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Preface
THE lecturesincluded in this volume were prepared at the request of the Brooklyn Ingtitute of
Arts and Sciences, and were delivered in the early part of 1912, under its auspices. They were
suggested by the tercentenary of the King James version of the Bible. The plan adopted led to a
restatement of the history which prepared for the version, and of that which produced it. It was
natura next to point out its principa characteristics as apiece of literature. Two lectures
followed, noting its influence on literature and on history. The course closed with a Satement
and argument regarding the place of the Bible in the life of to-day.

The reception accorded the lectures at the time of their public delivery, and the discusson which
ensued upon some of the points raised, encourage the hope that they may be more widely useful.

It isapleasureto assign to Dr. Franklin W. Hooper, director of the Ingtitute, whatever credit the
work may merit. Certainly it would not have been undertaken without his kindly urgency.

CLELAND BOYD MCcAFEE.
Brooklyn, New Y ork, May, 1912.



THE GREATEST ENGLISH CLASSIC
LECTURE |

PREPARING THE WAY -THE ENGLISH BIBLE BEFORE
KING JAMES
THERE are three great Book-rdigions—

Judaism, Chridtianity, and Mohammedanism. Other religions have their sacred writings, but they
do not hold them in the same regard as do these three. Buddhism and Confucianism count their
books rather records of their faith than rules for it, history rather than authoritative sources of
belief. The three great Book-rdigionsyield a measure of authority to their sacred books which
would be utterly foreign to the thought of other faiths.

Y et among the three named are two very digtinct attitudes. To the Mohammedan the language as
well as the matter of the Koran is sacred. He will not permit its trandation. Its origina Arabic is
the only authoritative tongue in which it can spesk. It has been trandated into other tongues, but
adways by adherents of other faiths, never by its own believers. The Hebrew and the Chridtian,
on the other hand, but notably the Chrigtian, have persstently sought to make their Bible speak
al languages a dl times

It isacurious fact that a Book written in one tongue should have cometo its largest power in
other languages thanits own. The Bible means more to-day in German and French and English
than it doesin Hebrew and Chaldaic and Gresk— more even than it ever meant in those
languages. Thereisnothing just like thet in literary history. It is asthough Shakespeare should
after awhile become negligible for most readersin English, and be amagter of thought in
Chinese and Hindustani, or in some language yet unborn.

We owe this perdastent effort to make the Bible spesk the language of the timesto a conviction
that the particular language used is not the great thing, thet there is something in it which givesiit
power and vaue in any tongue. No book was ever trandated so0 often. Men who have known it in
its earliest tongues have redlized that their fellows would not learn these earliest tongues, and

they have set out to make it speak the tongue their fellows did know. Some have protested that
thereisimpiety in making it goeak the current tongue, and have ingsted that men should learn

the earliest gpeech, or at least accept their knowledge of the Book from those who did knowv it.
But they have never stopped the movement. They have only ddayed it.

The first movement to make the Scripture speak the current tongue appeared nearly three
centuries before Christ. Mogt of the Old Testament then existed in Hebrew. But the Jews had
scattered widely. Many had gathered in Egypt where Alexander the Great had founded the city
that bears his name. At onetime athird of the population of the city was Jewish. Many of the
people were passionately loyd to their old rigion and its Sacred Book. But the current tongue
there and through most of the civilized world was Greek, and not Hebrew. As dways, there were
some who felt that the Book and its origina language were inseparable. Others reveded the
disposition of which we spoke amoment ago, and set out to make the Book speak the current
tongue. For one hundred and fifty years the work went on, and what we call the Septuagint was
completed. Thereisapretty little story which tells how the version got its name, which means
the Seventy—that King Ptolemy Philadel phus, interested in collecting al sacred books, gathered



seventy Hebrew scholars, sent them to the idand of Pharas, shut them up in seventy rooms for
seventy days, each making atrandation from the Hebrew into the Greek. When they came out,
behold, their trandations were dl exactly dike! Severd difficulties appear in that story, one of
which is that seventy men should have made the same mistakes without depending on each other.
In addition, it is not historically supported, and the fact seemsto be that the Septuagint was a
long and dow growth, issuing from the impulse to make the Sacred Book spesk the familiar
tongue. And, though it was a Greek trandation, it virtualy displaced the origind, asthe English
Bible has virtudly displaced the Hebrew and Greek to-day. The Septuagint was the Old
Testament which Paul used. Of one hundred and sixty-eight direct quotations from the Old
Testament in the New nearly al are from the Greek version—from the trandation, and not from
the origind.

