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Issue

Theold Princeton theol ogy has often been regarded asthe scholarly orthodoxy that should characterise evangdical theology
in the face of challenges posed by liberalism or modernism. Alexander, Hodge and Warfield are household namesin
evangelical-theological scholarship. They have becomereference pointsof theological orthodoxy. Despitetheir noble
attemptsto articulate the fundamenta doctrines of the Chrigtian Faith, it isincreasingly discovered that Princeton inits efforts
to defend theological orthodoxy and gain acertain level of acceptability and respectability in the scholarly world had
compromised the supremeand absol uteauthority of the Scripturesby adopting thetextud critical methodsof rationdistic
scholasticism.

Textual criticismintroduced by Princeton Seminary isthe Trojan horsein Reformed, evangelical, and fundamentalist
Bibliology today. No Reformed, evangdica or fundamentdist “scholar,” without wanting to look stupid or foolish, would
dare affirmwithout equivocation that the Biblein our handstoday isinfalible and inerrant, without any mistake. Thisisthe
tragedy of compromise.

This paper seeksto exposethefdlacy of the Princeton theol ogy especidly asregardsits Bibliology, and warn of the dangers
that it presentsto God' s people as they face the incessant salvoes against Christ and His Word by Postmodernism,
Ecumenism, Neo-Evangelicalism, Neo-Fundamentalism, Open Theism and Neo-Deism today.

Archibald Alexander

Thetheology of Princeton was shaped by Archibald Alexander (1772-1851), thefirst professor of theology at Princeton,
and by hissuccessors, CharlesHodge and B B Warfidd.* These men remain highly respected by reformed and evangdlica
scholars today. But before we decide to bow to their scholarship, we need to examine what they believed about the
Scriptures.

Archibald Alexander promoted the Westminster Standardsto be the orthodox expression of faith. He a so upheld the
power of human reason. What of the Biblein hishands? Well he believed that the Biblewasindeed preserved “by God's
sngular careand providence” as spelled out in the Westmingter Confession of Faith quoting Matthew 5:18, but his human
mind could not accept the ideathat the apographs (ie, copies of the originals) could beinfallible and inerrant. 1t ought to
be noted that Alexander’ s preserved text manifested no less than 60,000 scriba errors, but in his opinion, these did not
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affect doctrinein any way.? In hisinaugura sermon at hisinstallation as Princeton’ sfirst professor of theology, he spoke
positively of textud criticism, and posited the theory of conceptual preservation: “For though the seriousmind isat first
astonished and confounded, upon being informed of the multitudeof variousreadings ... yet it isrelieved, when on careful
examination, it appearsthat not more than one of ahundred of these, makesthe dightest variation in the sense, and that the
whole of them do not materially affect one important fact or doctrine.”?

Alexander saw no contradiction between his opinion of scribal errorsin the texts that he had in his hands and the
Westmingter Confession’ saffirmation of the providential preservation of Scripture because he considered the perfection
of the autographs and the purity of the apographsto concern merely doctrine and not words. In other words, these scribal
errorsdo not affect any vital doctrine of the Christian faith, and thereis no trouble even in seeing that God could have
“inspired” thesescribal errorsinthelost autographsand that these same scribal errors could have been * preserved” inthe
apographsthe church now hasin her hands. It appearsthat Alexander had no qualms admitting that the autographswere
not inerrant for hewrote, “it iseven possible that some of the autographs, if we had them, might not be atogether free from
such errors as arise from the slip of the pen, as the apostles [had] amanuens]es] who were not inspired.”*

The case of Alexander showsthat aregjection of verba preservation in favour of conceptua preservation could lead
ultimately to adenia of verbal inspiration and inerrancy of the Holy Scriptures. Thiswas clearly what happened to Bart
Ehrman (PhD, Princeton Theological Seminary) who had Bruce M etzger—Princeton’ sGeorge L Collord Professor of New
Testament Language and Literature, Emeritus, but known dso as* Bible Butcher” —for hismentor. In hisbook Misquoting
Jesus, Ehrman testified how a Bible filled with scribal errors today became a problem for him:

If onewantstoinsst that God inspired the very words of scripture, what would bethe point if wedon’t have
the very words of scripture?... It sabit hard to know what the words of the Bible mean if we don’t even know
what the words are!

