurrection Day fits context/histbhe f'-century Jewish church observed a
pascha based on the Crucifixion/Resurrection, kngu@hrist is the ultimate Passover fulfilling
and replacing the Jewish one. The only initi&céntury basis for timing of pascha was that of
Crucifixion/Resurrection relative to Passover tigyicalling for a 3-day Crucifixion/Resurrection
observance at the same time relative to 7-day Rasswith both Passovers starting in the
evening to keep them closely relatedhis fits Acts 12 days-of-unleavened-bread cont&ke
Crucifixion was on a preparation day the day bef@assover began that evening (Mt.27:62).
Herod might kill James and imprison Peter on amingthat began Passover, or the next day,
which would be in the days of unleavened bread, rendight wait to kill Peter until after the
third day, Resurrection Day. That this was the ¢agedicated by Herod’s political situation.

Herod was accepted by the Jews, but despigélde governing Romans of Judeereating
political tension. Pleasing Jewish leaders wouldhizepriority, but with his Roman situation,
Herod couldn’'t antagonize any large segment of dsdeopulation that could cause political
unrest and give Roman leaders an excuse to gaifridm (they'd need a good excuse, for
Caesar appointed Herod). Herod would worry aboattren of Christians to Peter's execution
(the sizeable Christian population still had poétistatus since the governing Romans wouldn’t
persecute them for another 20 years). While hedillames without repercussion, Herod would
worry that killing famous Peter, right after Jamesght incite an uproar, especially if he did so
on, or just before, Resurrection Day. To Christiiresday of Christ's victory over death is holy,
a time when public execution of Christ's most famadisciple would be very politically
antagonistic, indicating mockery of Christ's resation victory over death. In doing so, Herod
would make a political statement like, “Is this yalay of victory of eternal life over death? I'll
kill Christ’s most famous disciple at this day amdke it a day of death. I'll show you what |
think of your God and faith.” Christians enduredsgeution, but Herod saw that killing Peter
and insulting Christ might incite an uproar. By exengtPeter a few days after Resurrection
Day, he could satisfy Jewish leaders without undisking widespread Christian protest adding
to his Roman problem. This would seem wise to Hanod is the reason he would wait until
after Christian Passover, not Jewish Passover

*In the 1*-century church, pascha was a Crucifixion/Resurrection observiamtiagsin the evening as Jewish
Passover began (the no. of days, is uncertain). In"thee@itury eastern church, a 1-day pascha at the same
time likely reflects -century timing of a 3-day pascha starting that day. Byistapascha observance on
Passover Day and making it a 1-day event, Resurrection-Dayvabse is on the day signifying Crucifixion
Day, an irregularity likely deriving from an earlier 3-day dvésee Easter and Paschal Controversies
“Evangelical Dictionary of Theology” 1984. Baker).



Thus the Acts 12:daschadenotes Christ, the Passover of Christi@in€or.5:7) For Jews
Passover lasted 7 days, as in Ezekiel 45:21. Bustzin Passover would have lastedld&/s
from Good Friday to Easter. Herod meant to exe@dter after Christian Passoueravoid
political antagonism, or more specifically, aftezdrrrection Day.

Indeed Acts 12:4 can only refer to ChristRassover. Christ's Passover supersdded
Jewish one in the Resurrection, so pascha canben{yhristian Passover in the New Testament
after the Resurrection, or after John’s gospel wheoccurs three times. Its use in Hebrews
11:28 isn’t pertinent, referring to Old Testamemmds. Its use in 1 Cor.5:7 shows Christian
Passover superseding the Jewish one, so it mustnokeredpassover and it clearly denotes
Christian Passover since Christ and the Crosstareasis. The third usafter paschan Acts
12:4, can only be “after Christian Passover” (mgpecifically, “after Resurrection Day,” better
understood by all readerdasterrightly signifies Resurrection Day, even thoughcentury
observance was uniquely different.

Some rejedEasteras anachronistic since it had no Christian senséwell after the New
Testament was written. That's true, but PaschaResirrection Day specificalllyy the 4'-5"
century, and Resurrection Day was Easter by the Bver since the™8century, the KJ\after
Easterhas been the proper current way to note the enldeo8-day Passover Herod had to wait
out to execute Peter. So why aré"Xentury KJV translators scorned for proper useufent
terminology? Modern translators do this often arel @aised for communicating with modern
readers. For example, the NIV uggalons (Lk.16:6, Jn.2:6), which is fine for today. Buteth
word is anachronistic, out of place in time, ansl @ut of place in culture, having never applied
to Hebrew, Roman or Greek culture, gallonsis less applicable to a New Testament setting
thanEasteris.

Only the KJV preserves Acts teaching on §lfain Passover superseding the Jewish one,
and use ofEasterindicates the KJV alone is God’s authorized WorcEnglish. KJV formal
equivalence achieves total accuracy and respeetskdanguage in usirgasterto communicate
rightly the final day ofpascha and thus avoid an appearance of uncertaintyngrisom the
changing number of days pascha lasted in earlyigest

3. Importance of italicized words: Who killed Goliath? 2 Sam. 21:19% 1 Chr. 20:5.

2 Samuel 21:19 (KJV)
And there was again a battle...with the Philistinebere Elhanen the son of Jaare-oregim, a
Bethlehemite, slew the brother@bliath the Gittite, the staff of whose spear was likeeaver’'s
beam.

1 Chronicles 20:5 (KJV)
...there was war again with the Philistines; and Elea the son of Jair slew Lahmi the brother
of Goliath the Gittite, whose spear staff was Bk&eaver's beam

In modern versions at 2 Samuel 21:19, Elhanen Klidiath, and at 1 Samuel 17 in these
versions, David Kkills Goliath, all in accord wititeral Hebrew, and confusion results. Some
conservative scholars suggest copyist error inHbebrew text, and liberal scholars suggest a
contradiction, saying Elhanen, not David, killedliGit.

In the KJV 2 Samuel, Elhanen Kkills the bastbf Goliath, andhe brother ois initalics, not
being in the Hebrew, but added by the translaffnss is the right rendering, as in 1 Chronicles.
The Hebrew of 2 Samuel isn’t saying Elhanen, irdtaeDavid, killed Goliath. Rather, 1 and 2
Samuel rende6oliath as a symbolic name for two different giants, ardo@icles identifies



Elhanen’s giant specifically. Early Hebrew reademsuld know Goliath was symbolic, and
others learn this through theter Chronicles.

Israel wouldn’t know proper names of Phifist strangers, especially since God required
separation from idol worshippers. The Samuel tegigms to the giants names symbolizing great
size, except for a verse 21:20 giant describedrigue physical features, a clear indication his
proper name was unknown to text scribes. All thentg are of one family (or tribe), and in
21:16,18, the giants’ father (or tribe progenit@r)calledthe giant a generic name, indicating
text scribes didn’'t know his proper name, so nawfehkis sons (or tribal descendants) were
unknown. But Hebrew giant-killers in 2 Samuel 2¥dn@roper names and are identified as sons
of men with proper names (the scribes would cdstdinow proper names of their people). In
the much-later Chronicles, Hebrew names don’t ckaimglicating ongoing use of proper names,
but names of giants change, symbolic names changiimyented proper names, as we’ll see.

The only suggestion of a Hebrew name chasdadre-Oregim(meansforests of weavejs
in Samuel, renderethir (he arouses/riseggainst]) in Chronicles. @gimis an added symbolic
namefor it disappears in Chronicles where, as we’ll, ssenbolic names are discard€itegim
attaches tqlaareto stress the son’s valor in defeating a man gohis spear shaft was like a
weavers’ beam.Despite the different meanindair isn't a different name, just a variation on
Jaare preferred in the later Chronicledair is a proper name spelled much likaareto retain
the man’s identity, and the new meaning still reethe son’s valor to compensate for loss of
oregim This is indicated, fodair derives from a marginal note, a textual commentisg here
to up-date spelling.

The meaning of the name Goliath is uncertain, bstuggestedonspicuous® (by great size) is
likely correct. ThatGoliathis symbolic of great size is indicated by us&aphfor a giant killed
by Sibbechai (2 Sam.21:18). This was the nameeoh#ad of an Arabic family in Palestine with
sons of great height and strength (Jamieson, Falg®svn com.), so it signifies great size. And
a giant killed by Abishai (2 Sam.21:17) was namlstpi-benob(meansmy seat is on a high
place, symbolic of one of great stature or size.

A symbolicGoliath for Elhanen’s giant, and a mutual Bethlehem origehate Elhanen to David.
God raised up a tribe of Bethlehemite giant-killeysDavid, the original giant-killer who set the
example, killing the first Goliath as all Israelveered before him. When another Bethlehemite
killed a giant, David’s leadership of tiiebe was recognized, indirectly or directly, a@dliath
andBethlehemitado so indirectly. The truth of this is seen as dasi recognized directly in 2
Samuel 21:21 where another Bethlehemite giantrkilenathan, is tied to David through his
father, who is said tdbe David’'s brother in the text. This giant needsname, his unique
physical featuresdentifying him (Similar recognition of David is i Sam.8:13, his leadership
beingrecognized in a victory of his nephew Abishai okeibmite Syrians in 1 Chron.18:12).

And David is recognized directly as Abishall¢ Ishbi-benob) is called in 2 Samuel 21:17, a
son of Zeruiah (David’s sisteroliath doesn’t apply, for Abishai wasn’t a Bethlehemiie.

*It's said scribes accidentally joinextegim (weaver$ to Jaaresinceweavers bearis nearby in the text, but

that error is too great to attribute to meticulous Hebreibesr Error is claimed sincklaare-oregim(forests of
weaver$, can’t be a man’s name. Botegimis a symbolic name tied to a proper one, and the compoure nam
can't be translated as one,Ed the gianta large man, can’t be rendeted Giant And error is claimed since
oregimisn’t in the Chronicles name, but Chronicles discards sfimbames, as we’ll se@regimwas added

to Jaareto reflect the son’s valor. In Hebrew patriarchal societyh wien identified by the fathers’ names,
(son of Jesse, son of Saul, etc.), recognizing a fatheisfeoh’s exploits is no surprise.
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wasn’t in Jesse’s line, his mother being David&esi (1 Chr. 2:15,16) by marriage of David’s
mother to Jesse after marriage to Nahash (2 Sa?®)l AndGoliath doesn’t apply to the giant
of Sibbechai, a Hushathite Hebrew unrelated to @&saphand Ishbi-benobdistinguish non-
Bethlehemites not called to be giant-killers, ikdwing the Bethlehemite example.

1 Chronicles 20:5 identifies Elhanen’s giant asrether of David's giant (giant family/tribal
relationships would be known by reputation). Chctes assigns proper names to giants based on
identities of the Hebrews who killed them, the ohBsis other than symbolic names Israel had
for differentiating giants. In Chronicles the giéaph killed by Sibbechai is giai that reflects
salient parts of the namelb®echaj indicating a Hebrew proper name invented for gt Sa

is now Si, and a double consonapp reflectsbb — the Hebrew fop andb are phonetically
related, both being labials pronounced with emghasithe lips, andi is a common Hebrew-
name suffix, eg. Haggai, Barzillai, Abishai, et&nd Lahmi (meansmy bread is a Hebrew
proper name derived from Elhanen’s Beth-leki@nidentity (ehemis bread.” A Hebrew proper
name, Lahmi, is given to Elhanen’s 2 Samuel 21 giant to défearate the giants of Elhanen and
David, while continuing to associate the two Helsday a mutual Bethlehem origin.

Knowledge thaGoliath was symbolic couldn’t be retained indefinitely, &hronicles
clarified matters. When Chronicles was written ~§88@rs after SamueGoliath had become the
proper name for David’s giant, and proper namesevgiven to other giants. KJV translators
applied the truth of 1 Chronicles 20:5 to 2 Sam2El19 to prevent confusion. KJV formal
equivalence achieves total accuracy through uselafs that respect the Hebrew, not changing
the text, while preserving exact passage contekinaganing.

4. Precise grammar: Referencing God’s Holy Spiritl Peter 1:11.

KJV:...the Spirit of Christ which was in them did signiffnen ittestified
beforehand the sufferings of Christ...

NIV: ...to which the Spirit of Christ in them was pointimgen_hepredicted
the sufferings of Christ...

RSV:....indicated by the Spirit of Christ within them wigedictingthe
sufferings of Christ...

The KJVit in reference to Christ’'s Spirit (Holy Spirit) isagnmar disliked by many, but is
correct. The Spirit is normally referenced by newgender in the Greek, and at times this is
proper in English, and at times it's not. For exéamghe Spirit can appear as a dove so ithiat
proper, as in John 1:32. And the Spirit at timesréated as part of Christ's person, isas
correct, as our spirit ig, part of our person, not the entire persohis latter circumstance is
illustrated in 1 Peter 1:11, and in also Romang8&re Paul speaksf the Spirit of Christ in 8:9 and
says the Spiritselfin 8:16 and 8:26. Buwhen theSpirit is spoken of as an individual personage,

*Lahmisignifies the giant wasy bread/my meat), made to order for my needs, as in Nu.14: % #tlatgiants

in Canaan battlefread for us Now sinceLahmiderives fromBethlehemitgit's said the latter is a corruption

of an original Samuel reading like that of Chronicleshmi, brother af'* But Lahmiis an invented Hebrew
name, and Hebrews wouldn’t know Philistine proper namesndur the suggested error, a scribe had to read
-t LahmiasBét hal-Lahmian error too great to escape an extremely meticulous Hebrew. ddelnl have to
mistake the sign of the definite direct objeet ) for a word b-t) and to mistake the word for brothemj for
(-t), sign of the direct objettSuch error seems likely to non-Hebrews, but is most elglifor Hebrews
accustomed to use of a term to signify a grammar principley Would not mistake the sign of the direct
object, a grammar principle, for a word, any more than we'takesEnglish punctuation marks for words.



heis required, as ip John 15:26 where He is the ©amrf, an individual personage sent to earth
by Christ in heaven.

The RSV committee skipped the pronoun, which isallgacceptable, but here the meaning of
the passage is affected. KJV translators acceptetis@se of Greek language and gender for the
New Testament, perhaps reasoning that God hadpgriin this passage that emphasizes the
work of the Holy Spirit regarding the person of 8hon the Cross. This purpose may have been
an emphasis on the work of the Holy Spirit in tgsig to Christ's person and foregoing any
emphasis on His own person. Scripture says the Bpliyit's work is to testify to the person of
Christ, not to His own person (Jn.16:13,14).

The RSV rendering is grammatically corréxtt it loses emphasis on the work of the Spirit
in glorifying Christ. In the NIV a personal pronous preferred, which is incorrect grammar,
and, like the RSV, it alters teaching likely intexdby the Spirit Himself on the primacy of
Christ’s person to us. KJV formal equivalence aebsetotal accuracy, preserving context with
exact grammar and avoiding human preferences.

5. Precise language: Straining at, or straining oyta gnat?Matthew 23:24.

Ewert claims KJV error at Matthew 23:24 that saf$’barisees and scribes, theyrain at a
gnat and swallow a camelThe supposed right reading strain out a gnat*® and modern
versions render it that way. Naostrain outusually translates the Greek here, but it's notem

in this context. The metaphorical language herrifs&g acceptance or rejection of doctrine and
practice.Swallov a camelnotes easy acceptance of great error, as in “swal huge lie,” and
strain at a gnatightly notes intense effort in rejecting or adweg trivial matters. The Pharisees
and scribes didn’t separate (strain out) trivialttera from great ones, but ignored (swallowed)
great error and fussed over (strained at) triviatters. KJV formal equivalence achieves total
preservation of textual accuracy even in minor eraitnot just relying on the most common
word definition, but recognizing another contrajifactor, the role of metaphorical language.