We owe gtill more to trandation. While there is accumulating evidence that there was spoken in
Pdedtine at that time a colloquid Greek, with which most people would be familiar, it isyet
probable that our Lord spoke neither Greek nor Hebrew currently, but Aramaic. He knew the
Hebrew Scriptures, of course, as any well-trained lad did; but most of Hiswords have come
down to usin trandation. His name, for example, to His Hebrew mother, was not Jesus, but
Joshua; and Jesus is the trandation of the Hebrew Joshua into Greek. We have His words as they
were trandated by His disciplesinto the Greek, in which the New Testament was origindly
written.

By the time the writing of the New Testament was completed, say one hundred years after
Chrigt, while Greek was il current speech, the Roman Empire was so dominant that the
common people were talking Latin amost as much as Greek, and gradudly, because politica
power was behind it, the Latin gained on the Greek, and became virtudly the speech of the
common people. The movement to make the Bible talk the language of the time appeared again.
It isimpossble to say now when the firg trandations into Latin were made. Certainly there were
somewithin two centuries after Chrigt, and by 250 A.D. awhole Biblein Latin wasin circulation
in the Roman Empire. The trandation of the New Testament was from the Greek, of course, but
30 was thet of the Old Testament, and the Latin versons of the Old Testament were, therefore,
trandations of atrandation.

There were so many of these versons, and they were so unequa in vaue, that there was naturd
demand for a Latin trandation that should be authoritative. So came into being what we cal the
Vulgate, whose very name indicates the desire to get the Bible into the vulgar or common

tongue. Jerome began by revising the earlier Latin trandations, but ended by going back of dl
trandaions to the origind Greek, and back of the Septuagint to the origind Hebrew wherever he
could do so. Fourteen years he labored, settling himsdf in Bethlehem, in Palesting, to do his

work the better. Barely four hundred years (404 A.D.) after the birth of Chrigt hisLatin verson
appeared. It met astorm of protest for its effort to go back of the Septuagint, so dominant had the
trandation become. Jerome fought for it, and his verson won the day, and became the
authoritative Latin trandation of the Bible.

For seven or eight centuries it held its sway as the current version nearest to the tongue of the
people. Latin had become the accepted tongue of the church. There was little genera culture,
there was little general acquaintance with the Bible except among the educated. During al that
time there was no red room for afurther trandation. One of the writerd 1] says.



“Medieva England was quite unripe for a Bible in the mother tongue; while the illiterate

mgority were in no condition to fed the want of such a book, the educated minority would be
averse to so great and revolutionary achange” When aman cannot read any writing it redly

does not matter to him whether books are in current speech or not, and the mgority of the people
for those saven or eight centuries could read nothing a al. Those who could read anything were
apt to be able to read the Latin.

[1] Hoare, Evolution of the English Bible, p. 39.

These centuries added to the conviction of many that the Bible ought not to become too
common, that it should not be read by everybody, that it required a certain amount of learning to
make it safe reading. They cameto fed that it is asimportant to have an authoritetive
interpretation of the Bible as to have the Bible itself. When the movement began to make it spesk
the new English tongue, it provoked the most violent opposition. Latin had been good enough for
amillennium; why cheapen the Bible by atrandation? There had grown up afeding that Jerome
himsalf had been inspired. He had been canonized, and hdlf the references to him in that time
gpeek of him asthe inspired trandator. Criticism of his version was counted as impious and
profane as criticiams of the origind text could possibly have been. It is one of the ironies of
higtory that the version for which Jerome had to fight, and which was counted a piece of impiety
itself, actudly became the ground on which men stood when they fought againgt another version,
counting anything ese but this very verson an impious intruson!

How early the movement for an English Bible began, it isimpossible now to say. Certanly just
before 700 A.D., that first snger of the English tongue, Caedmon, had learned to paraphrase the
Bible. We may recdl the Venerable Bede' s charming story of him, and how he came by his
power of interpretation. Bede himself was a child when Caedmon died, and the romance of the
gory makesit one of thefinest in our literature. Caedmon was a peasant, afarm laborer in
Northumbria working on the lands of the great Abbey at Whitby. Already he had passed middie
life, and no spark of genius had flashed in him. He loved to go to the festive gatherings and hear
the others sing their improvised poems; but, when the harp came around to him in due course, he
would leave the room, for be could not sing. One night when he had dipped away from the group
in shame and had made his rounds of the horses and cattle under his care, hefell adegp inthe
gtable building, and heard avoice in his deegp bidding him sing. When he declared he could not,
the voice gill bade him sing. “What shdl | Sng?’ he asked. “ Sing the first beginning of created
things.” And the words came to him; and, till dreaming, he sang hisfirst hymn to the Creetor. In
the morning he told his story, and the Lady Abbess found that he had the divine gift. The monks
had but to trandate to him bits of the Bible out of the Latin, which he did not understand, into his
familiar Anglo- Saxon tongue, and he would cadt it into the rugged Saxon measures which could
be sung by the common people. So far aswe can tell, it was so, that the Bible story became
current in Anglo- Saxon speech.