Thisbecameaproblem for my view of ingpiration, for | cameto redizethat it would have been no moredifficult
for God to preserve thewords of scripturethan it would have been for himtoinspiretheminthefirst place. If he
wanted his peopleto have hiswords, surely hewould have givento them (and possibly even given them thewords
in alanguage they could understand, rather than Greek and Hebrew). Thefact that we don't have thewords surely
must show, | reasoned, that he did not preservethem for us. Andif hedidn’t perform that miracle, there seemed
to be no reason to think that he performed the earlier miracle of inspiring those words.®

It issignificant to note that Ehrman began asafundamentaist in Moody Bible Institute, but eventually succumbed to the
“dark side” when he went to Princeton where he came under the mentorship of textual-critical Vader—Bruce
Metzger—whom he calls his “ Doctor-Father.”’

Edward F Hills had long warned that adeniad or even alow view of the specia providentia preservation of the Scriptures
would logically and ultimately lead one to adenial of the verba and plenary inspiration of the same Scriptures.

Conservativescholars... say that they believeinthe specid, providentia preservation of the New Testament
text. Most of them really don’t though, because, as soon asthey say this, they immediately reduce this specid
providentia preservation to the vanishing point in order to make room for the naturalistic theories of Westcott and
Hort. Aswe have seen, some say that the providentia preservation of the New Testament means merely that the
same* substance of doctring’ isfound in dl the New Testament documents. Others say that it meansthat the true
reading isalways present in at least one of the thousands of extant New Testament manuscripts. And still other
scholarssay that to them the specia, providentia preservation of the Scripturesmeansthat thetrue New Testament
text was providentidly discovered in the mid-19th century by Tischendorf, Tregdlles, and Westcott and Hort after
having been lost for 1,500 years.

If you adopt oneof thesefase views of the providentia preservation of Scriptures, then you arelogically on
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your way toward thedenia of theinfallibleinspiration of the Scriptures. For if God has preserved the Scriptures
so carelessly, why would he haveinfalibly inspired them in thefirst place? 1t isnot sufficient therefore merely to
say that you believe in the doctrine of the specid, providentia preservation of holy Scriptures. Y ou must really
believe this doctrine and dlow it to guide your thinking. Y ou must begin with Christ and the Gospel and proceed
according to thelogic of faith. Thiswill lead you to the Traditiona text, the Textus Receptus, and the King James
Version, in other words, to the common faith.®

Taking Alexander’ slead, Princeton began on awrong footing asregardsthe verba and plenary preservation of the Holy
Scriptureswhich eventually saw itsrejection of the Textus Receptusin favour of the Westcott-Hort Text. Alexander had
laid the foundation for Charles Hodge (1797-1878) and B B Warfield (1851-1921) to pursue rationdistic textud criticism
that was growing out of German scholasticism.

Charles Hodge and His Son C. W. Hodge

Charles Hodge was exposed to textud criticism when he studied in Germany from 1826 to 1828. Despite hisstudiesin
textud criticismand hisknowledge of textua variantsamong the manuscripts, Hodge was careful not to engageinany form
of conjectural emendation of the Biblica text which he considered to bewhally illegitimate. He urged rightly, “it would be
exceedingly injurious as every critic would think himsdlf authorized to make dterations and thus certainty and authority of
S.S. [sacred Scripture] would be destroyed.”® Despite thetextua critical theories helearned in Germany which sought to
dethrone the Textus Receptus at that time, Hodge stuck to it and recognised its authenticity.™

Although Charles Hodge upheld the Textus Receptus, he did not defend it vigoroudy enough, and did not warn against the
rationdistictextua critical viewsthat wereemerging out of Germany. Hewas contented with an essentidly infallible but not
totally inerrant Scripture for he admitsthat “the Scriptures do contain, in afew instances, discrepancies which with our
present means of knowledge, we are unable satisfactorily to explain.”

It was |eft to Hodge' s son, C W Hodge, to pave the way for German-style textual criticism in Princeton Seminary. CW
Hodge found no point addressing the inspiration of Scriptureif the extant manuscriptswerefull of textua variationsand
scribal errors. He asked, “What are we to say of verbal inspiration when the Church cannot agree as to the words of the
text?’ He had accumulated no less than 120,000 textua variants (double that of Alexander) and even dismissed the
Trinitarian text of 1 John 5:7 to be unworthy of Scripture. Hisregection of 1 John 5:7 was due to Griesbach’ sdictum that
“dl readingsfavouring orthodoxy wereto beimmediately regarded as suspect.”* (Asnoted above, thisisalso the textual
critical mindset and method of Bart Ehrman.) Agreeing with Westcott and Hort, Hodge a so rejected the authenticity of the
last 12 verses of Mark (Mark 16:9-20) and the pericope de adultera (John 7:53-8:11).