6. Precise syntax: Psalm 22:8Modern translators reject the KJthat he woulddeliver him...
and confuse the sense of prophecy fulfillment.

KJV: He trusted on the Lord that he wouwdliverhim: let him delivehim...
NIV: He trusts in the Lord; let the Lord reschan. Let him delivehim...
NKJV: He trusted in the Lordet Him rescue himLet Him delivehim...
ESV: He trusts in the Lord; let him delivéaim; let him rescu@im...

The KJVdelivertranslates two Hebrew verbs that modern transatay are slightly different in
meaning. They offedeliverandrescue put can’t differentiate the twdhe ESV and others have
the orderdeliverrescue but the NIV and others have the opposiéscuedeliver, contradicting
the assumed difference in meaningind in other verses with comparable syntax, the B&Y
others rendedeliver for the Hebrew of theirescue(e.g. Ex.5:23, 1s.44:20). Only the KJV fully
maintains prophecy fulfillment here.

* In 1 John 5:8 thé&Spirit can be noted with a smal] He being part of Christ’'s person here, or can be noted
with a capitalS since Greek language here implies the Holy Spirit

**See footnote on the next page.



7. Classical Diction: Emphasizing the majesty of Qfist: Titus 2:13-14.
KJV: Looking for that blessed hope, and the gloriousespimg ofthe great God and our
Savioudesus Christ; Who gave himself for us, that héntmgdeem us...
NIV: while we walit for the blessed hope - the glorioppearing of our great God
and SaviourJesus Christ Who gave himself for us to redezm u

White feels the KJV here separates Christ fromtitte the great Godsupposedly suggesting
He’s not to be called "God;" supposedly modern iees correcthis® But the KJV rightly
follows literal Greek, using majesty of languagectmvey a message on the majesty of Christ
our God. By speaking of His deity and salvatiorers¢parately, the KJV emphasizes a totality of
His majesty. Arof in the expressioblessed hope and the glorious appearingdafectly relates
the expression to the entire phragegreat God and our Savioil he expression refers to Christ
in the Second Advent, gbe great Godandour Saviorcan both refer only to Christ. What the
KJV says so eloquently is that Christ is the g@atl on the one hand, and our great Savior on
the other hand; this is a great reason to rejéicehis means our salvation is totally secure sThi
is a literary device of emphasis by diction thavVKdanslators were skilled in.

Critics don’t grasp English/Greek literarghres so superior to contemporary language. The
NIV is only linguistically correct, not communicag fully by negating emphatic language. In
the process it claims for Christ only the titleanir great God, as if he were only oBod. As in
the KJV, He is th@reat God, the God of alteation, and He who is so great as this conseated
be our Savior. Thus the effect in the KJV is thal@tion of Christ, which is the opposite of
White’s perception.

Does White thinkaints and faithful brethre(Col.1:2) separates saints and faithful brethren
as if they were different types? Or does he thadd and the Father of our Lord JesGsirist
(Col.1:3) separates God and the Father, as if dtieeF were not God?

KJV formal equivalence again achieves tota@luagcy, preserving syntax to the extent that
even the beauty of classical English/Greek dictsgperfectly communicated.

*They need a difference to avoid repeatiaghim deliver Their two emphatic clausést him..with jussive
verb sense (wish) require a colon/period pause &ftetrusts in the Lordnot justified by Hebrew accenting/
language. Their semicolon/comma pauses are efforts to justfgrphatic clauses. These pauses don't apply
afterHe trustedn the Lord the only clear one being that signified by a colon befor&iw let him deliver.

Modern translators miss the issue here, effect of taygggrammar on verb sense. In their two emphatic
clauses, the verb in the secongussiveby context and accenting, justifying the emphasis and cwikrfthis
clause can link directly tdle trusted on the Lotdas in Mt.27:43). But the first verb isn’t clearly jussi
nothing beyond aontingentsense being justified, to yield the clauigat he would deliver himwith no
pause. This clause fits Ps.22:8 grammar as the object of twadsd verlirusted the object is God's deliver-
ance of David (Jesus the Savior by resurrection), and delivermmoamtingent on the trust and God'’s will.
With no clear pause, the clause is rightly linkedthst. Modern-version language omits the object of trust,
relating the trust to nothing specific and to deliverance bglymplication (trusts for what? — faithfulness,
justification, a calm mind?) And repeatingt himdeliverrescue himis pointless and diminishes the sense of
prophecy fulfillment in Mt.27:43 that is the very reasba passage has been dictated by the Holy Spirit (see
last section on text endowment). But the Kthat he woulddeliver him is of basic importance as the object
of trust, so it's understood in Mt.27:43 and need rotdpeated there, as seen by the Mt. 27 4& will have
him, that refers to deliverance by/to God as the object of ffihstt there’s no need to repetitat he would
deliver him further indicates that rendering two emphatic clauségjmdeliver rescuehim, is erroneous.
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KJV changes in new editions don't affect accuracy

Over the centuries, development of grammar anduénowledge led to KJV modification
like up-dating grammar and spelling and perfectitadics and marginal notes (e.gthes
changed taath’s). Drs. Paris and Blayney in the"™.8entury and Scrivener in the 1 9vere
instrumental in this. Up-dating to variant languagmvention and textual knowledge doesn’t
impact text accuracy. It's a providential use cfpensible scholars to extend God’s supervision
of the Word even to minor matters that don’t affeetrrancy. Scrivener’'s work is apt to be the
last responsible one of this type due to poor laggueducation and irresponsible attitudes on the
historic text today. Terminating of the full undirsding of true historic scripture is perhaps
God's will for irreverent modern society.
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Consistent Translation Accuracy Includes Consistent Science Accuracy

Today men of science and their supporters sometsagshat scripture is inaccurate in matters
of science. Many churchmen don’t know how to anstiem, respecting education credentials
of experts in science. Some seek to preserve a basiitional outlook on biblical authority by
adjusting their interpretation of the Bible to ageith respected scientists. Others feel the Bible
is accurate only in spiritual matters and doese&dto be so in technical matters. Some don’t
worry about accuracy and confine themselves targkmtiths in the Christian life.

But those who concede errors in scriptureome matters need to consider the implications
of partial authority. If scripture isn’t an authiyrion science, why is it an authority on salvation
or morality? A work errant in one area may be smthers. Did not the God who inspired
scripture create the natural world with all itsheical features? Why then do some in churches
today agree with notions that there’s no reliabldidal revelation from God in science and yet
believe there is in spiritual matters? Is God dhly God of spiritual matters, and if so, how can
we consider Him to be the God of creation?

To acquiesce to negative evaluations optiame accuracy in matters of science is to ignore
presumption and unenlightened pre-judgment commail areas of human endeavor, including
science. As a retired research engineer, the preséer has expertise in a broad scope of
technology, and finds true scripture to be fullgwate in all matters of science it deals with.
Claims of scripture inaccuracy regarding sciencgedrom one-sided interpretations of what the
Bible teaches. It's easily shown that negative igpis of fallible scientists on technical matters
in scripture are not objective and are not backedrefutable evidence. Most of these experts
show an unreasonable disrespect for anything nitécting materialistic thinking, so they
automatically dismiss anything of the supernatugalch people have never encountered the
reality of the spiritual dimension of life and juglgeality only from a materialistic perspective.

The complete accuracy of scripture in tecahmatters will be evident from representative
illustrations taken from the KJV. What we’'ll find that KJV formal equivalence achieves total
accuracy in matters of science, revealing scieng@ bbscured by other translators who don’t
grasp the full literal truth of scripture, or pepisadon’t respect its implications.

1. Jonah’s big-fish experience: Are whales fish7?ahah 2 and Matthew 12:40.

Rather recently in history, scientists restrictied termfish to water dwellers that have gills and
skeletons of bone or cartilage and that move througter by means of fins. But prior to this
restriction, the term referred to all creaturesnivhabitually in water, including lung-breathing
whales. The more general earlier meaning is sedayto language convention that persists so
that scientists themselves use the terms "jellyfestd "starfish” for creatures with no skeleton or
fins and "lungfish" for a creature with gills anghfs. Thus scholars aren’t credible in faulting
the KJV for identifying the fish of Jonah 1:17 asuag-breathing whale in Matthew 12:40. In
Jonah the more general earlier meaning of the ietmed, and as we’ll seghalein Matthew is
the correct term for the specific type of large avatweller.

Scholars fail to discermwhale as appropriate in other places in scripture, aGemesis 1:21,
Ezekiel 32:2 and Job 7:12. A little study showst thia Old Testament term for a large water
dweller is at times rightly translatesthale due to implications of language and context. In
Genesis 1:21 scholars use an indefinite “sea miaysteut here the term refers to large sea
creatures in a context of the waters bringing farftithe abundance of creation. Thubalesis

the proper specific term since this is by far thestnrabundant of large sea creatures. And in
Ezekiel 32:2, pharaoh, king of Egypt, is describeterms of a lion, the king of land beasts, and
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in terms of a large seaeature that logically is the whale, king of $mmsts. Modern scholars
are unnecessarily vague here, rendenmgnsteror dragon some even rendearrocodile not
realizing a concluding phrase in 32:2 on troubloigivers (where crocodiles live) is a separate
thought on Pharaoh unrelated to that of the whale.

In Job 7:12 Job saysim | a sea or a whale, that thou settest a wat@r oe?Study shows
whaleis correct here. Job tells of his suffering by rp@svering constraints placed on him and
asks why he’s important enough to get such sp&®atment. He can see why the sea is so
important that a watch, or guard, must be placedt @y the land to constrain its freedom of
traverse. And regarding creatures, he sees whyvttate, the greatest of them, is guarded or
constrained in freedom of traverse by limits imgbea the sea by the land. In their uncertainty,
scholars rendesea monstersea serpenbr dragon for the passage reference to a large sea
creature. But the passage refers to the sea arthke whe likely commonality being limits on
freedom of traverse of both. The whale is the d&mgwn large sea creature that compares with
the sea in terms of limits of freedom, for like t®a, the whale is constrained in its freedom of
traverse only by limits imposed by land. Whalesétall over the globe to various climates and
to great depths in the sea, and they truly areskaighe sea as Ezekiel 32:2 suggests.

Regarding Jonah’s fish, its identification as a lwha the KJV Matthew 12:40 is the crucial
matter revealing scientific reality in Jonah's 3rdarvival in the fish's belly. This refutes those
scholars who say the account is mythical, thinkanghan swallowed by a huge fish has no air
and can only be a meal. Some think Jonah died asdr@surrected in the fish, but the KJV text
says,When my soul fainted within me, | remembered thid,Lmeaning Jonah’s soul was about
to part from his body, but he was spared (othesioas say likewise). Some see the account as
symbolic truth, but Christ treats it as literal ligain Matthew 12:40, likening Jonah's 3-day so-
journ in the hell-like environment in the whaleHds own soul's 3-day sojourn in hell where He
descended after the Cross to deal with this enéwtyally a little scientific bible study reveals
the literal reality of the account and shows there need to invoke miracles to support it.

Context shows the fish is a whale in sayindives to great depth in the sea. Jonah's fish
takes him to the bottoms of mountains (and so #®,sand there are submerged mountain
ranges in the Mediterranean Sea west of the sedpoah sailed from. Whales are the only large
sea creatures that dive to great depths in the Sgerm whales often exceed 5000 ft, the
approximate average depth of the Mediterranean hand exceeded 10,000 ft. A sperm whale
was God's likely choice, being the one whale tinggito such depths and is also big enough to
swallow a man (It swallows giant squid larger trlmman). A current failure to detect sperm
whales in the Mediterranean Sea doesn’t forbidrthe2sence there on occasion and doesn’t
forbid their presence there in the past.

A sperm whale is immune to crushing by dse@-pressure effects due to incompressible
liquid in its body tissues, which is similar to tiay a deep-sea bathyscaphe protects men at
great depth. The whale’s incompressible body waquiotect Jonah the way a bathyscaphe
protects modern men.

A whale resists, and Jonah would resistdbesickness induced by nitrogen in air during
rapid whale ascents from depth. A whale filling liiigs for a dive takes in limited nitrogen,
much of which is absorbed by oil in a foam thatlexik in whale sinuses for discharge in the
spout, limiting access to the blood stream of thale and that of Jonah.

A sperm whale’s teeth are for seizing prey, chewing it. It swallows its food, "chewing"
by crushing agitation in its large first stomadheats squid or fish, and the alien taste of a man
covered with clothing wouldn’t induce agitation.elfirst stomach produces no digestive juices,
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and the opening to the second is too small to adanah for chemical digestion. Jonah would
only give the whale an upset stomach, which is Viley was later vomited up (at God’s
command). The whale had to fast 3 days to prottald from stomach agitation, which suits a
whale since it often endures famine, living offaisn blubber.

While at great depth, the whale eats giguicsthat live there, so seawater has restricted
stomach access, and the stomach holds air undeoradlitions. A seawater fish couldn’t offer
oxygen to Jonah, for its gills take in only airstit/ed in water, and seawater that it often drinks
could easily drown Jonah in the stomach. But ampehale, though it breathes through its
topside blowhole and usually has its head underwdteces air into its stomach when it
breaches (lunges), coming partly out of the watadhfirst, and it might do this just before, or
while, swallowing Jonah.

But a breach couldn’t give Jonah enough exytp survive a typical prolonged dive. More
would be available if normal stomach isolation fraespiratory-system air were somehow
bridged, which is what's meant by Jonah 1:17 sayogl preparedthe fish for Jonah (not the
NIV or NASV provided or appointedbased only on word definition). Jonah’s main oxyge
supply would be that stored in a whale’s blood hgimlnin and muscles as it prepares for a dive,
and this source had to be tapped somehow. Perln@parption involved a birth defect allowing
blood oxygen into the digestive tract and stomauytime the whale wasn’t eating, as was the
case with Jonah in its stomach. Or it might invobleeding in the first stomach at a wound
caused by mechanical agitation of food for diges{gharp debris collects in whale stomachs).
In any event, carbon dioxide accumulation acconmgsaakygen consumption in a whale’s blood
in a dive, and carbon dioxide releases oxygen fldood hemoglobin, providing oxygen to
Jonah in the first stomach. In the process, rigjger content of muscles could be tapped. Some
carbon dioxide would also be released, and builduphis, and that in Jonah’s breath, could
suffocate him, necessitating fresh air and limitiinge spent at depth. Whale muscles continue to
work well in a dive as oxygen is used up and tmeaiader is sent largely to the brain. Reduced
oxygen to the brain due to Jonah’s use would inckarty resurfacing for new air. And a sick
whale, while continuing its habit of diving for fdpwouldn’t eat and wouldn’t stay long at
depth, as needed to protect Jonah from excessiporcalioxide. Carbon dioxide would be
partially absorbed by natural chemicals in limisshwater normally in the stomach for whale
body-fluid needs, helping Jonah breathe. He nedidy, likely by near-suffocation in a deep
dive, but he would recover as the whale returned to land, exchanging old air for new by
periodic breaching at the surface due to irritafimm the stomach ache and oxygen deprivation
at depth. Or, if oxygen flowed to the stomach doeatbirth defect, all the whale’s surface
breathing would give Jonah a steady oxygen supply.