Bede himsdf certainly put the Gospd of John
into Anglo-Saxon. At the Bodleian Library, a
Oxford, there isamanuscript of nearly twenty
thousand lines, the metricd version of the
Gospel and the Acts, done near 1250 by an
Augustinian monk named Orm, and so called



the Ormulum. There were other metrical versons
of various parts of the Bible. Midway

between Bede and Orm came Langland's

poem, “The Vision of Piers Plowman,”

which pargphrased so much of the Scripture.

Y et the fact isthat until the last quarter of the fourteenth century there was no prose version of
the Bible in the English language. Indeed, there was only coming to be an English language. It
was gradudly emerging, taking definite shape and form, so that it could be distinguished from
the earlier Norman French, Saxon, and Anglo-Saxon, in which so much of it is rooted.

As soon as the language grew definite enough, it was inevitable that two things should come to
pass. Firdt, that some men would attempt to make a colloquid version of the Bible; and,
secondly, that others would oppose it. One can count with al confidence on these two groups of
men, marching through history like the animas into the ark, two and two. Some men propose,
others oppose. They are built on those lines.

We are more concerned with the men who made the versions, but we must think a moment of the
others. One of his contemporaries, Knighton, may spesk for al in his saying of Widlif, that he
had, to be sure, trandated the Gospel into the Anglic tongue, but that it had thereby been made
vulgar by him, and more open to the reading of laymen and women than it usudly isto the
knowledge of lettered and intelligent clergy, and “thus the pearl is cast abroad and trodden under
the feet of swine’; and, that we may not be in doubt who are the swine, he adds:

“The jewe of the Church is turned into the common sport of the people.”

But two strong impulses drive thoughtful men to any effort that will secure wide knowledge of
the Bible. Oneistheir love of the Bible and their bdlief in it; but the other, dominant then and
now, is a sense of the need of their own time. It cannot be too strongly urged that the two greet
pioneers of English Bible trandation, Wiclif and Tindale, more than a century apart, were chiefly
moved to their work by socid conditions. No one could read the literature of the times of which
we are gpesking without smiling a our assumption that we are the first who have cared for socia
needs. We talk about the past as the age of the individual, and the present as the socid age. Our
fathers, we say, cared only to be saved themselves, and had no concern for the evils of society.
They believed in rescuing one here and another there, while we have come to see the wisdom of
correcting the conditions that ruin men, and so saving men in the mass. There must be some
bass of truth for that, Snce we say it so confidently; but it can be much over-accented. There
were many of our fathers, and of our grandfathers, who were mightily concerned with the mass
of people, and looked as carefully aswe do for acorrective of socid evils. Widlif, in the late
fourteenth century, and Tindde, in the early Sixteenth, were two such men. Thefirgt English
trandations of the Bible were fruits of the socia impulse.

Widlif wasimpressed with the chasm that was growing between the church and the people, and
fdt that awider and fuller knowledge of the Bible would be helpful for the closing of the chasm.
It isafamiliar remark of Miss Jane Addams that the cure for the evils of democracy is more
democracy. Widlif believed that the cure for the evils of religion is more religion, more

intelligent religion. He found a consderable feding that the best thingsin religion ought to be
kept from most people, since they could not be trusted to understand them. His own fedling was
that the best thingsin religion are exactly the things most people ought to know maost about; that



people had better handle the Bible cardesdy, mistakenly, than be shut out from it by any means
whatever. We owe the first English trandation to afaith that the Bible is abook of emancipation
for themind and for the paliticd life.

John Widlif himsdf was ascholar of Oxford, master of that famous Baliol College which has

had such alig of distinguished masters. He was an adviser of Edward [11. Twenty years after his
death a younger contemporary (W. Thorpe) said that “he was considered by many to be the most
holy of dl the men of his age. He was of emaciated frame, spare, and well nigh degtitute of
srength. He was absolutdly blameessin his conduct.” And even that same Knighton who
accused him of casting the Church’s pearl before swine says that in philosophy *he cameto be
reckoned inferior to none of histime.”

But it was not at Oxford that he came to know common life so well and to sense the need for a
new socid influence. He came nearer to it when he was rector of the parish a Lutterworth. As
scholar and rector he set going the two greet movements which leave his name in history. One
was his securing, training, and sending out a band of itinerant preachers or “poor priests’ to
gather the peoplein fieds and byways and to preach the smple truths of the Chrigtian rdligion.
They were unpaid, and lived by the kindness of the common people. They came to be called
Lollards, though the origin of the nameis obscure. Their followers received the same name. A
few years after Widlif’s death an enemy bitterly observed that if you met any two men one was
sureto bealLallard. It was the “firg timein English history that an gpped had been made to the
people instead of the scholars.” Religion was to be made rather a matter of practicd life than of
dogmaor of ritud. The“poor priests’ in their chegp brown robes became a mighty religious
force, and evoked oppaogition from the Church powers. A generation after Wiclif’ s death they had
become amighty political force in the controversy between the King and the Pope. As late as
1521 five hundred Lollards were arrested in London by the bishop.[1] Wiclif’'s purpose,
however, was to reach and help the common people with the smpler, and therefore the most
fundamentd, truths of religion.