B. B. Warfield

The Reformation cry of Sola Scriptura as the supreme and find authority of the Chrigtian faith and life has always been
understood to mean theinfalible and inerrant Scriptures believershad in their possession. The Scripturethat the Reformers
accepted asinfalible and inerrant were not the autographs but the gpographs, and the preserved apographs had al the very
wordsand passages (last 12 verses of Mark, pericope de adultera, Johannine comma, etc) which textual critical scholars
today, following Griesbach, Westcott and Hort, say are not Scripture at all.*?

Francis Turretin (1623-1687), pastor and theologian of the Church and Academy of Geneva, made it quite clear that the
Reformers never thought of theinfalible and inerrant Scripturesin terms of the non-existent autographs but awaysthe
available and accessible apographs. Turretin wrote,

By original texts, we do not mean the autographs written by the hand of Moses, of the prophets and the
apostles, which certainly do not now exist. We mean their apographs which are so called because they set
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forth to us the word of God in the very words of those who wrote under the immediate inspiration of the
Holy Spirit.®

Now, B B Warfield cameinto the scene two centurieslater and changed all that by introducing his new theory of Sola
Autographa, that theinerrancy of the Scripturesresidesonly intheautographs, the very first scriptswritten by theorigina
authorsthemsalves.™ By so doing, he could saddle himself quite comfortably between the liberd and consarvative camps.
Hewould have had no qualms agreeing with the liberalswho pounded on self-claimed “evidence” and “reason” that the
Biblewasindeed erroneouswith many mistakeswhether intentiona or unintentional, divine or human. At thesametime,
he would have had no problems affirming with the conservatives that the Biblewastruly inerrant because he thought of the
Bible sinerrancy only in termsof its autographs which of course no longer exis, and thustheinerrancy of autographswas
really amatter of Faith and not Reason, end of discussion!

Princeton’ slessthan perfect view of the verbal and plenary preservation of the Scriptures camefull circlewhen Warfield
accepted without question the textud critica theory and method of Westcott and Hort. Warfield promoted the critical text
of Westcott and Hort soon after it appeared in 1881.% Princeton historian David Calhoun was correct to note that
Warfield' s“positive attitude toward textual criticism influenced many to appreciate the science and to value the new
trand ations of the Bible based upon its work.”*®

L etiscommented that it was Warfield’ s employment of German higher criticism and Westcott-Hort’ slower (textua)
criticismthat led him to rgject the authenticity of age-old Bible passageslike Mark 16:9-20."" Like Westcott and Hort,
Warfield accepted the “ conjectura emendation” (ie, Speculative correction) of the Scriptures.® Warfield and dl the higher
and lower criticswere thus advocating that the Bible the Church had been using throughout the centuries contai ned non-
inspired and extra-scriptura materid which God never gave and never intended Hispeopleto read! Did the Church Fathers
and the Reformers all misquote Jesus, reading from the wrong Bible? God forbid!

Itisthusno surprisethat Warfidd, given hissympathy to the libera method, did not think that the doctrine of the verba and
plenary inspiration of the Scriptures was indispensable. He wrote,

Let it not be said that thus we found the whole Christian system upon the doctrine of plenary inspiration. ...
Inspiration is not the most fundamental of Christian doctrines, nor even thefirst thing we prove about the
Scriptures. ... ‘without any ingpiration we could have had Chridtianity; yea, and men could still have heard the
Eguth and through it been awakened, and justified, and sanctified, and glorified ... even had weno Biblg; ...’

But what doesthe Bible say about itself and itsrelation to faith and salvation? Itiswritten, “ Thelaw of theLORD isperfect,
convertingthesoul” (Ps19:7). “Wherewitha shal ayoung man cleanse hisway? by taking heed thereto according to thy
word” (Ps119:9). “ So then faith cometh by hearing, and hearing by theword of God” (Rom 10:17). Does not Warfield
realisethat without the Scripture, there could be no Gospel ? For did not the Apostlewrite, “Moreover, brethren, | declare
unto you the gospel which | preached unto you, which aso yehave received, and wherein ye stand; By which dsoyeare
saved, if yekeep in memory what | preached unto you, unlessye have believed in vain. For | delivered unto you first of al
that which | also received, how that Christ died for our sinsaccording to the scriptures; And that he was buried, and that
he rose again the third day according to the scriptures’ (1 Cor 15:1-4). “ According to the scriptures ... according to the
scriptures’ our faith must be, or elseit is blind faith or no faith at all!