The author of Jonah wrote in full accord with madeshale technology, and a technical validity
of his account reveals its reality and confirmsfibl’s identity as a whale. And how can a bible
book written ~2800 years ago reveal how deep whdileasswhen men didn’t discover this until
recent centuries? God is the only one who knewsadibng ago and the only one who knew the
whale’s location at the bottom of the sea and nedersea mountains (not Jonah in the whale’s
stomach). God is the ultimate writer of the bodile bne guiding the human writer. God, who
knows all about whales, put His signature on aeblidmok scholars call mythical; the signature is
retained in the KJV, but it's erased in modern wers that fail to reveal the fish as a whale.
Regarding the theory that Jonah died indigecreature and was later resurrected, he’s alive
in chapter 2 as the whale consumes substantial diwveg to the bottoms of submerged
mountains. And the mountains are located a grastarmie from the coast Jonah first sailed from,
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and to which the whale will travel to deposit higaa, showing he was alive and breathing
inside the creature for a long time, logically grgire 3 days.

It might seem Jonah died and was resurredtiedto modern-version word choice in verse
2:6. The NIV is typical sayingyou brought my life up from the p#uggesting resurrection from
the grave, but the grave was only figurati?é. can translate the Hebrew here, but it doesn't fit
this context. In the next NIV verse, Jonah s&y/ben my life was ebbing awéyn the vergef
death, but he was spared). The NIV confuses th&agassense with contradictory suggestions. It
can even imply Jonah went to helpit is connected with verse 2:2 where Jonah @igsf the
belly of hel] or Sheol that's often rendergut. Pit isn't adequate here, suggesting a location
(grave and hell) when a status on death’s ruirgooruption, is indicated. The KJbrought up
my life fromcorruptionis correct, indicating healing from the death gsx; not the grave.

Jonah cryingut of the belly of hel{Sheol) denotes a figurative hell in a figuratiyave.
The whale’s stomach would’ve been like a gravekdaet, oxygen-thin and very conducive to
claustrophobia. The digestive tract would emit glgad®od-decomposition odors, and no stable
posture would be possible on the whale’s wet sténtiacng. Jonah would toss and roll back and
forth with every motion of the whale, inducing ctarg sea-sickness and vomiting and retching
in a hell-like experience.

2. The earth and the sun in spaceThe Bible doesn’t teach that the sun revolves arouhthe
earth The ancients of medieval and earlier times thotigh sun did so.

2 Samuel 23:4And he shall be as the light of the morning, whengun riseth.

Scholars think the terms “rising and setting” of sun imply erroneous ancient thinking that the
sun revolved around the earth, but the terms a¥d teglay in the science of meteorology. They
signify the language of appearance that has allwaga a simple method of communication. To
men the sun has always seemed to rise and setyastlll use the terms for convenience with
no danger of being misunderstood. There shoulddehjection to using popular convenient
language to communicate simple concepts.

But scholars who suggest the Bible is ineat®uhere should consider the temporal state of
their own science knowledge and the long tenuth®Bible. The Bible was written for ancient
and modern man and has had to communicate to estecgly. The ancients understood the
language of appearance perfectly, and it was cuitBcient for their needs. But suppose the
Bible had satisfied the complaint of modern skept8uppose, instead of referring to "sunrise,"
it had used a modern technical description likepghease, "the apparent revolution of the sun in
one direction due to the rotational motion of tlaetle in the opposite direction.” This would not
only have been awkward in usage, it would also hmade no sense to the ancients who needed
to have confidence in scripture that they mightewel its timeless lessons. If scripture had used
the suggested contemporary description, the arscintld have seen the Bible as a strange
book of wild speculation that was not to be takenosisly. Thus language of appearance is the
scientifically correctmethod of expression for a book that speaks to meall eras of world
history, including early eras when God didn’t gaecurate technical knowledge of the physical
universe. Now modern man can rejoice in new knogdegkvealed to him with science progress
in the providence of God. But he should not cornrside God-given knowledge superior to that
of the Bible, but should feel humbled and privildge receive the benefit of God's pleasure in
amplifying truth of the natural world in the fulls of time. In God's providence modern man
still justifies use of the language of appearaaoe, it's still sufficient for his practical needs.
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3. The Bible doesn't teach that the earth is flat.Isaiah 11:12
...gather...the dispersed of Judah from the four caroéthe earth.

Some say a pre-scientific mentality is evidencedhat the phraséour corners of the earth
suggests the ancient erroneous flat-earth belighiwe ask if moderns use such terminology,
and they do, and again there’s no loss of mearihi is figurative language, another popular
and valid language feature. This is a figurativienence to the far reaches, or far extent, of a
land or a domain. Actually we can envision fouufigtive corners of the earth in its north, south,
east and west extremes of direction.

4. The Bible doesn’t say the earth rests on giant pdrs. The ancients thought it rested on
giant pillars or giant animals, but Job, written 8@G/ears ago, judging by classical scholarship,
shows modern-science knowledge here.

Job 9:6
Which shaketh thearth out of her place, and the pillars thereohtige.

Reference to pillars of the earth is figurativegaage on the foundation, or powers, keeping
earth in stable condition. This is seen in Job 2@Hat saysThe pillars of heaven tremble...
Clearly the writer would never have imagined giandterial pillars supporting the heavens, the
sky and clouds. The language is figurative, refigrto invisible forces stabilizing the features of
the heavens and earth. Such language is very copewen being used to speak of law-abiding
citizens as pillars of a community.

All who say the Bible teaches a flat fourregred earth supported on giant pillars must
explain Job 26:7 that sayde (God)..hangeth the earth upon nothinthe ancient writer didn’t
know the earth requires no material support, weligiting no significance in outer space. The
earth hangs upon nothing as part of a universe lhags upon nothing, all bodies being
positioned relative to each other by interactivevgy and relative motion. When the book of Job
chooses to be more literal, it shows us a modeemse view of the earth at a time in history
when man thought the earth was supported on gillatspor giant animals. Now where did the
writer of the book of Job get this understandingat from intervention by the Creator with His
inerrant knowledge?

5. The Bible teaches a "modern-science” principlefavind generation on the earth.

What is the technical explanation for wind generaton the earth’s surface? Can we find out
from the oldest book of the Bible, written befohe ttime of Abraham, about 4000 years ago
(contrary to modern scholars who usually assigatedate).

Job 38:24 A question by God for Job.

KJV: By what way is the light parted, whishattereth the east wind upon the earth?

NASV: Where is the way that the light is divided, tDe east wind scattered on the
earth?

NIV:  What is the way to the place where the lightnindispersed, othe place where
the east winds are scattered overtreh?

Wind is generated by solar energy heating the sastirface, causing heating and rising of air
and consequent lateral air flow to fill the voicgttwould be left by rising air. The ancient book
of Job reveals this "modern” science concept, galjgit scatters(moves)the east wind upon
the earth Light is the right term, for conversion of light energyheat on absorption by the
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earth’s surface is the heating that generates gt conversion to heat is seen by burning

paper with a lens that concentrates the sun’s,light its heat). The ancient writer of Job

couldn’t have known something so technical, so ustrbe due to Providential leading. Indeed
the mechanism would’'ve been hidden from ancienttechnical mentalities by occurrence of

night winds arising from temperature differencde lthat prevailing between the land and sea
after daytime solar heating. God as the ultimatiéewof this scripture is revealed in the Hebrew
text and the KJV.

The wind-generation mechanism in Job ofédirthat laymen need to know about wind. But
it goes a step further and gives specific detaithtorm modern technical people. In the phrage
what way is the lighparted the Bible concisely reveals the most basic techmispect of wind
generation.By what way in reference teeast wind(long-distance wind), denotes the way in
terms of both the manner and the direction involeedunlight iparted(its intensity is divided)
to move air and generate winds of variant speéaice around the world. That is, the language
denotes involvement of angular directionality of gun's rays in long-distance wind generation.
More specifically, sunlight strikes the earth atieas angles from the vertical at different
longitudes and latitudes due to the curvature efdhrth's surface so that earth heating varies
with the angle of inclination of solar radiatione&use oparting (division) of light intensity
according to the angle of inclination, variant bastirface temperatures arise, producing wind
cells in which air moves from a cooler higher-ptegesegion to a warmer lower-pressure one.

Thus, to the questidy what way is the light partedhe answer in terms of manner is, by
the curvature of the earth’s surface, a fact atfuttein Job but unknown at Job’s time. The
answer in terms of direction is, along curved egdths on which varying sunlight angular
directionality varies earth heating just enoughmany adjacent regions to produce many wind
cells of numerous specific ranges of force andctima under the influence of earth rotation.
This advanced science knowledge, concisely revaaled ancient bible book, can only be due
to the Creator's omniscience, and He alone knowsige details of the matter.

Knowledge of the light/wind connection proves tinrte hand on the scripture text, but modern
translators break the connection, evidently dua tack of knowledge of a well known science
concept, and they remove knowledge of the divinedhan the textThey renderor for which,
and neither word is in the Hebrew, the right onmdelerived by context/grammanhich fits
the context, reflecting true science, but modenrsiges alter the science and conté¥hichis
correct, reflecting Hebrew grammar that makested passive voice (light is acted on,i#
parted andscatterethactive voice (light acts on, sicatterswind). The result is two concepts in
one thought. Modern translators alter the grammaking both verbs passive and separating the
concepts into two thoughts to make linguistic senfethe verse in the absence of their
knowledge of the light/wind connection. Their sarship is lacking, contradicting grammar
rules and missing a well-known science concept. R rightly reflects Hebrew grammar, and
is correct technically, despite lack of knowleddethee light/wind connection in books of that
day. The KJV proves to be an authorized true varbi faithful translation of Job that reveals
science truth long before men knew of it, while mdversions don't offer that insight, despite
ready availability of the science knowledge in modextbooks.

Modern versions exhibit other lack of science krexge here, the NKJMiffusedand NIV

dispersedbeing indicative of light scattering, when precsating is needed to generate winds
of specific force (wind, not light, is scatterednd they exhibit other incorrect language due to
Hebrew syntax brevity and variant word sense tohatgdicate translation. The Hebrew under-
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lying the KJV By what wayimplies a two-fold question (“how,” what mannerdatwhere,”
direction, along what path) that must be presemdtanslation. The NASV rightly usekvided

but limits the question tavhere saying,Where is the wagpath)that the light is dividedThis is
obscure language, and it has a sense of locatigsjng the sense of directiowhere is the way
on whichlight is dividedis needed just to make linguistic sense in term®adtion (but is still

an incorrect senselBy what wayis needed to make technical sense and preseniagjugstic
senses of “manner” and “direction.” A sense of dagdirectionality of light striking a curved
earth path isn’t visible in NASV language, but ¥isibility in the Hebrew is seen in the KIBy
what way (by what manner and alongthat path). In the KJV, technical people can de= t
manner of light intensity division as light anguthirectionality due to the well-known curvature
of the earth’s surface, which enables them to sdle girection as that along each curved earth
path on which variable angular directionality varearth heating in many adjacent regions to
produce wind cells of variant specific ranges atéand direction on a rotating earth.

The NIV usesvhat but limits the question tahere saying,What is the way tthe place
where (the underlined words are added to Hebrew-texgdage to makewvhere the only
guestion, the addition showing the question isn4t jwherg. And place denotes location,
missing the sense of direction. Further, the NiNtning is incorrect word choice due to lack of
knowledge of the light/wind connection (the Hebréerm here isn’'t the normal one for
lightning, and while it can refer to light from lightning &anes, neither that kind of light nor
lightning fits the Job 38:24 context).

6. Man's pre-scientific medical practice correctedy the Bible.

a. Blood-letting Man's “scientific cure" for disease.

A theory that disease was due to bad blood leegmducies of blood-letting. It was still in use in
the late 18 century, being performed on George Washingtorortinued in the 18 despite the
early-17" century discovery that blood circulation is vitallife. If “doctors” of earlier days had
believed Leviticus written about 1450 B.C, they'avh known how foolish blood-letting was.
Leviticus 17:11 said blood is the essence of playdite ~3000 years before man recognized
this. It saysFor the life of the flesh is in the blood

b. Tonsils and the appendi¥seless” leftover vestigial organs?

The Bible says all body organs are important, maiwgionists wrongly say some organs are
useless leftovers of evolution. Man'’s pre-scieatifientality in medical science continued in the
20th century in the theory that some body orgarmsvastigial, useless leftovers from evolution,
and are best removed. Tonsils and the appendix nwefres category not long ago, but now we
know they're important in disease-preventtodlany folks who had an uninfected appendix or
tonsils removed would have fared much better bstitng scripture written ~3000 years ago.

Psalm 139:15-16
15. My substance was not hid from thee when | was nmasiecret..
16. Thine eyes did see my substance, yet being @cp@mformed in the wombjnd in thy
book all my members were written whichdntmuance were fashioned, when as yet there
was none of them.

This tells us God knows each part of the body lefibrdevelops in the womb, so each is
important to God and not without a function. Dawidote in the 11th century B.C. when
evolutionists say man had a modern body. Davidisite and appendix weren’'t useless vestiges,
for they were so important as to be in God’s boefote David’s birth.
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7. Dinosaurs and other giant reptiles are in the Bible

Evolutionists say dinosaurs were extinct milliofig/ears before man “evolved,” so they say the
Bible, that began to be written no more than 406ary, ago, knows nothing of dinosaurs. But
they are in Job, the oldest bible book, and thdeBibfutes their supposed existence millions of
years before man, saying God made dinosaurs whandde man (Job). The term "dinosaur" is
modern, so it isn’t in the Bible, but Job givesailst on dinosaurs known to scientists only in
modern times. The book indicates Job was acquaintdddinosaurs, and he lived in Uz that
was close to the land later called Israel, so dinos evidently roamed that region in pre-Israel
days, explaining why the river Jordan is connegtgt dinosaurs in Job 40:23. Thus the book of
Job reaches far back into antiquity when dinoseammed the earth, and, as the only bible book
that speaks of dinosaurs, it is by far the oldest (see further comment in end-note #2).

a.Job 40:15-19,23,24God speaks to Job of land-based dinosaurs.

15 Behold nowbehemoth, which I made with thée eateth grass...

16...his strength is in his loins, and his force ishie havel of his belly.

17. Hemoveth his tail like a cedar

18. His bones are as strong pieces of brass...

19. He is the chief of the ways of God...

21. He lieth under the shady trees

23. Behold, he drinketh up a river and hasteneth nettrasteth that he can
draw up Jordan into his mouth.

24: He taketh it with his eyes...