[1] Muir, Our Grand Old Bible, p. 14.

The other movement which marks Widlif’s name concerns us more; but it was connected with
the first. He st out to give the common people the full text of the Bible for their common use,
and to encourage them not only in reading it, if aready they could read, but in learning to read
that they might read it. Tennyson compares the village of Lutterworth to that of Bethlehem, on
the ground that if Chrigt, the Word of God, was born a Bethlehem, the Word of Life was born
again at Lutterworth.[1] The trandation was from the VVulgate, and Widlif probably did little of
the actual work himsdlf, yet itisdl hiswork. And in 1382, more than five centuries ago, there
gppeared the first complete English version of the Bible. Widlif made it the people’ s Book, and
the English people were the first of the modern nations to whom the Bible as a whole was given
in their own familiar tongue. Once it got into their hands they have never let it be taken entirdy

away.

[1] “Not least art thou, thou little Bethlehem In Judah, for in thee the Lord was born;
Nor thou in Britain, little Lutterworth, Least, for in thee the word was born again.”
Sir John Oldcastle,



Of coursg, dl this was before the days of printing, and copies were made by hand only. Yet
there were very many of them. One hundred and fifty manuscripts, in whole or in part, are extant
gtill, a score of them of the origind version, the others of the revision a once undertaken by John
Purvey, Widlif’ s disciple. The copies belonging to Edward V1. and Queen Elizabeth are both il
in exigence, and both show much use. Twenty years after it was completed copies were counted
very vauable, though they were very numerous. It was not uncommon for asingle complete
manuscript copy of the Wiclif verson to be sold for one hundred and fifty or two hundred
dollars, and Foxe, whose Book of Martyrs we used to read as children, tellsthat aload of hay
was given for the use of a New Testament one hour aday.

It would be difficult to exaggerate the influence of this gift to the English people. It condtitutes
the standard of Middle English. Chaucer and Widlif stood side by side. It istrue that Chaucer
himself accepted Widlif’ s teaching, and some of the wise men think that the “parson” of whom
he speaks s0 finely as one who taught the lore of Christ and His apostles twelve, but first
followed it himslf, was Widlif. But the verson had far more than literary influence; it hed
tremendous power in kegping dive in England that spirit of free inquiry which isthe only
safeguard of free inditutions. Here was the entire source of the Chrigtian faith available for the
judgment of common men, and they became at once judges of religious and politica dogma. Dr.
Ladd thinksit was not the reading of the Bible which produced the Reformation; it was the
Reformation itsalf which procured the reading of the Bible[1] But Dr. Rashdal and Professor
Pollard and others are right when they inggt that the English Reformation recelved less from
Luther than from the secret reading of the Scripture over the whole country. What we call the
English spirit of free inquiry was fogtered and developed by Widlif and his Lollards with the
English Scripture in their hands. Out of it has grown as out of no other one root the freedom of
the English and American people.

[1] What Isthe Bible?, p. 45.

Thiswork of Widlif deserves the time we have given it because it asserted aprinciple for the
English people. There was much yet to be done before entire freedom was gained. At Oxford, in
the Convocation of 1408, it was solemnly voted: “We decree and ordain that no man heresfter by
his own authority trandate any text of the Scripture into English, or any other tongue, by way of
abook, pamphlet, or other treatise; but that no man read any such book, pamphlet, or tregtise
now lately compaosed in the time of John Widlif ... until the said translation be approved by the
orderly of the place.” But it wastoo late. It is dways too late to overtake aliberating idea once it
getsfree Tolgol tells of Batenkoff, the Russan nihilig, that after he was seized and confined in

his cell he was heard to laugh loudly; and, when they asked him the cause of hismirth, he said

that he could not fall to be amused a the absurdity of the Stuation. “They have caught me” he
sad, “and shut me up here; but my ideas are out yonder in the streets and in the fields, absolutely
free. They cannot overtake them.” It was aready too late, twenty years after Widlif's verson was
available, to stop the English people in their search for reigious truth.