Warfidd' s erroneous thinking concerning the indispensable doctrinal and practical importance of the absolute inspiration,
authority and sufficiency of the Bibleis surely refuted by the Bibleitsdf, for it standswritten, “All scriptureis given by
ingpiration of God, andisprofitable, for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness: that the man
of God may be perfect, throughly furnished unto al good works.” (2 Tim 3:16-17). The Bibleasawholeand in dl itsparts
to thelast iotais precisely what we need, and al that we need, to know the living and true God, even Jesus Chrigt, the only
way of salvation from sin and death, has been offered to mankind. We cannot separate Christ from Hiswords. No Bible,
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no Christianity!

Warfidd' sdichotomy of Faith and Reason became the philosophical noose that dowly but surely strangled and findly shook
and scandalised the very foundations of Chrigtianity which are Chrigt’ sfull deity and the Bible s absolute authority.® Such
anaturaistic and compromised approach to the Holy Scriptures and the Chrigtian Faith introduced by Warfield has left
believersutterly vulnerable and practicaly defencel essto 20" and 21 % century assaultson their Lord and HisWord by the
Modern Versions, The DaVinci Code and the Gnostic Gospels.

Can Doctrines Do Without Words?

Is Princeton’s“ Plenary Inspiration” enough or isthere aneed to affirm “Verba Plenary Inspiration?’ In other words, does
it redly matter if wedo not haved| theinspired wordsof Scripturesbut just thefundamenta doctrinesof Chrigtianity? Ryrie
commented in hisBasic Theology why thereisaneed to be very preciseand gtrict in defining “Verba Plenary Inspiration:”

While many theologica viewpointswould bewilling to say the Bibleisinspired, onefindslittle uniformity asto
what ismeant by inspiration. Somefocusit onthewriters; others, onthewritings; ftill others, onthereaders. Some
relate it to the general message of the Bible; others, to the thoughts; still others, to the words. Some include
inerrancy; many don’t.

Thesedifferencescall for precisionin stating the biblical doctrine. Formerly al that was necessary to affirm
one sbelief infull inspiration wasthe statement, “I believein theingpiration of the Bible.” But when some did not
extend inspiration to the words of thetext it became necessary to say, “I believein the verbal inspiration of the
Bible.” Tocounter theteaching that not al parts of the Biblewereinspired, onehad to say, “1 believein theverbal,
plenary inspiration of the Bible.” Then because some did not want to ascribetota accuracy to the Bible, it was
necessary to say, “I believe in the verbal, plenary, infallible, inerrant inspiration of the Bible.” But then
“infalible’ and “inerrant” began to be limited to matters of faith only rather than dso embracing dl that the Bible
records (including historical facts, genealogies, accounts of Creation, etc.), so it became necessary to add the
concept of “unlimited inerrancy.” Each addition to the basic statement arose because of an erroneous
teaching.?

It must be noted that the old Princeton theology did affirm that the plenary inspiration of the Holy Scriptures must necessarily
extend to the words (ie, verbal inspiration). Charles Hodge made it clear that it is not just the thoughts, concepts, or
doctrinesin the Scripturesthat areinspired but their very words. He taught that doctrines of the Scriptures are to be sought
in the words, the two are inseparable. He wrote,

If thewords—priest, sacrifice, ransom, expiation, propitiation, purification by blood, and the like—have no
divine authority, then the doctrine which they embody has no such authority.

... Christ and his Apostles argue from the very words of Scripture. Our Lord saysthat David by the Spirit
caledtheMessiah Lord, i.e., David used that word. It wasin the use of aparticular word, that Christ said (John
X. 35), that the Scriptures cannot be broken. “If he call [sic] them gods unto whom the word of God came, and
the Scriptures cannot be broken,” etc. The use of that word, therefore, according to Christ’ sview of the Scripture,
was determined by the Spirit of God. Paul, in Gal. iii.16, lays stress on the fact, that in the promise made by
Abraham, aword used issingular and not plural, “ seed,” “asof one,” and not “seeds as of many.” Congtantly it
isthe very words of Scriptures which are quoted as of divine authority.