Behemothis a giant dinosaur of the brachiosaurus/apatosaadlass that, like behemoth, ate
grass. Like behemoth, such a dinosaur efasf ofthe ways of Godhe largest creature in man’s
sight on land. This dinosaur was the only creatiitd a tail that moved like a cedar tree in
respect of size and force. Behemoth had to be gabia giant dinosaur to fit the figurative
language on drinking up rivers. And, in full accarmith modern dinosaur facsimiles, strength
exertion, like that of behemoth, was centered ia belly to power the huge legs and tail.
(dinosaurs didn’t have mavel but the term here meanenter the basic dictionary sense). This
dinosaur, unknown to scientists until thé"k@ntury, fits the description of behemoth written
Job ~4000 years ago. Job 40 revealed dinosaursnmdléefore man discovered their existence,
so the Bible is the final authority on dinosaursd @o evolutionist speculation can compete with
the Bible that says God made man and dinosaursi@ge

Evidence that dinosaurs have existed within known history is seen by a recent find of
soft flexible tissue and blood vessels in boneifesd a Tyrannosaurus Rex dinosaur said by
evolutionists to be 68 million years oldThis organic matter decomposes too rapidly in bone
fossilization to endure many thousands, let aloiiboms, of years exposure. Decomposition is
slowed greatly by burial in flood sediments, buemthen, with most contributing factors absent,
shorter-term decomposition results from unavoidaid¢ural radioactivity. Sediment from a
fairly recent flood undoubtedly was involved, pgybdhe Great Flood of ~4400 years ago.

RSVINIVINASYV scholars don't defy the evolution agler) the footnotes suggesting behemoth is
a hippopotamus. The RSV verse 17 (followed by ESY@N) says, he makes his tail stiff like a
cedar, a possibility linguistically, but contextiyal'stiff like a twig" would be needed to denote
the small fan-shaped hippopotamus tail. In the Bwlmedaris logically and contextually used
in the sense of a huge tree bending by swaying.
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The NASV verse 23 say#f a river rages, he is not alarmed; he is coaht] though the Jordan
rushes to his moutfthe NIV says When the river rages, he is not alarmed; he @sethough
Jordan should surge against his moufhis language masks the great size and dinosanitityle
of behemoth, suiting a much smaller river-dwellmgpopotamus. It offers incorrect syntax and
word choice, distorts verse poetic style and missese division into two thoughts.

Passage syntax stresses behemoth’s greansizreiterative poetic style (behemoth this &
behemoth that, witlhe or his most often opening a verse as the subject or dupEssessive
pronoun). This style makes behemoth the subjeth@ffour clauses of verse 23 by-Berson
pronouns ife). Indeed the NASV/NIV must follow this style anchkehe, behemoth, the subject
of the very brief  and & clauses. But they deviate to make rivers subjetthe ' and 4
clauses, masking behemoth’s great size. Verse giddBehold stressindie the central-figure
behemoth, as the subject. Poetic style and a thamsierb make river a clause direct object, and
making it a subject and usirior Whenfor Beholdfavors unrealistic interpretation. It favors
reading the Hebrew literally (NASV language) Hs river rages, hegthe river)is not alarmed
he (the river)is confident though the Jordan rushes to (tie river's)mouth this is clear if the
correctBeholdis used. Actually, it's not that a river ragésit that behemoth conquasiver.

He drinketh up a river(poetic language), consuming it in the sense afjaering it in crossing it
easily, so hénasteneth nato cross a river, for it's no threat due to hisajrsize. This is like the
sense of Job 39:24 that say® (the horse)swalloweth the groundor consumes/conquers
terrair? (Poetic style and context make a clause subject argtound a direct object). Modern
translators are required by Hebrew language taviollhis syntax. But they deviate in 40:23
where language makes it possible to imagine amnaltee that avoid$ie (behemoth) as the
subject andiver as the direct object to mask behemoth’s size. B&1RBeshitta version shows
that river isn't the clause subject, sayinBehold, if he plunges into the riyebut its,if he
plunges avoids the dinosaur identity.

Modern versions follow poetic style to make behdmmiclause subject where language forbids
alternatives, as in 40:15,19,21, and they makeradinénals clause subjects 80:3,7,8,14-
16,18,21,22,24,25. But 40:23 is susceptible toraagined alternative, as is 40:17. The NIV
alters 40:17 as it does 40:23, ignoring poeticestyhd a transitive verb that make behemoth a
clause subject. It makes the tail the subjectssing tail motion over size, which further masks
the dinosaur identity. Other modern translatorsvdido this in 40:17, and they had no good
reason to do so in 40:23

* Jamieson, Fausset, Brown Com. stipulatesrwhelm similar toconquer Hebrew-language expert, prof. R.
Gordis confirms the verb as transitive and says the ragiagaoncept is dubious translation.

Context here is one of emphasis as God contrastwistism and power with Job’s. The first clause and
first word emphasize the main subject, behemoth, and inclpdese, so the interjectideholdwith a com-
ma or exclamation point is indicated. The RSV/EB¥®hold, if the river..is supportive oBeholdand a pause,
but wrongly addsf to make river a clause subject (iBehold or If, not both).If /whenare adverbs not
invoking emphasis or a pause. The NRB¥en if the river.. HCSV though the river..and NKJVIndeed the
river...are inadequate, minimizing emphasis and eliminating a pAnsein 40:15, where the’iclause opens
in a way similar to that of 40:23, modern versions ref#droldor an equivalent with a pause, as they must
since behemoth is named there (the NASV Batold nowBehemoth...and the NIV Look at the behemath
...), but they open 40:23 differently. All this variety gi@gts modern translators trying in their own ways to
discount the dinosaur identity and thus avoid defyingudgii theory.

**The NIV/NASV he is not alarmedbn’t justified; the Hebrew imperfect verb here isn’t stafstate of being
with verb is); the KJV intransitive fientive (action) vdrhsteth no{JFBtrembleth ndtis correct grammar.
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Another logical thought arises from that abovet thehemoth can draw up Jordan into his
mouth, which has a dual sense. Figurativeigw up like drinketh up means that behemoth

conumes/conquers Jordan, but now in the sensadrsing its full length, drawing all the way

up into the river’s (his) mouth. Andraw upis literally “drink” (poetic exaggeration; a Heb.

Athnah athastenethstipulates a colon, the second thought develofhiedirst to suggest a size

great enough to imagine ingesting a river).

The NASV/NIV miss the true second thoughéking the two one and missing the nature of
Jordan’s motion. It's not that Jordamshegsurges for poetic style and a transitive verb make
behemoth the subject and Jordan a direct objedtttmverb as a transitive medming forth,
draw up (NASV to his mouth is ok; NKJV into his mouth and BrentoSsptuagint up inthis
mouth are good, yet these versions miss the atl@ortant points).

The NASV/NIV reiterate the first thought mew language, something common to Hebrew
poetry, but here the second thought doesn't juseatthe first, but develops it, adding new
meaning. The claudee is confidersecureserves only to justify the incorre¢hough the Jordan
rushegsurgesthat continues the improper raging-river notion amakes Jordan the subject of a
clause unrelated to context on behemoth’s sizeJX tat in that he can draw up Jordagives
the right syntax, rightly tyingrustethto a clause with the object of trust, conquesimfian, to
construct the second thought by proper continuephaisis on behemoth’s sizdob 40:24 also
stresses behemoth’s size, saying he takes Jeviflarhis eyegowns it), and a hippopotamus is
too small to justify this figurative language omesisoJordanis made the # clause subject.

The NASV/NIV miss both thoughts of verse 23 witlivate syntax and word choice. Dinosaurs
are well known today, but modern scholars mistatesto mask behemoth’s identity, perhaps
yielding to the modern notion that dinosaurs arenthe Bible. The far lesser hippopotamus size
requires changes to emphasize rivers twice whemrbeth’'s great size is the one emphasis,
underlying verse poetic style, syntax and word choBy totally accurate translation, the KJV is

fully correct, though dinosaurs were unknown in 1,6dhich is a unique distinction marking a

Providentially-ordained version.

b. Job 41:1...31God speaks to Job about sea-going dinosaurvetati
1. Canst thou draw out leviathan with a hook...

2. Canst thou put a hook into his nose...

10. None is so fierce that dare stir him up...

14. Who can open the doors of his face? His teetharéte...
17. They (scales) are joined one to another, they stigkther..
21. His breath kindleth coals, and_a flame goeth outisfmouth
22. In his neck remaineth strength

26. The sword of him that layeth at him cannot hold

27. He esteemeth iron as straw

31. He maketh the deep to boil like a pot...

*Jamieson, Fausset, Brown stipulatikaw out Gordis says draw forthand confirms the verb as transititze.
**The imperfect verb renderelustethin the KJV is that, or the stativis, confident so behemotlrusteth,or

is confidenthe can draw up Jordan into his mouth; grammar suggggier one applies, butustethis right,
better reflecting verse syntax and poetic stigezonfidentserves only to support the raging-river distortion.
The two statives in verse 23 of modern versions can even béousgdove behemoth from verse 23 totally,
through an implied English poetic metaphorical sensbé@ftaging-river concept, that the river isn’t alarmed
(unmoved) and is confident (undeterred) as it rages, whés tiatpart of the passage subject matter.
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Many think this account is a myth, the seemingfiireathing capabilityinvoking "fire-breathing
dragons” of ancient legends. But it's a fully ctdditechnical description of a giant sea-going
dinosaur relative, and the existence of anciegfelarea-going reptiles like the plesiosaur is well
known. Leviathan is very large from the satiricapeessions about the foolishness of trying to
fish for him, trying to put a hook in his nose. &l he’s a large sea-going creature, and the note
in verse 31 about "boiling the deep” is poetic laage referring to a large wake of air bubbles
that he produces in moving through the sea, githegappearance of boiling of the deep. Large
sea-going reptiles likely would have been veryrgjran the neck, in keeping with verse 22.
From verses 10,22,27, Leviathan is obviously lafggce and strong. The description of his
scaly flesh in verses 15-17 shows that, like a shno, he’s a reptile. From verse 14, he clearly
has great teeth like those of a dinosaur. In thst@mical detail, the ancient book of Job is
consistent with modern knowledge of giant reptilesdiscovered until the ¥century A.D.

Of course passage technical credibilitysest the accuracy of the note on fire coming from
the creature's mouth, but here the Bible givesyaiplogical detail of certain large reptiles not
recognized by modern scientists. Some would sayimipossible for flesh to house fire, but
that’s a non-technical way to view the creaturee Tdgical way it could emit fire from its mouth
is by containment of a flammable chemical in itdypdhat is ejected from its body before
ignition. The principle is as simple as that oflanfe-thrower, a weapon of war. A soldier's
equipment doesn’t contain fire, but directs a flaable chemical through a nozzle for external
ignition. The chemical is a pressurized organic goumd ignited externally and propelled a
distance. In an animal it's only necessary thatisly contain sacs of a combustible organic
liquid propelled by muscular action, ignition beiagtomatic through the presence of an oxidizer
that reacts with the compound to generate adeduede for spontaneous combustion. If this
sounds incredible to the reader, he should congiur just such a system is found in the
anatomy of an insignificant insect called the bordisa beetle that uses it for self-defense
against birds, frogs and the like. The insect'sybmeduces a combustible organic compound
and an inorganic oxidizer contained in sacs. Mixthg two results in an exothermic (heat-
generating) chemical reaction so energetic thattsp@ous combustion occurs, and an explosion
is possible. The insect needs a way to slow reactidil the chemical mixture is ejected from its
body, and this is achieved through a third chemigals body, an inhibitor that slows reaction
until the mixture contacts air. Thus a fiery hotigsion outside the insect's body arises from a
built-in chemical system in this creature's anataseying as natural self-defense similar in
principle to a flame-thrower. Now if such a soplugted self-defense system has been provided
for a mere insect, why can't a similar one haveng@®vided for a complex reptile?

The Job passage isn’t at all technically incredilievas once thought that men flying in the
atmosphere was too incredible a notion to be tadenously. But progressive revelation in
science that God permits shows us the incredibteddy is the routine of tomorrow. We should
rethink "legends" on fire-emitting scaly dragonse@ lizards, or dinosaurs?) so common in
world cultures from the Americas to Europe to AsigAustralia. Legends are always based on a
kernel of central truth, and the idea of giantiteptspread throughout the world's cultures at one
time after their creation is hardly incredible, esd you have preconceived notions about their
extinction "millions of years before man evolvedt"isn't scientifically correct to dismiss
persistent accounts in the life of several widesgrearly cultures. Matters that pertain to science
would have been experienced by ancient mankindtt@dnanner and means of reporting them
would be primitive, simply because of a lack oflsigpication in knowledge and understanding.
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An RSV footnote saying Leviathan is a crocodilalisurd regarding the fire-emitting capability
and the size so great he treats iron like strawd Beviathan's domain isn't rivers and ponds of
crocodiles, but the sea, as evident from Job aathP$04:25-26. Isaiah 27:1 calls Leviathan the
dragon in theseg fitting for a sea-going fire-emitting reptile.

The New English Bible substitutes "crocotiie "Behemoth" and "Leviathan" right in the
bible text, even calling the crocodile the "chiéfbeasts" and "chief of God's works," defying
common sense. And this version refers to the crtesaabt as eating grass, but eating cattle as if
they were grass, and it's difficult to imagine sualprodigious appetite in a creature whose
stomach is much smaller than one cow. And suppypstd crocodile emits leviathan's fire from
its mouth. This version just indulges in fancifplesulation and text manipulation to justify the
committee's evolution-supportive private interptieta of the identities of the beasts noted. But
in this it receives very little support from otheersions. While the RSV calls Leviathan a
crocodile in its footnotes, it doesn’t attempt mcipportive text manipulation here.

End Notes
1. Parker, G. 1994Creation Facts of LifeMaster Books. Col. Springs. p47-56

2. Bednar, L. 20035ystematic Theologivechling Bookbindery. Chicora, PA. p44,45.

Notes on Job dating While biblical world history begins with Gened&ig Moses, that does not
mean this was the first book written. Likely Jobswihe first revelation inspired by God to begin
the process of inscripturation as early as 200Q Bidyjing by classical scholarship. Job seems to
be the earliest book, preceding the Pentateucte sinshows Job following the personally-
administered animal sacrifice of Abel and Noah thadceded a priestly-administered one of
Moses’ time. And nothing in the book deals withakdts origin, suggesting it was written before
Israel began with Moses and so before the Pentat@as written. Job could be a son of Jacob’s
son Issachar (Gen.46:13), which would place hinuaol800-1700 B.C, but this is likely just
another use of the respected name of famous Jolihdéoe’s nothing tying this man to the
greatness of Job seen in the book of Job. And dtlo& says nothing of Abraham, the greatest
figure of his time, and Job wése greatest of all the men of the e@dsB), so the book was likely
written before Abraham'’s time, likely around 200@CBThe name Uz, Job’s land, is very old,
likely deriving from Noah'’s great-grandson Uz (GEn21-23). That Job preceded Abraham is
seen in that Job’s life span was the 140 years/bd hfter his trials (42:16) plus preceding years
in which he fathered 10 children old enough to consims (1:1-5), for a likely possible total of
~200 years. This is comparable to the 205 yearshodldam’s father, Terah, and greater than the
175 years of Abraham, the 148 years of Abrahanoshier Nahor, the 147 years of Abraham’s
grandson Jacob and the 110 years of Jacob’s s@phlo¥ery likely, this places Job near
Terah’s time in history as man’s life-span steadigreased from a near-1000 year level of pre-
flood history, a longevity associated with the fak{promise of eternal life.