In the century just after the Widlif trandation, two greet events occurred which bore heavily on
the soread of the Bible. One wasthe reviva of learning, which made popular again the sudy of
the classics and the classical languages. Critical and exact Greek scholarship became again a



possibility. Remember that Widlif did not know Greek nor Hebrew, did not need to know them
to be the foremost scholar of Oxford in the fourteenth century. Even aslate as 1502 there was no
professor of Greek at the proud University of Erfurt when Luther was a student there. It was after
he became a doctor of divinity and a university professor that he learned Greek in order to bea
better Bible student, and his young friend Philip Mdancthon was the fird to teach Greek in the
Universty.[1] But under the influence of Erasmus and his kind, with their new insstence on
classcd learning, there came necessarily anew gppraisa of the Vulgate as atrandation of the
origind Bible. For athousand years there had been no new study of the origind Bible languages
in Europe. The Léin of the Vulgate had become as sacred as the Book itsdlf. But thereviva of
learning threw scholarship back on the sources of the text. Erasmus and others published
versons of the Greek Testament which were disturbing to the Vulgate as afind verson.

[1] McGiffert, Martin Luther.

The other greet event of that same century was the invention of printing with movable type. It
was in 1455 that Gutenberg printed hisfirst book, an edition of the Vulgate, now caled the
Mazarin Bible. The bearing of the invention on the spread of common knowledge is beyond
description. It israther late to be praising the art of printing, and we need spend little time doing
S0; but one can see ingantly how it affected the use of the Bible. It made it worth while to learn
to read—there would be something to read. It made it worth while to write—there would be
some one to read what was written.

One hundred years exactly after the desth of Widlif, William Tindde was born. He was eight
years old when Columbus discovered America. He had dready taken a degree at Oxford, and
was a student in Cambridge when Luther posted his theses at Wittenburg. Erasmus either was a
teacher a Cambridge when Tindale was a student there, or had just left. Sir Thomas More and
Erasmus were close friends, and More' s Utopiaand Erasmus’ s Greek New Testament appeared
the same year, probably while Tindade was a student at Cambridge.

But he came at atroubled time. The new learning had no power to degpen or strengthen the
mord life of the people. It could not make religion avitd thing. Mordity and rdigion were far
separated. The priests and curates were densely ignorant. We need not ask Tindale what was the
condition. Ak Bellarmine, a cardind of the Church: “ Some Y ears before the rise of the Lutheran
heresy there was dmogt an entire abandonment of equity in ecclesiastica judgments; in moras,
no discipline in sacred literature, no erudition; in divine things, no reverence; religion was

amogt extinct.” Or ask Erasmus, who never broke with the Church:

“What man of redl piety does not perceive with Sghsthat thisisfar the most corrupt of al ages?
When did iniquity abound with more licentiousness? When was charity so cold?” And, asa
century before, Widlif had felt the socid need for a popular version of the Bible, so William
Tinddefdt it now. He saw the need as great among the clergy of the time as among the laity. In
one of hiswritings he says. “If you will not |et the layman have the word of God in his mother
tongue, yet let the priests have it, which for the greet part of them do understand no Latin &t all,
but sng and patter dl day with the lips only that which the heart understandeth not.”[1] So bad
was the case that it was not corrected within awhole generation. Forty years after Tindd€e's
verson was published, the Bishop of Gloucester, Hooper by name, made an examination of the
clergy of hisdiocese. There were 311 of them. He found 168, more than haf, unable to repest
the Ten Commandments; 31 who did not even know where they could be found; 40 who could



not repesat the Lord' s Prayer; and nearly as many who did not know where it originated; yet they
weredl in regular sanding as clergy in the diocese of Gloucester. The need was keen enough.

[1] Obedience of a Christian Man.

About 1523 Tindale began to cast the Scriptures into the current English. He set out to London
fully expecting to find support and encouragement there, but he found neither. He found, as he
once said, that there was no room in the palace of the Bishop of London to trandate the New
Testament; indeed, that there was no placeto do it in dl England. A wedlthy London merchant
subsidized him with the munificent gift of ten pounds, with which he went across the Channd to
Hamburg; and there and €l sawhere on the Continent, where he could be hid, he brought his
trandation to completion. Printing facilities were gregter on the Continent than in England; but
there was such oppostion to hiswork that very few copies of the severd editions of which we
know can Hill befound. Tindde was compelled to flee a one time with afew printed sheets and
complete hiswork on another press. Severd times copies of his books were solemnly burned,
and his own life was frequently in danger.

There is one amusing story which tels how money came to free Tindale from heavy debt and
prepare the way for more Bibles. The Bishop of London, Tungtall, was set on destroying copies
of the English New Testament. He therefore made a bargain with amerchant of Antwerp,
Packington, to secure them for him. Packington was afriend of Tindde, and went to him
forthwith, saying: “William, | know thou art a poor man, and | have gotten thee a merchant for
thy books.” “Who?" asked Tindale. “The Bishop of London.” “Ah, but he will burn them.” “So
he will, but you will have the money.” And it al came out as it was planned; the Bishop of
London had the books, Packington had the thanks, Tindae had the money, the debt was paid,
and the new edition was soon ready. The old document, from which | am quoting, adds that the
Bishop thought he had God by the toe when, indeed, he found afterward that he had the devil by
the fist.[1]

[1] Pollard, Records of the English Bible, p. 151.