... All these, and smilar modes of expression with which the Scriptures abound, imply that the words uttered
were the words of God. ... The words of the prophet were the words of God, or he could not be God’'s
spokesman and mouth. It has a so been shown that in the most formally didactic passageinthewhole Bible onthis
subject (1 Cor. ii. 10-13), the Apostle expressly assertsthat the truths reveal ed by the Spirit, he communicated
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in words taught by the Spirit.?

Following the old but inadequate Princeton tradition, Presbyterian denominations and organi sations have by and large
affirmed merdy the Scripture’ s* plenary ingpiration” but not its“ verba and plenary inspiration.” Thisisnot to deny that some
doindeed believein verba inspiration evenwithout affirming the same. Neverthel ess, themodernist/neo-evangdlica versus
fundamentalist battle for the Bible has so well devel oped the doctrine of the Bible that “verbd inspiration” has become an
indispensabletermfor Biblical inerrancy in 20" century conservativeevangelical and fundamenta theology. Assuchthe
doctrind condtitution or statements of faith of certain Bible-believing and Bible-defending churches or councils might require
amuch needed updating for the sake of clarity and precision in stating this Biblical truth.

Can Verbal Inspiration Do Without Verbal Preservation?

TheBibliologica crissthat ssemsfrom Princeton theology has now led to the question of not just the Scripture sverba
ingpirationbut alsoitsverba preservation. Themodern opinion among reformed, evangelica and fundamentd circlesisthat
athough the Scripturesare verbaly and plenarily inspired, they arenot verbaly and plenarily preserved. Assuchthe Church
may be absolutely certain of the verba plenary perfection of the Scriptures only in the past, that isin the autographs, but
it may not be absolutely certain of the verbal plenary perfection of the Scriptures today, that isin the apographs.

Onewould think that the verba and plenary inspiration of Scripture would naturally and automatically lead aperson to
believeinitsverbd and plenary preservation, but sadly such logicisnot so smple and obviousfor such adherentswho say,

Weknow for surethat thefirst Bibleisperfect, but we cannot be so sure that the Biblein our handstoday have
no mistakes at dl; and evenif thereis such an errorless Bible today, we cannot know whereit isbecause there are
just too many different kinds of Bibles out there, and we just cannot tell which Bibleistrue and which isfalse.

Although we do not know where the perfect Bibleis, we are dead against those who insist that they havein
their handsaBiblethat is 100% perfect without any mistake because of their beief that God has not only inspired
His words 100% but also preserved His words 100% in the original languagesto the last iota (Matt 5:18).

Pastors Charles Seet and Colin Wong, and others, in their paper, “Preserving Our Godly Path,” opposed the Verbal
Plenary Preservation of the Holy Scriptures by quoting Rowland Ward, aminister of the Presbyterian Church of Eastern
Australia, who argued against verbal preservation and denounced the Textus Receptus as the best exemplar of the
preserved text.® Ward believesthat the Bibleisinfalibleand inerrant to the“ jot and tittle” only in the autographs, but denies
that itissoinfallibleand inerrant in the apographs. Despite the Westminster Confession’ squotation of Matthew 5:18, Ward
smplistically andillogically dismissesthe special providential—”jot and tittle” —preservation of the Holy Scriptures
supposing that

Matthew 5:18 (thejot and tittle passage) isnot referring to the transmission of thetext of Scripture but to the
authority of God' s clams upon us. The transmission of Scriptureisnot such that the sources have been preserved
with exactnessin any particular manuscript but, as Owen noted, in al the manuscripts. And we cannot say that
providence has preserved only some manuscripts since providence extends to all events and thus to the
preservation of al the manuscripts. Nor can we say that providence tells uswhich manuscripts are the best ones:
only manuscript comparison and andlysis can do that. In short, “ pure’ does not mean “without any transcriptiona
errors’ but it means something like “without loss of doctrines and with the text preserved in the variety of
manuscripts.” %

Severd fdlaciousclaimshave been posited by Ward in hisstatement above. Firgt, Ward claimsthat Matthew 5:18 concerns
the authority and not the transmission of Scripture. Thisisalogicd fdlacy. Theauthority of Scriptureisinextricably bound
toitstransmission and preservation by providentia extraordinaria or supernatural providence. The promiseof thedivine
preservation of theinspired words of Godtoitslast jot and tittle istrue (unless one caresto spirituaise or explain away the