But we ask why Job’s friends Eliphaz andiBd had personal and/or tribal names identified
with descendants of Abraham (Esau, Shuah, Jokshaen:25:2) and of his brother Nahor
(Gen.22:20,21). And why are Chaldean and Sabeasstand the tribe of the friend Elihu noted
tied to descendants of Abraham and Nahor? Wellndree “Chaldeans” preceded Abraham’s
time, for his first homeland was Ur of the Chaldé€®n.11:31), and the name “Sabeans”
originated very early with Seba, Noah’s great gsaamd(Gen.10:1-7). And the Naamathite tribe
of Zophar, Job’s friend, originated still earlieittvthe name of Cain’s great granddaughter (Gen.
4:22). Indeed there’s evidence that names in Jeteple those of Abraham and Nahor and their
lines of descent. Eliphaz in Job is called a Teteanvhile 1 Chronicles 1:36 says the Teman in
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Abraham’s line was a son of Eliphaz. A father camohtinue a clan of which his son is the
patriarch, so Eliphaz in Abraham’s line is a diffier Eliphaz. It looks like names in Abraham
and Nahor’s lines are repeat uses of earlier nandslescent lines of Job and his friends. This
isn't surprising, for as Abraham was the outstagdiman in his age, so Job was in his, and
children would be named after names in Job, thiago¢ghe one existing scripture book at
Abraham’s time and for the next 500 years. Chresiastablished historic record-keeping in
Israel and is crucial for clues on how Job’s andaklam’s genealogies might be related (The
chroniclers, Ezra et al, restored the Old Testanextt after Babylonian Captivity). Further
evidence that names in Abraham and Nahor’s linesrepeats is an inexact correlation of
genealogy. Regarding Elihu the Buzite of Job, laithdr Barachel isn't noted in the line of
Nahor, father of Huz and Buz (Gen.22:21), and J&tas in the line of Buz isn’t in Nahor’'s
line, the one other Ram in scripture being in Alarals line (1 Chr.2:9 — note: Aram in Nahor’'s
line isn't Ram, these being different names in le@hrboth names perhaps being patterned after
the Ram of Job). And Nahor's Huz and Buz are likedynes derived from Job’s land of Uz,
reflecting a trend in Nahor’s clan in that his nadezived from the name of his town and his
brother Haran’s name derived from the district thattown of Nahor was located in.

3. Schweitzer, M.H. et alScience Vol.307. #5717. Mar.05. p1952-55.

4. Gordis, R. 1978The Book of JalCommentaryNew Translation and Special Studies.
Jewish Theological Seminary of America. N.Y.C.
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The Inerrant Autographs Still Speak: Consistent Accuracy in the Textual Basis

Clearly, if a translation is to preserve accuratsytextual basis must have done so also, and the
KJV basis shows evidence of this that is very cocivig to true bible-believers.

The KJV Greek and Hebrew/Aramaic Textual Basis Show No Faults

A. Passages in the traditional-type Greek text, rasing in the critical-type text

1. The angel at the poot Not a lost verse.John 5:2-7 NIV

5:2 Now there is in Jerusalem near the sheep gate awloich in Aramaic* is called
Bethesda and which is surrounded by fiveerexl colonnades

5:3 Here a great number of disabled people used to lie...

54

5:5 One who was there had been an invalid for 38 years

5:6 When Jesus saw him lying there and learned thdtaaebeen in this condition for a long
time, He asked him, “Do you want to get well?”

5:7 “Sir,” the invalid replied, “I have no one to helme into the pool when the water is stirred
While | am trying to get in, someone else goes dalvead of mé

An omission in the NIV critical Greek text is cle@mom context so that verse 4 is left blank. In
the absence of the verse, the passage makes e senmesponse to the Lord’s question on
healing, why did the invalid say he had to get ith® pool, and why did he have to go in ahead
of others, and what did stirring of the water hawelo with healing? The KJV has a verse 4 that
answers these questions. It sdysr an angel went down at a certain season intopgbel, and
troubled the water: whosoever then first after trmubling of the water steppad was made
whole of whatsoever disea@hbsturbance of ease in body functions, dis-ehsd)ad This shows
why the pool is important, what stirring of the esais all about and why the man wanted to get
into the pool ahead of others.

Many scholars reject the KJV verse 4, desipétlogical solution to the problem and despite
the fact that a great majority of Greek manuscrifse the verse as seen in the KIWhey
reject it just because a few non-traditional manpscthey favor don’t have verse 4. They prefer
to believe the genuine verse 4 was lost rather ditaept the KJV rendering. This would suggest
that scholars and their opinions are crucial inébreservation, and that we’re at their mercy in
having “all the Word of God still available” at odisposal.

The verse has also been attacked on the basisdha in the ¥ century church disputed the
existence of such a miraculous pool in Jerusalemesit wasn't found athat time® But such
healing devices were only for Old Testament purp@s®l thusvould pass away after Calvary
when Christ became the sole focus of our healing.

*The NIV interprets here, for the Greek text saysbrew not Aramaic Aramaic was common then, but
Hebrew was used in some matters, especially religious ones. jdtialies suggedtethesdds a Hebrew
word, while the Aramaic equivalent BethzathaHodges, Z.CThe Greek Text of the King James Version.
Which Bible Ed. Fuller, D.O. Inst. For Bill.ext. Studies. Gr. Rap. p29

**White % imagines a necessity for inclusion of such a verse could makebe add it to the text, so he
suggests impairment of his favorite text-type is normahab correction by men is expected. He stresses the
danger of adding to the text, which he thinks occurredentridditional text, and he objects to speaking of a
deletion here, even though the NIV language here plainly reveatsodel
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2. The last 12 verses of MarkNot a lost passageMk.16:9-20

16:8 And they went out quickly, and fled from the selmel; for they trembled and were amazed:
neither said they any thing to any man; for theyeaadraid.

Scholars suggest Mark's Gospel ends at verse 168 mote of fear by women at the tomb,
saying the last 12 verses in the KJV Mark arenthentic, even though the subject matter is in
other gospels. They suggest Mark's gospel omitste\e the report of Mary Magdalene to the
disciples, the Emmaus Road meeting with Jesusgithat commission and Jesus’ Ascension.
Scholars have Mark's Gospel ending on a note ofifiséead of Resurrection triumph. Some say
Mark ended his gospel here, making it abnormaltiecent. Others say there’s a lost true ending
different from that of the KJV Mark.

Such theories arise just because two Alexandrignhcae Latin manuscripts, and an old Syriac
version omit the 12 verses. But many Greek andnLai@nuscripts and many old versions and
commentaries have the verses. And the Latin maipisemitting them shows evidence of
Docetist tampering, indicating omission by tampgriBupportive Traditional-Text material is
very cogent, and the bible-based church and othave revered and retained the verses for
centuries. All scholars offer to justify their vieiw their manuscript preference and imaginative
arguments like a writing style of the 12 versespagedly different from Mark's typical one.
Expositors today teach that the 12 verses aretfteatic on the basis of speculative aspects of
style and grammar. White discounts the major maiptssupport and defends the omission with
mere speculation.

B. Passages present only in certain select traditial-type Greek manuscripts

Scholars say a true bible reading may be foundsha few manuscripts to support their theory
that their preferred Greek text is best, a text tften has scant manuscript support. In this
scholars grasp a textual truth but apply it to Wreng text. Alexandrian manuscriptadings
inferior in doctrine and accuracy, and indicatifeheresy at timgscan’t reflect a providentially
preserved text for an entire true church. But allsmamber of true readings do have minor
manuscript support for logical orthodox reasons.

A reading affirmed by a majority of tradi@ manuscripts is a preservation norm. Earliest
text copies would circulate in all churches, a mgjgqconsistent) reading being a true one. But
preservation of alteadings would be realized only in churches rétgia biblical basis, accurate
manuscriptsbeing protected there in reaction to many otherdies becoming unbiblicand
tolerating tampering® Gnostic influence, the main cause of extreme ctionpat Alexandria,
likely had somanfluence on other eastern churches. The Greekchhairlarge grew unbiblical,
and many traditional manuscripts shomenor degree of variance with certain readings dpein

*White, The King James Only Controverg256, imagines anomalies in the 12 verses, like Jesus agparin
another form in verse 12, thinking this denies a physicairmestion body, but Jesus’ resurrected physical
body was supernatural (Lk.24:33-40). And he notes 1dipligs at the table in verse 14 (no Thomas makes
10), but the 11 were those of John 20:26 that includednaBoAnd he says it's unlikely Jesus would rebuke
the disciples for unbelief in their fearful post-Crucifixistate, but Jesus earlier rebuked them for unbelief
when they were fearful (as in Mt.8:26). Such objections e¢edjwp from imagination can't disqualify
scripture passages.

a. Burgon, J.The Revision ReviseHd. Fuller, D.O. 1983. True or False. Gr. Rapid®riratiional

Publications. p137-159b. Hoskier, H.The Codex Vaticanus and its Alli&d. Fuller, D.O. 1975. “Which
Bible.” Inst. for Biblical Textual Studies. Gr. Rapigd.36-141
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mildly distorted, while most, or nearly all, of theexclude a few true readings. Manuscripts like
these would eventually predominate as an unbib&eatern-church sector grew large and many
scribes made many copies of slightly altered texth a few lost true reading®danuscripts
confined to biblical churches would preserve aifjioal readings, but the proportion of these in
the total would diminish greatly as small true dings became obscure in the post-apostolic era.
Thus minor, or even scant, manuscript supportfefratrue readings is no surprise.

With total preservation marking true churches, asemoent toward true faith will multiply copies
of the true text, as in the case of the Reformatinrpreparation for this event, the Traditional
Text was renewed in the west as Constantinopletdethuslims in the Roman-empire east in
1453 A.D. Fleeing Greek scholars carried this t@gst where the Latin Vulgate ruled. With
invention of movable-type printing at ~1450, thettasas soon fixed in print and no longer
subject to tampering in hand-written manuscriptsede events preceded the Reformation in the
near future, so the west was providentially beingppred for Reformation-era translations to
guide those seeking a return to biblical faith.

Regarding text history, God’s people musicplfaith in His sovereignty above the views
and opinions of scholars. God’s Word is mainly s people who discern it by the Spirit, so
usage in the biblical church, where God’s peopks arll identify the true text, as Dr. Hills
noted® Thus the present writer views renewal of the te tn the west as correcting a minor
degree of error in the Traditional Text to restdeeoriginal total accuracy, resulting in the
Received Text. Restoration as a process explamstary of minor variations of the Received
Text as progressions toward a perfected final fornoday’s KJV. Critics deriding historical
changes in the Received Text don't realize God wahandon the text to the devil’'s servants
that ever seek to alter it, but will ordain anddguHis servants to maintain His trdtitf God
inspired men of old to write scripture, He can aity direct later men to correct error. This
would be the logical reason why Beza resorted tar@dentified textual source at Revelation
16:5, seeing that Erasmus’ text missed the futgpee of God’s sovereignty, only the present
and past aspects being given. It's why Beza, wdigdagreeing with Erasmus’ text on Luke 2:14,
nonetheless retained a rendering contrary to his doctrinal belief, being guided by something
greater than his preferences. What looks to criikesunorthodox text development is actually
God’s way of restoring a text without glorifying melext adjustments ended when the text was
finalized in the KJV of the biblical church, thelprhegitimate further changes being language-
convention up-dating and textual commentary lika tf Scrivener in the focentury.

Now scripture is mainly for faithful laity who newenagine the text needs changes, but revere
and preserve it, so translations in common verasuwan be as important as Greek manuscripts
in preserving the text. God may intervene to presdéne text in translations to override scholar
corruptions in Greek manuscripts. While there’safsrbeen a true Greek text in true churches,
God’s Word can be fully preserved in other langsadeue churches are vital in God’s plan for
His Word, so there’s great value in the Italic Qhtin text of a biblical non-Roman European
church originating in apostolic times. This chumbuld safeguard the text for full preservation
in Latin. A true translation should be provideritidiavored over altered Greek manuscripts to
preserve the true text, and the Italic would’verbaevital textual source for correcting a minor
degree of error in the Traditional Text to helpdurce the Received Text crucial to Europe.

True translations of biblical churches help susteit accuracy, as in the case of Latin versions
and theGreek Received Text produced by Erasmus. The Rorudgate New Testament was
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based on the Italic version of the true Latin chu@nd “Vulgate carryovers” in Erasmus text
had a high probability of being true readings. Satsodisdain hioccasional use of the Vulgate
when Greek manuscripts were lacking, suggestindRbimanbackground influenced him. But
he favored Vulgate revision htyaditional manuscripts, preferring the Greek. Hddhcertain
Roman doctrines, but he had no bias, being a ledta@mer of this church, even ending his days
with reformers separated from Rome.

And scholars criticize what they call Erasirimited manuscript source, sayingdwaild’'ve
avoided resorting to the Vulgate by recourse toAlexandrian text, but thiassumes that text is
useful. The Traditional-type manuscripts of Eraswese part of a progressive restoration plan
utilizing the best available texts, so quality wpste good, and a few manuscripts sufficed to
provide the entire text rather well. Scholars fail see a providential intervention limiting
Erasmus' choices to the best available manuscripts

Erasmus' text was providentially timed, barely pding the Reformation, for which it doubtless
was intended. This timing was ensured in a unigag, \&n ambitious printer who wanted to have
the first published Greek text, rushing ErasmuBnish his text before release of the competing
Complutension Polyglot of Spain (God uses the &twiess of men to effect His will). Now this
providential timing precluded the later populamtiyAlexandrian manuscripts so that they could
have no real influence on Erasmus’ thinking, desfhieir availability in Vatican archives and
elsewhere. Further, this providential timing allasbe popularity of the Latin Vulgate at this
time in history to force Erasmus to consider itsplte his preference for the traditional Greek.
Thus Providence was in control when Erasmus resootéhe Vulgate at times.

What we must realize is that the Italic Q&tin Bible underlying the Vulgate was the text of
a bible-based western church from at least the 2¥ictentury on, and later a text used for
Reformation-era versions. Augustine testified af good Italic textual state in thd' 4entury,
calling it the best in fidelity to the Greek. Inetfate 4' century, Jerome chose the Italic for Old
Latin revision, recognizing it as the best basisr&vision. He made some changes toward the
Alexandrian Text (his misguided idea of revisiobiit pro-Alexandrian changes were limited,
especially limited outside the gospels, so his ¥tégvas a far better source for Erasmus than the
Alexandrian text. And the certainty of providentigtervention in text history maximizes
confidence in Erasmus' text and the KJV based Ikanggon it. That “Vulgate carryovers” in
Erasmus’ text were actually original Italic readingf the biblical western church, is indicated by
various examples, the most famous one being 1 30h8, the so-called Johannine Comma.

1. The Johannine CommaTruth restored for lovers of truth. 1 Jn.5:5-9, KJV.

5. Who is he that overcometh the world, but he bledieveth that Jesus is the Son of God?

6. This is he that came by water and blood, even Jebust; not by water only, but by
water and blood. And it is the Spirit thatbeth witness, because the Spirit is truth.

7: For there are three that bear record in heaven, Fa¢gher, the Word, and the Holy
Ghost and these three are one

8: And there are three that bear witness in eatfte Spirit, and the water and the blood:
and these three agree in one

9. ..this is the witness of God which he hath testifiehis Son

NIV
6...And it is the Spirit who testifies, because thet3g the truth.
7:For there are three that testify: ?