The find revison of the Tindde trandations was published in 1534, and that becomes the
notable year of hislife. In two years he was put to degth by strangling, and his body was burned.
When we remember that this was done with the joint power of Church and State, we redize
some of the odds against which he worked.

Spite of his odds, however, Tinddeisthe red father of our King James verson. About eighty per
cent. of hisOld Testament and ninety per cent. of his New Testament have been transferred to
our verson. In the Bestitudes, for example, five are word for word in the two versons, while the
other three are only dightly changed.[1] Dr. Davidson has caculated that nine-tenths of the
words in the shorter New Testament epistles are Tinda€'s, and in the longer epidtleslike the
Hebrews five-sixths are his. Froude' s estimate isfair: “ Of the trandation itsdf, though since that
time it has been many times revised and dtered, we may say that it is substantialy the Bible with
which we are familiar. The peculiar genius which bresthes through it, the mingled tenderness and
majesty, the Saxon simplicity, the preternatura grandeur, unequaed, unapproached, in the
attempted improvements of modern scholars, dl are here, and bear the impress of the mind of
one man, William Tindde”[2]



[1] The fourth readsin his version, “Blessed are they which hunger and thirgt for righteousness’;
the seventh, “Blessed are the maintainers of peace’; the eighth, “Blessed are they which suffer
persecution for righteousness sake.”

[2] Higtory of England, end of chap. xii.

We said a moment ago that Widlif’ s translation was the standard of Middle English. It istimeto
add that Tinda€ s verson “fixed our sandard English once for dl, and brought it findly into
every English home.” Therevisers of 1881 declared that while the authorized verson was the
work of many hands, the foundation of it waslaid by Tindde, and that the versons that followed
it were substantidly reproductions of Tinda€'s, or revisons of versons which were themsaves
amog entirely based onit.

There was every reason why it should be aworthy version. For one thing, it was the first
trandation into English from the origind Hebrew and Greek. Widlif’s had been from the Latin.
For Tindale there were available two new and critical Greek Testaments, that of Erasmus and the
so-called Complutensian, though he used that of Erasmus chiefly. Therewas dso available a
carefully prepared Hebrew Old Testament. For another thing, it was the first version which could
be printed, and so be subject to easy and immediate correction and revison. Then aso, Tindde
himsdf was a great scholar in the languages. He was “ so skilled in the saven languages, Hebrew,
Greek, Latin, Italian, Spanish, English, and French, that, whichever he spoke, you would suppose
it was his native tongue.”[ 1] Nor was his spirit in the work controversd. | say his“spirit in the
work” with care. They were controversia times, and Tindale took his share in the verba warfare.
When, for example, there was objection to making any English verson because “the language
was S0 rude that the Bible could not be intdligently trandated into it,” Tindde replied: “It isnot

S0 rude asthey arefdse liars. For the Greek tongue agreeth more with the English than with the
Latin, athousand parts better may it be trandated into the English than into the Latin.”[2] And
when a high church dignitary protested to Tindde againgt making the Bible so common, he
replied: “I1f God spare my life, ere many years| will cause aboy that driveth a plow shdl know
more of the Scriptures than thou dost.” And while that was not saying much for the plowboy, it
was saying agood ded to the dignitary. In language, Tindae was controversa enough, but in

his spirit, in making his version, there was no dement of controversy. For such reasons asthese
we might expect the version to be valuable.

[1] Herman Buschius.

[2] Thiswill mean the more to us when we redlize that the literary men of the day despised the
English tongue. Sr Thomas More wrote his Utopiain Latin, because otherwise educated men
would not deign to read it. Y ears later Roger Ascham gpologized for writing one of hisworksin
English. Putting the Bible into current English impressed these literary men very much aswe
would be impressed by putting the Bible into current dang.

All thiswhile, and especidly between the time when Tindae first published his New Testament
and the time they burned him for doing so, an interesting change was going on in England. The
King was Henry VII1., who was by no means awilling Protestant. As Luther’s work appeared, it
was this same Henry who wrote the pamphlet againgt him during the Diet of Worms, and on the
ground of this pamphlet, with itsloya support of the Church againg L uther, he received from
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the Roman pontiff the title “ Defender of the Faith,” which the kings of England il wear. And
yet under thisking this strange succession of dates can be given. Notice them closdly. In 1526
Tindae s New Testament was burned at St. Paul’ s by the Bishop of London; ten years later,
1536, Tindde himsdf was burned with the knowledge and connivance of the English
government; and yet, one year laer, 1537, two versons of the Bible in English, three-quarters of
which were the work of Tindale, were licensed for public use by the King of England, and were
required to be made available for the people! Eleven years after the New Testament was burned,
one year after Tindale was burned, that crown was set on hiswork! What brought this about?