Can Verbal Plenary Inspiration Do Without Verbal Plenary Preservation? 7

Biblical text which is often the convenient route of escape by many who do not wish to facethe truths of God’s Word
plainly and literally dueto certain preconceived ideas or views). Equally significant isthe Westminster Confession’s
employment of Matthew 5:18 as proof text for its statement on the special providential preservation of the Scriptures,
highlighting in particular the Bible sauthenticity and not merely itsauthority: “ The Old Testament in Hebrew ... and the
New Testament in Greek ... being immediately inspired by God, and, by Hissingular care and providence, kept purein
all ages, are therefore authentical.”# On the meaning of the word “authentical,” J S Candlish rightly commented,

It isobvious that, as the question hereis asto the text of Scripture, the word authentic is used, not in the
modern sensein which it hasbeen employed by many ... asmeaning hitorically true, but initsmoreliteral sense,
attested as a correct copy of the author’ s work.

William Orr likewise noted,

Now thisaffirmsthat the Hebrew text of the Old Testament and the Greek of the New which wasknown to
the Westmingter divineswasimmediately ingpired by God because it wasidentical with thefirst text that God had
kept pure in all ages. The idea that there are mistakes in the Hebrew Masoretic texts or in the Textus
Receptus of the New Testament was unknown to the authors of the Confession of Faith.?®

Surely the 100% authenticity (or infallibility and inerrancy) of the Scripturesin the apographsor copiesisthevery reason
why the Bibleis 100% authoritative on every matter of faith and practice. How can the non-existent and intangible
autographa or imperfect and corrupted apographa serve asthe supreme and final authority of the Christian Faith? Surely
they cannot!

Second, Ward errswhen he saysthat preservation must bein “al the manuscripts’ without distinction or discrimination.
Thefact isnot all manuscripts are pure or uncorrupted. There exist manuscripts that show a corrupt hand. Dean JW
Burgon had proven without doubt the corruptions that abound in the Alexandrian manuscripts of Westcott and Hort which
he summarily dismissed asthe“most scandal oudy corrupt copies extant.” ® Thankfully, by God' s specid providence, these
corruptions or corrupted manuscriptsare in the minority. Themgority of Greek manuscripts belonging to the Byzantine Text
and the Textus Receptus display essentially the same readings.

Third, Ward holdsto arather uncertain or agnostic view of divine providence which alowsfor the preservation of only the
doctrines of the Christian Faith but not the very words of Holy Scripture that God had originally breathed out
(theopneustos, 2 Tim 3:16). In other words, he deniesverba preservation in favour of conceptua preservation. But this
isagain not only biblically but dso logically untenable, for how can there be doctrines or concepts without the wordsto
explain or expressthem. Ward cited Owen, but for sure the di stinguished puritan theol ogian did not advocate conceptual
preservation over against verbal preservation asWard would have usbelieve. Owen clearly believed in the preservation
of thewordsof Scripture (ie, verba preservation), not just the doctrines(ie, conceptua preservation), for hewrote, “Nor
isit enoughto satisfy us, that the doctrinesmentioned are preserved entire; every tittleand iota in the Word of God must
come under our care and consideration, as being, as such, from God.”*

How easily “$1000” becomes*“ $7000” just by adding one stroketo thenumber “1,” and a“tie’ becomesa“lie’ whenthe
grokeof the“t” isremoved. Instead of “Blest bethetiethat binds,” shal we now sing “ Blest betheliethat binds?” Indeed,
thetiethat bindsmodernists, neo-evangelicas, and neo-fundamentdigsistheliethat the Bibleisimperfectly preserved with
missingjotsandtittles, denying Jesus clear and precisepromiseof theinfalible preservation of Hiswordsin Matthew 5:18.
Meanings and figures change when we add to or subtract from God' sWord, even though it may just bealittle bit. Did God
allow Hiswordsto be changed, corrupted, or lost? Never! God by Hisinfinite power and wisdom has ensured that every
corruptionto HisWord isrejected, and every copying or printing mistake corrected! GodisHisowninfallible Textual
Critic, and wetrust in Hisspecia providential work of preserving and restoring every jot and title of Hiswordsespecialy
inthe days of the Greet Protestant Reformation and the age of the Printed Text so that HisWord asawhole and in its parts
right down to the last iota remains infallible and inerrant, and supremely authoritative in the faith and life of the Chu
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Faithful Resolutions

In the 21* century Reformation movement, the Lord hasraised anumber of Christ-honouring ingtitutionsto take adeclared
position on the Biblical doctrine of the VVerbal Plenary Preservation of Scriptures and to promote the Hebrew Masoretic
Text and the Greek Textus Receptus underlying the Authorised or King James Bible.