8: the Spirit, the water and the blood; and the thaee in agreemst.
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Introduction : Scholars reject the Comma (underlined words)he Received Text since its
primary support is Latin manuscripts. White dismagsdt due to minor manuscript support
beyond the Vulgaté reversing his position against major manuscrigipsut of the last 12
verses of Mark 16. Evidently he endorses minor reanpt support only for his preferred critical
text. A total of 10 Greek manuscripts, incIudingE%{}'century one, have the Comrha.

Scholars say Erasmus opposed Comma inclusion inettie its presence being due to a rash
promise? but there are no accidents in God’s Word. That ftessopposed it is speculation, and
even if he did, it's in his text from thézdition, and an inability to exclude it would shbww
God confounds the wise. He said he found it in @&manuscript, one scholars say was written
at Erasmus’ time, but that’s just a biased vievd @re date is uncertain.

The Comma pre-dated Jerome’s Vulgate revision eftdlic. His prologue shows he knew of it,
but omitted it; it was inserted around 800 A.Q@he Vulgate N.T. was finished an unknown time
after 384 A.D). An early Comma origin is seen byl @htin manuscripts of the"56" century
and notes of "3-4" century Latin bishop>® Priscillian quoted it before 385 A.D. In 258 A.D.
Cyprian saidthe Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit, and titesee are onginterpretingWord

as Son® Tertullian in 215 A.D, said of the Father, Son admforter,which three are one
interpreting” In the 484 A.D. Council of Carthage, 400 Northiddn bishops affirmed Comma
authenticity, indicating it was a long-standingditeon under attack at that tinfe.

Kenyon® verified the Italic as of Traditional-text type. Wiar said,The version current among
the western heretiq®Valdenses, called heretics by Catholca) be shown to be basedon the
Greek(Traditional)and notthe Latin(Vulgate)® 17"-century scholar Allix said of Waldensian
worship, The liturgy has the Psalms and diverse other tekiScripture of the ancient version
called the Italic® And extant Waldensian Tepl/Romaunt Old Latin vamsiand the Vulgate are
based on the Italic New Testament, but the versigmee together against the Vulgate at places,
suggesting they follow the Traditional Text wheeeaine imposed the Alexandrian.

A bible-based Latin church traces back to éfReation church, on back to a™2entury
Waldensian church and finally to 8%2entury Vaudois church (dwellers in Alps valleyhe
Italic endured in the non-Roman western church dwend beyond the Reformation, while the
Roman church began Vulgate use in tfecéntury. Italic preservation continued Eirasmus’
Greek Text of Reformation churches seeking a retoiriiblical faith, and iater continued in
the KJV. Comma lineage extends all the way fromiearicVaudois churches, t@/aldensian
churches, to Reformation churches and to today$ &durches, in accord with the concept of
preservation of the true text in churches desitinige biblical.

Textual analysis Bible-believing scholar Dr. E. Hillsnoted grammatical evidence of Comma
authenticity. Its absence creates a textual iggl&ting masculine descriptive modifiers directly
to neuter-gender tern®pirit, waterandblood and treatingheuters as if they were masculine,

a. Dabney, R.L.The Doctrinal Various readings of the N.T. GreBlscussions: Evangelical &
Theological. 1891. Vol.1. p350-390.
b. Nolan, F. 1815An Inquiry into the Integrity of the Greek Vulgaté.ondon
c. Kenyon, F. 19510ur Bible and the Ancient Manuscripthl.Y. Harper. p169-171.
d Warner, J.H. 1922-28. Society for Promotion of ClaisKnowledge. MacMillan
e. Allix, P, D.D. Remarks upon the Ecclesiastical History of the Ancient Glegrof the Albig-
ense<Ch.7, p51. 1989 ed. Reprinted from 1821 ed. Checkedsigslix 1690-92 ed.
f. Hurst, J.F. 189'History of the Christian Church/ol.1. N.Y. Eaton & Mains. p834.
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contrary toGreek grammar. Without the Comma thenets explanation, but with the Comma
present, the problem disappears. Comma masculnms of the Trinity,Father and Word
control gender treatment of neuter nouns they #@ssoavith, and the Comma itself has
masculine descriptive modifiers treating the newmeuns as masculine. Scholars say arbitrary
personalization caused the unique variation, bils Hbted that in that casgpirit in verse 6 of
the passage would have been seen as personalidéckated as masculine, but it wasn’t. White
dismisses all this on the basis of style that sapgly allows such grammar deviation as norfal.

Linguistic evidence of Comma deletion in the NIVeBk text is seen in verses 7, 8 that are each
an incomplete thought/sentence, a need to combwoe Greek-text verses to complete one
thought/sentence suggesting deletion. And delesiandicated in that Spirit, water and blood of
Jesus in verse 8 are by nature earthly witnessesstaeity, so the Comma portioAnd there

are three that bear witness in earkhoks necessary. And evidence of deletion arigethat
omitting the Comma omitg/ord in the Comma Trinity, the name John normally aggplio the
eternal Christ (Jn.1:1, 1 Jn.1:1, Rev.19:13).

Contextual evidence of deletion is seenhit tL John 5:9 verifies Comma authenticity in
relating the Comma heavenly witness to the versarthly witness, sayindhis isthe witness of
God (witness of the Trinity of the Comma)hich he hath testified of His Sén the form of the
verse 8 earthly witness). And the Spirit links teavenly and earthly withesses, being in both in
verses 7 and 8. And the initial Comma portion, aviealy testimony tdesus as God’s salvation,
accords with John’s gospel (In Jn.5:37, the Fatkads and bears witness of Jesus, and in 1:1,14
& 8:14 Christ the Word bears witness of Himselfdan 16:13,14 the Spirit of truth [the Holy
Ghost] witnesses of Jesus).

Other contextual matters affirming Comma authetyticzlate to early heresy. A heresy of some
significance, docetism, postulated a phantom s@iniist who only seemetd have a body, and
1 John 4:3 refutes this in declaring Jesus as @othe flesh. Gnostic adoptionist heresy
postulated a mere man Jesus temporarily indweletid eternal Christ, and John’s refutation of
this heresy has a role in proving Comma authegfiag we shall now see.

Contrary to scholars, verse 5:6 water anddlrefer, not to Jesus’ baptism and shedding of
blood, but His deity. Verse 5 declares His deityGagl’s Son as the basis of salvation victory,
and 5:6 further discusses His deity, saying ih@,by water only, but by water and blodsreek
grammar indicateby has the sensby mean®f,* saying Jesus came to earth by means of divine
power signified by water and blood. Verse 5:6 réveater and blood in conjunction with
Spirit, as signifying a human trinity (Son of man, Jequemglleled by a divine Trinity (Son of
God, Christ) so that humanity and deity were inheaspect of His Trinitarian persoS8pirit,
waterandbloodin Jesus’ earthly form testify to His authenticity the divine Savior. THepirit
relates Jesus’ human spirit to the Holy Spirithbloging an integral part of His person (Rom.8:9
equates the Holy Spirit and Jesus’ Spirit). Weger relates Jesus’ word spoken on earth through
His human soul (that calmed a storm at sea) talitiee eternal Word of heaven (that spoke the
world into existence), both being an integral ertis person (Eph.5:26 relates Jesus’ word to

In the ' clause of 5:6waterandblood are in the genitive case and are unexpectedly with the prepatigion
(by), and they appear in a more usual dative case with the pi@pe (by) in the parallel ' clause Dia
with the genitive usually mearisroughin the sense of, passing through the midst of, whietwlsvard here.
Using dia with the genitive case is rare for John, the only other caselm being 4:9 (Findlay, G.G. 1989.
Studies in John’s Epistle&regel. p397). A meaning of the preposition common ftih loases in 1 Jn.5:6, is
indicated, instrumentalityofy means 9f and this is clearly the meaning in 1 Jn.4:9
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water, the church being sanctified by washing ofeway the word, and in John 15:3, His Word
cleanses us, or has the nature of water). Anduh&h bodily part of Jesus’ person relates to His
divine blood (Acts 20:28 calls Jesus’ blood thaGafd - Only divine blood, free of sin-stain of a
human father or mother, could cleanse us of sim Hibly Ghost would’ve created the human
body Christ dwelled in, consisting of directly-ctea divine blood and a human body indirectly
created from Mary’s genetic make-up and excludiagdontribution to the blood. The Spirit in
Jesus testifies that Christ came not by water aloneot as the Eternal Word of heaven occupy-
ing a body, as in Gnostic adoptionism. He came bistlood, divine bloodn His own body
ableto redeem us, not the powerless blood of a mereaneupied by the eternal Word.

Jesus’ divine water and blood witness of $éilvation mission is seen alsaJioshn 19:32-37
noting water and blood of His pierced side on tmes€ in prophecfulfilment related to His
deity (Zec.12:10 on the pierced MessiaH'$&dvent, Ex 12:46 on God’s Passover lamb with no
broken bone & Ex.17:1-7 on the water of life frohe trock that is Christ — see 1 Cor.10:4). In
relation to these Crucifixion prophecies, blood amdter signify His normally-veiledleity
within His humanity, and prophecy fulfillment inlagion to this informs Johan Jesus’ deity.

Now why does the Comma treat the Spirit, water lalodd as masculine? For the same reason
the Spirit isit as part of Christ's earthly person, b as a separate personage. 5:8 the
earthly testimony iswater signifying the divine word, andblood signifying divine blood
embodied. Attesting the water and blood is ther#iVepirit in Jesus. The 5:8 nouns of earthly
testimony are treated as masculine since, though isapart (it) of Jesus’ earthly person, each
signifies a sovereign entity (He) in His persontbg Trinity heavenly witness in the Comma
(5:7 syntax creates a parallel 5:8 syntax, so ®@figs Comma authenticity). The Father in
heaven of the Comma testifies of His relationslopJésus by divine blood, so the blood (it)
representinghe Father (He) exhibits masculinity (an eartrdyher/son relationship is one of
blood, and Jesus’ divine blood symbolizzpure Father/Son relationship in body - a divine
eternal body with hand/foot wounds in resurrectiduk.24:39, 40). The Eternal Word in heaven
of the Comma testifies by water of Jesus’ word thatas the Son came in holy flesh and blood,
so the water (it) representing Him exhibits masutyi The divine Holy Ghost in heaven of the
Comma testifies of His earthly ministry as Jesysris(it) verifying the water/blood testimony,
so the Spirit (He) on earth exhibits masculinithu$the earthlythreethatagree in oneare of
divine nature, this being veiled in their earthdyrh, but revealed in 1 John 5:7-8. Jesus’ Spirit is
divine and masculine but has an apparent neuter ifoHis earthly state, and the divine blood in
His earthly body and the divine Word in His eartbpjeech reflect masculinity veiled in their
earthly form. In their deity the thresgree in ongact as one), reflecting the Comma heavenly
Trinity that are one Jesus in His three earthly aspects of persoreftgets the divine Trinity
(image of God) verified by the Comma heavenly wstheHe came to earth by divine power
signified by water and blood that are attested ly $pirit. Thus the Comma and earthly
testimonies reflect the dual Trinity of the SonGdd and Son of man.

*Blood forms in the fetus, both parents contributingthvonly one human parent involved, normal human
blood cannot result (Henniger, H. 1920. Tremendous TruthSpringfield, Mo. Baptist Bible Trib..p88).

*The Spirit’s neuter gender in verse 7, due to His impwakidtle, is rendered if He is portrayed as part
Jesus’ person in a verse like 5:8 (a part of a personagena he). Yet Spirit masculine gender is visible in
5:8, despite invisibility in 5:7. This shows how delibte masculine gender treatment is, reflecting the image
of sovereign persons of the Trinity in Jesus’ persoalsib shows Erasmus' text and the KJV recognize the
Holy Spirit as a person, despite Greek neuter gender.
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TheSpirit waterand bloodthat_agree in onén one person) refute the idea of a mere man
adopted by eternal Christ, the divine blood prouimg by the testimony of the divine Spirit. The
Trinity of heaven verifies the divine earthly wigse the Spirit witness of the water and blood,
totally nullifying adoptionism. Thus the Comma igtleentic, being crucial to verse-8 meaning.

Manuscript history: A pure Traditional Text renewed in the Received Text

Adoptionists, who called Jesus a man inhabitedtbgnal Christ, were refuted by the Trinity’s
Comma witness. This irrefutable witness is eas#iynoved without distorting syntax flow, so
easily that scholars prefer gnostic tampering tdidal truth. Evidently gnostics were able to
eliminate the Comma from the traditional text, batildn’t corrupt the overall text freely as they
did the Alexandrian, and they couldn’t corrupt @@mma in the Italic.

In view of great potential for manuscripini@ering and copyist error, a logiaaason for
good general Traditional-Text condition is periogirovidential renewal taviden access to truth,
using chosen servants and the biblical-church teenewal is part of text history (e.God
restored tables of the law broken by Moses [Ex3234:1], and Jeremiah restored a God-given
text burned by a king [Jer.36]). Restoration ofrapted New Testament manuscripts is expect-
ed, and the 10 later manuscripts with the Commasicanify pre-Erasmus renewals. The Comma
is in margins of 4 of the 10, suggestingt@p toward renewal scribes knowing of its validity.

Now Comma presence in the Received Textled -century Italic connects the Received
Text to the Greek text underlying the Italic. Macnists of the Italic Greek text are closest in
time to originals, just half a century or so frone tRevelation autograph. Thus Comma presence
in the Received Text is indicative of renewal, eation of a minor degree of error imposed on
the Traditional Text over the centuries to restbperfectly in final form as the Received Text of
the KJV. Comma presence in the ltalic (indiredily the Vulgate) so close to the autographs
authorizes Comma inclusion in the Received Tex¢raling minor Traditional-Text support as
attributable to error repeated many times by marpyists in a large unbiblical church. In the
Comma and other likely renewal examples, the Receiext has the earliest known connection
to the autographs. Other likely renewals suppokgdhe Latin and having minority or scant
Greek manuscript support are Jn.7:53-8:11, Actg,&Eph.1:18, 3:9 and Col.1:14 (the latter tells
of salvation by Jesus’ blood). Also likely is thevR22:19book oflife having scant Greek
manuscript support. Indeed the textual history gifi€sians 3:9 implies providential intervention,
with text renewal halting corruption at a pointtime; a faultyadministrationreplaces the true
fellowship but the trughrough Jesus Chrigs intact. This has been the state in the Traadktio
text for centuries, a snapshot of a partially-cptreerse frozen in time, suggesting intervention
halting corruption by satan’s agents at this padiiie halt would mark ordaining of the Received
Text, in printed form difficult to corrupt, to rewethe Traditional Text in perfect original form

Conclusion The Comma endured in the Italic of biblical cthes true to God’'s Word in
Middle-Ages persecution. God ensures full presemadf His Word for biblical churches in
select texts, the ltalic long ago, the Greek ResmkiVext later and the KJV today, favoring them
over altered Greek manuscripts endorsed by schetansdisdain the Comma and prefer gnostic
tampering. The Received Text and the Comma weresGgreéat restoration plan, following
shortly after invention of movable-type printingathended scribal tampering in hand-written
manuscripts and shortly after Greek scholars brotighr Traditional-Text manuscripts west at
the fall of Constantinople. It appeared shortlydoefthe Reformation that spread true Bibles in
Europe at that time in history and provided the tiext for today’s biblical churches.
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Latin biblical-church testimony authenticatthe Comma, but the eastern Greek biblical
church once held it too. Both churches dwellechm shadows of large post-apostolic churches.
The eastern is barely known in history, so Comnadustin its text is unknown. The general
eastern church early forsook reverence of scripiosng God’s guidance needed to retain the
Comma. This happened through Jerome in the gemarsilern church, but only temporarily.
Perhaps the Comma returned to the entire west apesidce many kept to the Old Latin Bible,
resisting Jerome's version for centuries. But entitblical Latin church it was never lost and rose
again to prominence in the Reformation, for it'saaiginal bible truth, not a Vulgate carryover.