Three facts help to explain it. Firs, the recent years of Bible trandation were having their
weight. The fugitive copies of the Bible were doing their work. Spite of the sharp opposition fifty
thousand copies of Tindal€e s various editions had actudly been published and circulated. Men
were reading them; they were gpproving them. The more they read, the less reason they saw for
hiding the Book from the people. Why should it not be made common and free? There was
strong Lutheran opinion in the universities. It was dready a custom for English teechersto go to
Germany for minute scholarship. They came back with German Biblesin Luther’ s verson and
with Greek Testaments, and the young scholars who were being raised up felt the influence,
conscioudy or unconscioudy, of the free use of the Bible which ruled in many German
univergties.

The second fact that helps to explain the sudden change of attitude toward the Bibleisthis: the
people of England were never willingly ruled from without, rdigioudy or politicaly. There has
recently been a considerable controversy over the history of the Established Church of England,
whether it has dways been an independent church or was a one time officidly a part of the
Roman Church. That isamatter for ecclesadtica history to determine. The foundation fact,
however, isas | worded it amoment ago: the people of England were never willingly ruled from
without, religioudy or politically. They were sometimes ruled from without; but they were either
indifferent to it at the time or rebdlious againg it. Those who did think claimed the right to think
for themsdves. The Scotch of the north were peculiarly so, but the English of the south claimed
the same right. There has dways been an immense contrast between the two Sdes of the British
Channedl. The French people during dl those years were deeply loyd to aforeign rdigious
government. The English people were never so, not in the days of the fullest Roman supremeacy.
They dways demanded at least aform of home government. That made England a congenia
home for the Protestant spirit, which clamed the right to independent study of the sources of
religion and independent judgment regarding them. It was only a continuance of the spirit of
Widif and the Lollards. The spirit in anation lives long, especidly when it is passed down by
tradition. Those were not the days of newspapers. They were instead the days of great meetings,
more important sill of smal family gatherings, where the memory of the older men was cdled
into use, and where boys and girls drank in eagerly the traditions of their own country as
expressed in the great events of their history. Newspapers never can fully take the place of those
gatherings, for they do not bring men together to fed the thrill of the story that istold. It must be
remembered that the entire population of England at that time was only about three millions. And
that old spirit of independence was strongly a work in the middle-class villages and anong the
merchants, and they were aruling and dominant class. That was second, that in those ten years
there asserted itsdf the age-long unwillingness of the English people to be ruled from without.

The third fact which must be taken into account to explain this remarkable change of front of the
public English lifeis Henry VII1. himsdf. There is much about him thet no country would
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willingly dam. He was the most habitua bridegroom in English history; he had an dmost
confirmed habit of beheading hiswives or otherwise ridding himsdf of them. Yet many traits
mede him atypica outstanding Englishman. He had the characteristic spirit of independence, the
resentment of foreign control, satisfaction with his own land, the feding that of course it isthe
best [and. There are no people in the world so well satisfied with their own country as the people
of England or the British Ides. They are critical of many thingsin their own government until

they begin to compare it with other countries; they must make their changes on their own lines.
The pamphlet of Henry V111., which won him the title of Defender of the Faith, praised the pope;
and, though Sir Thomas More urged him to change his expressons lest he should live to regret
them, he would not change them. But that was while the pope was serving his wishes and what
he felt was England’ s good.

There arose presently the question, or the several questions, about his marriage. It sheds no glory
on Henry VIII. that they arose as they did; but his treetment of them must not be mistaken. He
was concerned to have his marriage to Anne Boleyn confirmed, and there are some who think he
was honest in believing it ought to be confirmed, though we need not believe that. What
happened was that for the first time Henry VII1. found that as sovereign of England he must take
commands from aforeign power, a power exercisng temporal sovereignty exactly as he did, but
adding to it aclam to spiritud power, aclaim to determine his conduct for him and to absolve
his people from loydty to him if he was not obedient. It arose over the question of his divorce,
but it might have arisen over anything dse. It was limitation on his sovereignty in England. And

he let it be seen that dl questions that pertain to England were to be settled in England, and not

in another land. He would rather have a matter settled wrong in England than settled right
elsawhere. That is how he claimed to be head of the English Church. The people back of him had
adways held to the belief that they were governed from within, though they were linked to

religion from without. He executed their theory. That assertion of English sovereignty came
during the eventful years of which we are spesking.

Here, then, are our gresat facts. Firdt, thoughtful opinion wanted the Bible made available, and at
aconvention of bishops and university men the King was requested to secure the issuance of a
proper trandation. Secondly, the people wanted it, the more because it would gratify their
English indinct of independent judgment in matters of rdigion. Thirdly, the King granted it
without yielding his persond rdligious position, in assartion of his human sovereignty within his
own realm.