By the International Council of Christian Churches (ICCC)

ThelCCCisaworldwidefdlowship of fundamenta churcheswhich are opposed to liberdism, ecumenism, charismatiam,
and neo-evangelicalism. Led by Dr Carl Mclntire, itsfounding President, the[CCC initsWorld Congressheld in Jerusalem
in the year 2000 declared,

Bdieving the Holy Scriptureson the origindsto befully ingpired with itswords and genders and being complete
as God' s revelation to man without error;

Bdieving that God not only inspired the Bible without errorsin fact, doctrine and judgment but preserved the
Scripturesinall agesfor all eternity asthe Westminster Confession of Faith standard says—"the O.T. in Hebrew
andtheN.T.inGreek ... beingimmediately inspired by God and by hissingular care and providence kept pure
indl agesarethereforeauthentical ... They areto betrandated into the vulgar language of every nation unto which
they come;”

BelievingtheHoly Spirit, thethird person of the Trinity, gave usasupernatura gift, and both inspired and
preserved it. By inspired we mean that the Holy Spirit moved in the hearts of its human authorsthat they recorded
thevery wordsthat God wanted written inthe Bible using the persondity and background of itswritersbut without
error. “ For the prophecy came not in old time by thewill of man; but holy men of God spake as they were moved
by the Holy Ghost.” 11 Pet 1:21;

Bdieving God safeguarded the Bible in times past and will continueto do so in the future and al eternity. He
preserved on Scripture, the Bible. “Heaven and earth shall pass away but my words shal not pass away;” Matt
24:35;

Believing the O.T. has been preserved in the Masoretic text and the N.T. in the Textus Receptus, combined
they gave usthe complete Word of God. The King JamesVersion in English hasbeen faithfully trandated from
these God-preserved manuscripts. Other good Protestant versions have been trandated around the world in many
languages based on the Masoretic and Textus Receptus until 1881 when Drs. Westcott and Hort used a shorter
text removing many words, phrases and sections by following the eclectic watered down polluted V aticanus and
Sinaiticus manuscripts;

These manuscripts differ widely among themselves and with others amount to less than 5% of the manuscript
evidence. God preserved the Textus Receptus in the mgority text with 95%. Thisis called the traditional, or
maority text. It isaso caled Eastern Byzantine text and a so the manuscriptsthat have the longer and fuller texts;

Wethelnternational Council of Christian Churches meeting in Jerusalem, 8-14 November 2000 strongly urge
the churchesin their pulpitsand people at large, to continue to use the time honoured and faithful longer trandations
and not the new shorter versionsthat follow in too many placesthe short eclectic texts. Thesearevery smilar to
the shorter Westcott and Hort texts that remove or cast doubt on so many passages and words. Furthermore we
arenot againgt new versonsassuch but believed| trueand faithful versionsmust be based on thetraditiona longer
textsthat the Holy Spirit preserved through the early century versions, the early church fathersand thefaithful
Textus Receptus.®
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By the Trinitarian Bible Society (TBS)

TheTBS, initslatest position statement on the Bible aspublished inits Quarterly Record, April-June 2005, affirmsin no
uncertain termsthe specid providential preservation of the Scriptures, and specificaly identifiesthe underlying texts of the
KJV to beits definitive texts:

“The Trinitarian Bible Society Statement of Doctrine of the Holy Scripture” approved by the Genera
Committee at its meeting held on 17th January 2005, and revised 25th February 2005 declares:

The Condtitution of the Trinitarian Bible Soci ety specifiesthetextua familiesto beemployedinthetrandations
it circulates. The Masoretic Hebrew and the Greek Received Texts are the texts that the Constitution of the
Trinitarian Bible Society acknowledgesto have been preserved by the special providence of God within Judaism
and Christianity. Therefore these texts are definitive and the final point of referencein all the Society’ s work.

Thesetextsof Scripturereflect thequalitiesof God-breathed Scripture, including being authentic, holy, pure,
true, infallible, trustworthy, excellent, sel f-authenti cating, necessary, sufficient, perspicuous, self-interpreting,
authoritative and inerrant (Psalm 19:7-9, Psalm 119). They are consequently to be received asthe Word of God
(Ezra7:14; Nehemiah 8:8; Daniel 9:2; 2 Peter 1:19) and the correct reading at any point isto be sought within
these texts.