For all who love God's Word, the Comma erdudespite scholar error. It's vital to true
believers in its unusual revelation of the sacreldtionship of our Savior in the Trinity that
guarantees success of His mission and scriptuse&ion. Comma preservation shows us true
scripture can never di@his encourages total devotion to Christ's Wand aervice in all those
loving the Word through terrible persecution, foey too can never die and will receive rewards
beyond imagination (1 Cor.2:9). Comma retentiothiea KJV and the Received Text continues
God's ancient plan, and all who prefer other versiceject a privilege providentially accorded to
true bible-believers.

2. The woman taken in adultery: An “unauthentic” passage can’t remain in
God's Word for many centuries. Jn.7:53-8:11

Modern scholars disdain the passage on the wonkam ta adultery. It's not in their favored
manuscripts and lacks support by most otAersd they reject passages with much more support.
They say it should not be taught as scripture,itranslators boldly question its authenticity
with a note in the text just above the passagengayirhe earliest and most reliable manuscripts
and other ancient witnesses do not have John 783*8ut many early Latin and some Greek
manuscripts (the earliest Greek are a f8céntury ones), early scripture lessons and refesen
of church elders verify the passage authenticitygudstine said it's a true reading removed from
many manuscripts of his day due to intolerancemjifeness for one guilty of adultety.

The passage endured in part of the churcimBmy centuries, unlike the Alexandrian text,
and how can that be if it's spurious? It's in thiel Qatin Bible, indicating truth from the text of
the bible-based church, and it looks like this t@&s once very much an object of censors. And
how can such a lengthy passage be in some traalittert copies if it isn't genuine, removal
from some being far easier, and thus much mordylikkan invention and addition to others?
And if it’s just an invention of dishonest men, hoan we account for its high doctrinal quality
and full compatibility with other scripture?

Language/grammar considerations:Immediately preceding the account of the womam is
passage in chapter 7 about the chief priests andgels questioning officers sent to the temple
to arrest Christ and explaining why they did ndtri€t isn’'t present here. This passage ends with
John 7:53 where all parties leave, and the nexhimgrwe deal with the account of the woman
taken in adultery. In 8:12 we deal with a discolreeveen the Lord and the Pharisees.

As bible-believing scholar John Burgon noteaVer 100 years ago, trying to eliminate the
account of the woman and relate 7:52 directly tt28roduces linguistic nonsense. It would
have the Pharisees speaking to the officers imgthg episode where the Lord isn't present,
followed immediately in 8:12 byl'hen spake Jesus again unto thdine result would be quite
incomprehensible, as we see by examining the passagletail. The so-called unauthentic
passage in the KJV is set off, and a few of theguieng and following verses are given below.
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7:45 Then came the officers to the chief priests amariBles; and they said unto them, Why
have ye not brought him?

7:46 The officers answered, Never man spake like this m

7:47 Then answered them the Pharisees, Are ye alsaveete

7:50 Nicodemus saith unto them...

7:51 Doth our law judge any man, before it hear himg &now what he doeth?

7:52 They answered and said unto him, Art thou algBaiflee? Search and look: for out of
Galilee ariseth no prophet

7:53 And every man went unto his own house

8:1  Jesus went up unto the mount of Olives

8:2  And early in the morning he came again into thegke, and
all the people came unto him; and heugkd them

8:3  And the scribes and Pharisees brought unto hinoman taken in adultery; and when
they had set her in the midst,

8:4  They say unto him, Master, this woman was takeluttery...

8:5 Now Moses in the law commanded us, that such dhoeilstoned: but what sayest
thou?

8:6  This they said, tempting hjnthat they might have to accuken. But Jesus stooped
down, and with his finger wrote on the ground,Esugh he heard them not

8:7  So when they continued asking him, he lifted opséif, and said unto them, He that is
without sin among you, let him first cast a stohbex.

8:8  And again he stooped down, and wrote on the ground

8:9  And they which heard it, being convicted by tlme#n conscience, went out one by one,
beginning at the eldest, even unto the last; argligevas left alone, and the woman
standing...

8:10 When Jesus had lifted up himself, and saw nonetHeautvoman, he said unto her,
Woman where are those thine accusers? hath no oratemned thee?

8:11 She said, No man LordAnd Jesus said unto her, Neither do | condemn: theend
sin no more

8:12 Then spake Jesus againto themsaying, | am the light of the world...
8:13 The_Phariseetherefore said unto him, Thou bearest record p&di. ..

Verse 8:12, which all consider to be genuine, sélgen spake Jesus againto themWhere did
He speak the first time tinen®? The only answer is the supposedly unauthentisag@son the
woman where the Lord said to scribes and Pharisteshat is without sin among you, &m
first cast a stone at heilGrammatical/syntactical considerations require plersonal pronoun
themto refer to someone recently noted in the immediantext (Pharisees and scribes of 8:9) if
the pronoun is to have meaning. In the prior passtg Lord isn’t present to speak to anyone,
and that passage relates to the previous day. fase’'s no one else anywhere in the near
context to relat¢hemto, and the supposedly unauthentic passage hasth@ossible answer to
the question of the identity tfiem

Indeed 8:12 logically follows the accounttioé woman. But the NIV 8:12 says "whéesus
spoke again to the peoplee said | am the light of the world." This chasg®ntextual sense,
allowing verse 8:12 to stand alone, not needingpiteeeding account of the woman to make

34



sense. “When” introduces a new thought and reméivessense of an 8:11-t0-8:12 sequence.
And “the people” suggests 8:12 action involves scalirse with the people, not the Pharisees
and scribes. The NIV eliminates the need for 8d.gefer to the account of the woman accused
by the scribes and Pharisees, as if the accourtl dmi considered not genuine. But this is

incorrect paraphrasing, as seen by other modesiorer with the same type Greek text used for
the NIV. They render the passage with the santiearivords that the KJV does.

NASV: 8:12 Againtherefore Jesus spoke_to theaying, | am the light of the world...
RSV: 8:12 AgainJesus spoke to thesaying, | am the light of the world...

Thus the contextual-sense change in the NIV ongmseto make 8:12 stand apart from the
account of the woman. The Lord addresses the samens in 8:12 He addressed in the account
of the woman (scribes & Pharisees), so 8:12 rdfack to the account of the woman. This is so
since we knowhemis the correct word in the Greek text, ahemare scribes and Pharisees
from the account of the woman, not the people imegal. Their identity is evident since after the
Lord speaks tehemin 8:12, in 8:13 the Pharisease the ones who answer Him in all versions,
including the NIV In suggesting théhemthe Lord speaks to in 8:12, is the people, the NIV
mistranslates its Greek text with inaccurate pat@ghg. Even if we were to assurtiemdid
refer to the people so as to eliminate the so-¢allgauthentic account of the woman, there’s no
place where the Lord spoke a first time to the peopcently enough fathemto refer to the
people. In the fairly long 7:45-52 passage prewptlie account of the woman, the Lord wasn’t
present to speak to anyone, only officers, priesits Pharisees being present, and this event
happened the previous day. The Lord's last diseowith the people prior to the account of the
woman was the previous day in 7:39, much too didtarthemto refer to the people. A pronoun
can't link to such a distant noun when there’s mintarvening material. Thus, while we can’t
accept the general error resulting from skipping dlecount of the woman and linking 8:12 to
7:52, we can’t accept the specific error of the NTWie NIV “solution” serves only to justify the
inaccurate text note on a supposed lack of auitigntif the passage. The account of the woman
won’t go away, and that’s no surprise, for trutlumeooperative with opinion.

One might think use of "the people" is jfist by verse 8:2 where Christ teaches the people
before the woman arrives, but this verse is parthef passage that scholars would eliminate.
Clearly, in 8:12 the Lord speaks to the scribes Rhdrisees, and this logically follows His first
comment to them in the authentic account of the armm

Thus we see evidence of a genuine passage remavadtie text in preferred manuscripts of
scholars, the verses following this passage bdiwoget with which it logically connects. The
same is true at the first verse of the disputedaugs Verse 7:53 of the so-called unauthentic
passage fits exactly with the last verse of whhbkus say is true scripture in 7:52. Verse 7:52
concludes the conversation between officers andléwes, and verse 7:53 follows perfectly in
that it tells us each man then went to his own hoBees the reader not see the hand of
Providence here in that those who tampered withekiewere made to do so in such a way that
the evidence of their tampering would be obviou#afly the passage in dispute fits perfectly
into surrounding text at both ends and is absepteaferred manuscripts of scholars because, as
Augustine said long ago, it was removed. John Bungminted this out over a century ago but
was mostly ignored. Can churches lose part of Gédsd if they're determined to? Evidently
so, forgiveness for adultery illustrated in the@ott of the woman being repealed for them by
omission from their bible texts if they want it thmay. And such folly that excludes knowledge
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of forgiveness for a certain sin can be continugd our times by scholars who reestablish the
texts of faulty ancient manuscripts

History and logic considerations: Those in the early church disliking the passadieGarist
pardoned the woman too easily (as if one might tipreshe judge of the world). Man classifies
sin in categories of severity, but the smallestglhsend us to the same hell that adultery wWill i
we are not forgiven. These early-church objectorsde not realizing the woman experienced
salvation in this encounter with Christ. Salvatlmnsimple belief produces forgiveness of all sin
and has always seemed to many as too easy a mhéavenThe woman received salvation since
Christ said to heNeither do | condemn thee: gand sin no more One not condemned by the Lord
Himself has forgiveness of sins and salvation. &redLord wasn’t condoning adultery here, but
was imparting Christian morality toreewly saved person in telling her ¢o, and sin no more
We readily see salvation at work here when we zeahis poor trapped woman would’ve been
convinced that in a few moments cruel Phariseessantles with rocks in hand were about to
crush her skull for a sin condemned without regeuaaby God’s Word. She would see herself
as about to die in her sin and descend into hellidoy eternal punishment. It's easy to see that
in her moment of dreadful heart-stopping anguigr, deliverance from destruction by Christ's
wisdom taught her a lesson in morality that sheendéergot and that she went away from that
encounter a firm believer in the God_of moralityldargiveness

Legalists complain that the law of God demandingighument for adultery was too easily set
aside here by the Lord. But such people forget e New Testament changed many things.
Forgiveness replaced condemnation when a persiynrépented of sin, and there’s no question
that the woman truly repented of her sin in thisdent. Forgiveness upon repentance is the best
news sinners could ever receive, and it is the vbakis for the good news of the Gospel.

Yet the law is holy and good, and the Lomdind ignore it. He showed the elders the law
was too holy for them since no man is righteousughao qualify to stone anyone. He did this
by challenging any who were without sin to throwe first stone. What He did in this passage
was to accomplish a major aspect of His missiofulfdl the law. In fulfilling it, He overruled
judgment rights by unholy man under holy law, ardldred God as the only righteous judge,
accepting upon Himself God's judgment of man fotation of the law. He introduced mercy as
the ultimate basis of judgment, giving a secondnckato sinners and empowering them for
better things by which they might fulfill the spiof the law. This was the basis for introducing
the church and the New Testament era to fulfillltve in the ultimate degree.

In the Old Testament era, law enforcement jadgment were established through Israel’s
leaders to show sin as very serious in the sigi@ad. But the law was a schoolmaster to bring
us to Christ (Gal.3:24), revealing defilement of that renders us helpless in anguish and defeat
under the deadly consuming fire of holy law and imamperfect judgment. In Christ we are
victorious over_condemnatidoy the law, despite our sin nature, because Higepaonferred in
forgiveness of sin in salvation changes the sih@drt. In this we become able to fulfill the spirit
of the law, the matter of crucial importance.

The crucial doctrine by which Christ gives vctory over condemnation of the law is
introduced by illustration in the New Testamentehir this passage scholars would trash! Here
in the account of the woman condemnation by unhwdy under the law is overruled by higher
authority, showing God as the only righteous ultenadge. Since God accepts Christ's sacrifice
on our behalf, Christ pays for us the price of aandation for our violations of the law, and we
are not destroyed. Thus Christ now fulfills the léav us in accepting its judgment for us,
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introducing mercy, while showing us how awful ssnaind changing our view of it forever in the
suffering of its penalty by the divine innocent oiie refuse this New Testament passage on the
woman undermines the most important doctrine of dherch, the vicarious atonement, and
refusal is an attempt to restore condemnation Iplyrman under the law!

And the passage itself shows us just how necessaryighteous it was for Christ to overrule the
judgment of men, for we see here a perfect exampleist how devious man can be in his
supposed righteous judgment by the law. We seeathise dig deeper into the context, which
shows us the Lord did not just ignore the law. Ehermuch more to the passage than what the
fault-finding scholar sees.

The scribes and Pharisees were always ttgirdiscredit the Lord by trying to trap Him in
His words in front of witnesses, and they are fyio do that here. Indeed that is what the
passage itself says in John 8:6. It is plain thasé evil men enticed and induced an unwise
woman into this sin to use her to attack the authaf the Lord before many witnesses. He
would not have served the justice of the law byngjun to the evil plan of these men who would
sacrifice a hapless woman's life in order to attdirk.

To see this plan, we should ask how thebssriand Pharisees just happened to catch a
woman in the act of adultery just when the Lord weeching the people in the temple. And how
did they happen to be close enough to the tempietder to Him before He moved away from
witnesses? And there are always two parties ingblnmeadultery, and the law commands the
man and woman to be stoned, so where is the gudily? The scribes and Pharisees set a trap,
picking a crony to lure an unwise woman into a t@pse her against the Lord. A likely way to
do this would be to pre-select a needy poor wonmahadfer her much-needed money to submit
(entrapment). They push the crony aside and atisestoman, calling the attention of withesses
to her. They plan to create a situation in whicé tlord must condone stoning a woman just
entrapped in sin or else ignore the law. If He @ores the stoning, the crony speaks up and says
he arranged the affair to prove Jesus was not oah, for if He were, He would’ve known the
woman was just induced and entrapped (He did knovsa didn’t satisfy their demands). Thus
the Lord would look very unlike the omniscient Miebs Worse yet, if He condoned the stoning,
they could go ahead and stone her (they had rackand), and they could then destroy Christ's
ministry by having the crony reveal the inducemamd entrapment of the woman. They could
also further ensure destruction of His ministrydaying He violated His own New Testament
teaching since He taught that mercy had replacedaranation in fulfillment of the law in the
New Testament era (Mt.9:13, Lk.9:56). Thus He coulddvocate stoning without denying His
own teaching and reverting to Old Testament corscefpthe Pharisees.