The Society accepts as the best edition of the Hebrew Masoretic text the one prepared in 1524-25 by Jacob
ben Chayyim and known, after David Bomberg the publisher, asthe Bomberg text. Thistext underliesthe Old
Testament in the Authorised Version.

The Greek Received Text isthe name given to agroup of printed texts, the first of which was published by
Desiderius Erasmusin 1516. The Society believesthat the latest and best edition isthe text reconstructed by
F.H.A. Scrivener in 1894. Thistext was reconstructed from the Greek underlying the New Testament of the
Authorised Version.*

By the Dean Burgon Society (DBS)

The DBS wasfounded in the USA in 1978 to defend the Traditional Hebrew Masoretic Text and the Greek Textus
Receptus underlying the King JamesBible. Dr D A Waiteand Dr David Otis Fuller were among the original founding
members.

Inits“Articles of Faith,” the DBS states:

Webdieveintheplenary, verba, Divineinspiration of the sixty-six canonical books of the Old and the New
Tegstaments (from Genesisto Reveation) in the origina languages, and in their consequent infdlibility and inerrancy
inal mattersof whichthey speak (2 Timothy 3:16-17; 2 Peter 1:21; 1 Thessalonians 2:13). The booksknown as
the Apocrypha, however, are not theinspired Word of God in any sensewhatsoever. Asthe Bible usesit, theterm
“inspiration” refersto thewritings, not thewriters (2 Timothy 3:16-17); thewritersare spoken of asbeing “ holy
men of God” who were“moved,” “carried” or “borne” aong by the Holy Spirit (2 Peter 1:21) in such adefinite
way that their writings were supernaturaly, plenarily, and verbaly inspired, free from any error, infallible, and
inerrant, as no other writings have ever been or ever will be inspired.

We believe that the Texts which are the closest to the original autographs of the Bible are the Traditional
Masoretic Hebrew Text for the Old Testament, and the traditional Greek Text for the New Testament underlying
the King James Version (as found in “The Greek Text Underlying The English Authorized Version of 1611").

We, believethat the King JamesVersion (or Authorized Version) of the English Bibleisatrue, faithful, and
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accuratetrandation of thesetwo providentially preserved Texts, whichin our timehasno equa among dl of the
other English Trandations. Thetrandatorsdid such afinejob in their trand ation task that we can without apology
hold up the Authorized Verson of 1611 and say “Thisisthe WORD OF GOD!” while at the sametimeredlizing
that, in some verses, we must go back to the underlying original language Textsfor complete clarity, and aso
compare Scripture with Scripture.

Webdievethat al theversesin the King JamesVersion belong in the Old and the New Testaments because
they represent words we believe werein the original texts, although there might be other renderings from the
origina languageswhich could a so be acceptable to ustoday. For an exhaustive study of any of thewords or
versesin the Bible, we urge the student to return directly to the Traditional Masoretic Hebrew Text and the
Traditional Received Greek Text rather than to any other trandation for help.®

By the Far Eastern Bible College (FEBC)

TheFar Eagtern Bible College, founded by theRev Dr Timothy Tow in 1962, inits Congtitution stateswithout equivocation
itsfaith in God' s forever infallible and inerrant words thusly:

We believe in the divine, Verbal Plenary Inspiration (Autographs) and Verbal Plenary Preservation
(Apographs) of the Scripturesintheoriginal languages, their consequent inerrancy and infallibility, and asthe
perfect Word of God, the Supreme and fina authority infaith and life (2 Tim 3:16; 2 Pet 1:20-21; Ps12:6-7; Matt
5:18, 24:35);

WebelievetheHebrew Old Testament and the Greek New Testament underlying the Authorised (King James)
Version to be the very Word of God, infalible and inerrant;

We uphold the Authorised (King James) Version to be the Word of God -- the best, most faithful, most
accurate, most beautiful trandation of the Biblein the English language, and do employ it done as our primary
scriptural text in the public reading, preaching, and teaching of the English Bible.*®

May God' s people not adore and exalt seemingly great scholars or schools of the past and the present, and deem them
infalibleand inerrant, for only theinspired and preserved words of God inthe Holy Scripturesareinfalibleand inerrant,
pure and perfect in every way, and our sole and supreme authority of faith and life to the glory of God. Amen.
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