The Lord knew all this and would never comelgtoning. To do so would be to condone the
evil plan of scribes and Pharisees and would ataast destroy people's confidence in Him as
the Messiah. And it could easily lead to the samibf the life of a misled entrapped woman,
while destroying His own teaching ministry. And Hdiave trouble with Roman authorities who
controlled capital punishment. But if He didn't clume the stoning, He'd be represented as
ignoring the Mosaic law and thus out of God's waifid not the Messiah promised by Moses
(Deut.18:15). The plan seemed foolproof, but, tbedLwith leisurely wisdom, totally destroyed
that plan. In His sovereign plan He illustratedtal\New Testament doctrine by challenging any
of them who was without sin to do the stoning. Gfirse each one was reminded of his own sin,
and beginning with the oldest, who had accumul#tiedmost sin, they began to drop their rocks
and slink away sheepishly, showing that no onaiaified to stone others. As we find elsewhere
in genuine scripture, the scribes and Phariseesryng to trap Him in His words, and in this
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passage of genuine scripture, as in others, the uses wisdom against them, and they fall into
their own trap. No, Christ didn’t ignore the lawe kbok it to its highest fulfillment in the New
Testament era, showing that only God is ultimatghalified to judge sinners. He refuses to
honor misdeeds of outwardly-sanctimonious vile méro, with rocks in hand, would kill a
misled entrapped woman just to make the Lord lcaxk, lvhile they claimed to honor the law.

Such falsity isn’t possible in an account introchgciital doctrine like the overruling of man's
judgment rights to provide the basis for the viocas atonement and deliverance from capricious
condemnation by man as Christ fulfills the lettétre law for us to enable us to fulfill the spirit
of the law. And here we see Christ’s omniscienckniowing the plan of men misusing the law
to sacrifice a life for selfish intent, and defeatithis in New Testament fashion. Such a crucial
passage can't be invented by dishonest men, andgie is vital doctrine and Satan’s corruption
efforts. This caused removal of the passage fromymaanuscripts through unwise churchmen
and continuance of this folly by scholars todayo3érchurchmen challenged God'’s sovereignty
and would have Christ doing just what evil men wedntHim to do. But He doesn’t relinquish
His righteous sovereignty. And He ordains a truedBrtext and true translators like KJV
scholars to ensure that we retain all of His Word.
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The Inerrant Text Endowed: Scripture Teaches the Dictation Concept

We’'ve seen consistent KJV accuracy in passagesevdtauracy is much contested by scholars,
and many examples of this argue strongly for pregem of a totally accurate textual basis

further preserved by totally accurate translatidh.this is possible only if God chooses and

guides certain copyists and translators over théucies and only if He intervenes in text history

to overcome human error and tampering by satareéatag

But can autograph originals written by mere ermmrg men be totally accurate? Plenary/verbal
inspiration, is the concept of an inerrant-texgoriin God, each word and idea deriving from the
Holy Spirit. This is achieved only by mechanicattdtion, the Spirit determining words in the
human intellect to ensure inerrancy. Scholars tefjee dictation concept due to text human
writing style and supposed error. We've seen ewdethat true scripture has no error, and
human writing style is present in the text sinaentcary to how scholars’ define it, dictation
doesn’t invoke a trance suspending writer intellect

Dictation takes various forms, and at tinsgde is eliminated in verbatim oral dictation.
Exodus 34:27 say#&nd the Lord said unto Moses, Write thou these wdad after the tenor of
these words | have made a covenalmdeed in various Exodus verses, God speaks the ver
words of the law recorded therein. In Exodus 340t Gas Moses make two stone tables, saying,
| will write upon these tableswhich is equivalent to dictation, divine writingtin@r than divine
speaking being provided for mechanical copying. Aatbatim oral dictation to the prophets is
seen in a passage like Jeremiah 30:1,2 that $agsword that came to Jeremiah from the Lord,
saying, Thus speaketh the Lord God of Israel, sgarite thee all the words that | have spoken
unto thee in a book

Dictation by a vision introduces the writerthe realm of God and speaks to his eye and his
ear, and even then scripture indicates a writer falisfaculty possession. The prophet in
Habakkuk 2:1-3 says,will...watch to see what he will say unto me, archtd shall answer.
And the Lord answered méaculties intact)and said, Write the visigr(verbal dictation is
required to writepnd make it plain upon tables, that he may rur teadeth it. For the visiors
yet for an appointed time, but at the end it sepkak(dictation in the form of vision fulfillment)
...though it tarry, waifor it...(faculties intact).

Habakkuk 2 indicates a vision invokes veuiatation, as is the case in Revelation 1:10,11,
2:1. John says.| was_in the Spiribn the Lord’s day, and heard behind me a greatevoi
saying...What thou seest, writea book, and send it unto the seven churchdsre. verbatim
oral dictation to the ear accompanies inspiratthe eye, as in Revelation 2:1 where Christ in
the vision tells John the words he is to write,isgyJnto the angel of the church of Ephesus
write; These things saith hbat holdeth the seven stars in his right handnd Christ continues,
speaking the exact words to be recorded. Johrédlent isn’t suspended, for he retains normal
human responses to his vision. He hears a voicadhéim, so his audio faculties are intact, and
he falls at the feet of the glorified Savior (Re%Z), as proper for one with operative faculties in
the presence of a representation of God. And hé ohserve the vision, so his visual faculties
are intact and he must record words he hears) ksahtellectual faculties are intact.

Dr. Phil Stringer of Landmark Baptist Coked-L notes scripture’s most unique example of
dictation, that involving Balaam’s donkey. God spd& the prophet through the animal, as seen
in Numbers 22:28 that saysnd the Lord opened the mouth of the ass, and salieusito
Balaam, What have | done unto thee, that thou Bastten me these three timeBittation
power is so great that it extends even to dumb alsim
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Scripture indicates dictation doesn’t suspoman intellect. Even Balaam’s donkey, that
had no possible intellectual input or speakingestghowed an appearance of this. The creature’s
words reflect her expected “feelings” over mistneamt by Balaam. She seems involved by
“intellect and speaking style,” an impossibilitpdicating God preserved her “viewpoint.” Thus
we expect preservation of a human writer's viewpdm dictation so that he exercises
intellectual faculties and writing style. Of coufseman faculties must be guided by the Spirit in
the inspiration process to ensure inerrancy.

Dictation applies to texts showing no evidencetdfor it can be so unique that a writer retains a
grasp of his subject and normal writing style, whiloly Ghost supervision of his writing by-
passes his awareness. Consider Luke 1:1,3 where da)ks..It seemed gootb me also, having
had perfect understanding of all things from they\fest, to write..He seems to write at a whim
from memory, but his motivation can be due to thevimg of the Spirit, and his words can be
dictated without changing writing style, word chesdeing supervised without his awareness.

Scripture reveals such dictation as God wdtlis will on us in ways we’re unaware of.
Consider Jesus’ mother Mamyreat withchild (Lk.2:5) as the birth neared in Nazareth ~75 miles
from Bethlehem. If she or Joseph knew Micah 5:2pexy on a Bethlehem birth, in hardships
of the final stage of pregnancy, she’d never wantnike a difficult trip to Bethlehem. And
Joseph would dread a donkey ride with hazardshairlpains, miscarriage or premature delivery
in a deserted place on the way. God had to seedo d@etails, but how would He get her to
Bethlehem to fulfill prophecy? He’d stir the minfl @aesar Augustus, a pagan with no interest
in Christianity, to see a need to finance the eenpir ways better than resented harsh taxes
(Lk.2:1-5). There likely was a fear of rebellionesvtaxes at this time (Acts 5:37 notes a tax
rebellion when the Roman governor of Syria was Giys’ who ruled a little earlier as Mary
and Joseph went to Bethlehem - Lk.2:2). God wouldenCaesar to require empire residents to
enroll for taxation at their cities of origin totablish each person’s connection to family assets
through local authorities (most likely the harsH plublican system with private contractors was
altered, using locals to make it fair, but graftlbgals like Zaccheus would continue). All would
pay according to ability, richer ones paying tts#are, and the masses not being affected enough
to incite rebellion. Caesar introduced a graduatedme/property tax, likely congratulating him-
self on “hisbrilliant idea” (Thompson says the tax enrolimeegan with Augustu$as is logical
since it accords with hiBax Romanaa time of peace, prosperity and tax reform).tAi$ served
to get Mary and Joseph to Bethlehem, their cityondin as descendants of David. And the
summons was timed too close to the birth to all@wery of the Child before both had to go to
Bethlehem. Thus God subtly dictated His will toastvempire without anyone realizing it.

And in Psalm 22:18, David say$ey part my garments among them, and cast lots opo
vesture prophesying of the Son of David, God’s MessiathatCross ~1000 years in the future.
Roman soldiers fulfilled this prophecy, verifyingslis as God’s Messiah in Matthew 27:35 that
says,Theyparted my garments among them, and upon my vedidrthey cast lotsHow can
idol-worshipping Roman soldiers, with no interesQhristianity possibly do such a thing? Only
if God dictates acts of heathen oblivious to HirhisTwas a free-will act, based on desire for a
little property, yet it fulfilled God’s will.

Now in Psalm 22:8 we switch from dictatioh axts to dictation of words. Here David
speaks words of enemies who persecute and tauntanidnhe prophesies of Christ, sayikig
trusted on the Lord that he would deliver hinet him deliver him... David’'s persecutors speak
the words of Jesus’ persecutors at the Cross 108afk yater. In Matthew 27:43, priests, scribes
and elders taunted Jesus sayldg trusted in God; let him deliver him. In exercising a free-will
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malice,Jesus’ worst enemies fulfilled David’s prophecyHis behalf, verifying Him as Son of
David, God's Messiah, the last thing in the woleyt would willingly do. They couldn't have
known this meaning of their words, or they’d neliave spoken them. This is word dictatinn
passing speaker awareness in free-will watroice, literal word meaning and irreverent spegkin
style. It's said they mocked Jesus with David’'s prophdmyt they reveredavid andwould
never identify themselvesith those vilifying him. And thewould never relate David’s words
to Jesus, lest they represent thenpraphecy fulfilled by their own words to testify désus as
Messiah. Actually they wouldn’t see the verse agppecy useful for mockery since, in itself it
contains nothing indicative of prophecy.

Now if the Holy Ghost worked in these meictation occurred against their will, using their
intellect and speaking style with no appearancelicfation. But would He work in men just
previouslyused by satan? In Matthew 27:42 they said of Jdstieim nowcome down from the
Cross, and we will believe hjnvhich was arattempt of satan to eliminate our salvation. The
only imaginable alternative to a role of the Spweétre is God placing just the right men with just
the right free-will mentalities in just the righlage to fulfill His will in just the right way athe
Cross. With the prophecy made ~1000 years befor€tbss, this would mean God controlled,
genetically or logistically, millions of people #0-50 generations for ~10@@ars. And that
would mean God can choose to supervise all detdilsatural processes and human affairs,
connecting results of free-will decisions in a whgt establishes His will. That's what Matthew
10:29,30 teaches, sayilgre not two sparrows sold for a farthir{gf little value)?And one of
them shall not fall on the ground without your FetthBut the very hairs of your head are all
numberedOne way or anotheGod can make evil men in control of their faculta®l speaking
style, speak His words, contrary to their will, amith no appearance of dictation.

Thus the Spirit can certainly dictate to dbad servants, using their intellect and writing
style with no appearance of dictation, motivatimgef will and permitting or negating writer
word choice. Looking at matters this way, we se&e t:1,3 veryifferently. Luke seems to
write at a whim from memory. But the Holy Ghost nmayon his mind explains Lukejserfect
understandingand a moving without his awareness explains wdig Bay,It seemed gootb
me...to write.Luke writes a letter by free will according to hrgellect and style. But Spirit
motivation of free will, and editing of word choican be God’s way to dictate each word while

*Some suggest Psalm 22:8 should read as the imper@tremit yourself to the Loydet Him deliver him
(NASV), not the perfect tenséle trusted on the Lorthat he would deliver himBut this suggestion, that
negates Mt.27:43 fulfillment of the Psalm prophecy, link&%person commandCommit yourse)fto a 3°
person declarationlét Him deliver him in one inclusive thought. This is impossible grammaiésy, but
scholars try to justify it, saying the clause after the iaper is an aside, with taunters talking to each other.
Well, declarative clauses in different persons can link in ppetigshetic Hebrew to vary perspective (e.g.
Is.52:14, 61:7). But linking a command to a declaratiocombination with a difference in person, all in one
thought, is absurd. The proposed imperative is a separatghtheequiring separation from the declarative by
extra words not in the text.

Perfect tense is correct, as verified in the inerrant Nestament and in the Septuagint. Ps.22:8 relates to
Mt.27:43 where priests, elders and scribes address the peamé@rbtheir talk at Jesus to taunt Him, not
wanting to address Him directly. This is clear in the Mt@wtext, the indirect taunting of these men being
distinguished from a direct taunting of others (27:40,%ith no Hebrew verb form for indirect address, an
imperative is used in the brief Ps.22:7,8 context to indieairds aimed at David as the men speak to others,
paralleling the indirect address to Christ. Thus a perfeseteandering is correct, and the imperative is
rendered only in a true direct address (e.g. Ps.37:5, Pr.16:3
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preserving human style. The same thing would applgther scripture letters, the epistles of
Christ’s disciples. 2 Peter 1:20,21 suggests sugpiniation, sayinghe prophecy came not in old
time by the will of man: but holy men of God spake¢hey were moved by the Holy Ghost

Psalm 22:1-18 shows such dictation as David, ity eiman writing style, tells of his trials by
persecutors. His words are both his and those safslen the Cross in verse 1, then only his in
verse 2. This shows that Christ pre-incarnateatating David’s words from the outset, even in
verse 2. At verse 7 David begins a progressivesiian from his words on his trials to words of
Jesus on the Cross, ending in speaking entirelestis in piercing of His hands and feet and
casting lots for His clothing. The transition ikdiparting of a curtain to prove the pre-incarnate
Christ dictated all David’s words from the outd@avid couldn’t have any knowledge, by human
faculties, of words in the mind of Jesus as He evathe Cross 1000 years in the future.

Psalm 69 shows similar dictation as Davisdeehes God over his reproach and persecution,
implying such matters of the Son of David on thesSt most notably in verse 9. In verse 21 he
speaks Jesus’ words on His reproach and persecatbing vinegar and gall offered to Him at
the Cross (Mt.27:34). Transition from David’s worais himself to those of Jesus on the Cross
again reveals Christ dictating David’s words.

Zechariah 11:12,13 prophecy on betrayakstid for 30 pieces of silver, is 3-way dictation.
It says,And | said unto them, If ye think good, give mepnge...So they weighed for my price
thirty pieces of silverAnd the LORD said unto me, Cast it unto the pat#&nd | took the thirty
pieces of silver, and cast them to the potter enitbhuse of the Lord’he speaker sayingy price
can only be Christ pre-incarnate speaking by (tigjato) Zechariah. Judas betrayed Jesus for
money in a free-will act. He was not a man inclinedight-thinking, but is moved in his mind
(dictated to) by Christ to do the right thing, &turn the blood money to the priests and elders,
and he casts it down in the temple in disgust tiegd sold his soul for money. And the priests
and elders who caused the Crucifixion, normallyetous men who can avoid unlawful placing
of the money in the temple treasury without givingway (giving it to a crony for a future
favor), decide to use it for a potter’s field torypstrangers, being moved in their minds (dictated
to) by Christ to do the right thing. Christ figuxetly cast the silver to the potter, casting it ciow
in the house of the Lord by dictating thoughtswdak and priests and elders.
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