So England awoke one morning in 1537 to discover that it had atrandation of the Bible two of
them actudly, open to its use, the very thing that had been forbidden yesterday! And that, one
year after Tindde had been burned in loya France for issuing an English trandation! Two
versons were now authorized and made available. What were they? That of Miles Coverdae,
which had been issued secretly two years before, and that known as the “Matthew” Bible, though
the name has no significance, issued within ayear. Detalls are not to our purpose. Neither was an
independent work, but was made largely from the Latin and the German, and much influenced
by Tindde. CoverddewasaY orkshire man like Wiclif, femininein hismentd cast as Tindde
was masculine. Coverdde made his trandation because he loved books; Tindae because he felt
driven to it. But now the way was clear, and other editions gppeared. It is natura to name one or
two of the more notable ones.

There appeared what is known as the Great Bible in 1539. It was only another verson made by
Coverdde on the basis of the Matthew version, but corrected by more accurate knowledge.
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Thereis an interesting romance of its publication. The presses of England were not adequate for
the great work planned; it was to be a marve of typography. So the consent of King Francis was
gained to have it printed in France, and Coverdale was sent as a specia ambassador to overseeit.
Hewasin dread of the Inquisition, which was in vogue at the time, and sent off his printed sheets
to England asrapidly as possble. Suddenly one day the order of confiscation came from the
Inquisitor-Generd. Only Coverdd€e s officid position as representing the King saved his own
life. Asfor the printed sheets on which so much depended, they seemed doomed. Buit in the nick
of time adeder gppeared at the printing-house and purchased four great vats full of waste paper
which he shipped to England—when it was found that the waste paper was those printed sheets.
The presses and the printers were dl loya to England, and the edition was finally completed.

The Greet Bible was issued to meet a decree that each church should make available in some
convenient place the largest possible copy of the whole Bible, where dl the parishioners could
have accessto it and read it & their will. The versgon getsits name solely from the Size of the
volume. That decree dates 1538, twelve years after Tindal€' s books were burned, and two years
after he was burned! The ingtdlation of these great books caused tremendous excitement—
crowds gathered everywhere. Bishop Bonner caused six copies of the great volume to be located
wisdly throughout &. Paul’s. He found it difficult to make people leave them during the sermons.
He was s0 often interrupted by voices reading to a group, and by the discussions that ensued, that
he threatened to have them taken out during the service if people would not be quiet. The Grest
Bible gppeared in saven editionsin two years, and continued in recognized power for thirty

years. Much of the present English prayer-book is taken fromiit.

But this liberty was s0 sudden that the people naturaly abused it. Henry became vexed because
the sacred words “were disputed, rimed, sung, and jangled in every de-house.” There had grown
up aseries of wild balads and ribald songs in contempt of “the old faith,” while it was not redly
the old faith which was in dispute, but only foreign control of English faith. They had mistaken
Henry’smeaning. So Henry began to put restrictions on the use of the Bible. There were to be
no notes or annotations in any versions, and those that existed were to be blacked out. Only the
upper classes were to be dlowed to possessaBible. Findly, the year before his death, dl
versons were prohibited except the Great Bible, whose cost and size precluded secret use. The
decree led to another great burning of Biblesin 1546--

Tindae, Coverdale, Matthew—all but the Great Bible. The leading religious reformers took
flight and fled to European Protestant towns like Frankfort and Strassburg. But the Bible
remained. Henry VIII. died. The Bible lived on.

Under Edward V1., the boy king, coming to the throne at nine and dying at fifteen, the regency
with Crammer a its head earned its bad name. But while its members were shameesdy

despoailing churches and enriching themsalves they did one greet service for the Bible. They cast
off dl redrictions on its trandation and publication. The order for a Great Bible in every church
was renewed, and there was to be added to it a copy of Erasmus's paraphrase of the four gospels.
Nearly fifty editions of the Bible, in whole or in part, gppeared in those Sx years.

And that was fortunate, for then came Mary

and the deluge. Of course, she again gave in the nomind alegiance of England to the Roman
control. But she utterly missed the spirit of the people. They were weary with the excesses of
rabid Protestantism; but they were by no means ready to admit the principle of foreign
contral in religious matters. They might have been willing, many of them, that the use of the
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Bible should be redtricted, if it were done by their own sovereign. They were not willing that
another sovereign should restrict them. So the secret use of the Bible increased. Martyr fires
were kindled, but by the light of them the people read their Bibles more eagerly. And this
very persecution led to one of the best of the early versons of the Bible, indirectly even to
the King James verson.

The flower of English Protestant scholarship was driven into exile, and found its way to

Frankfort and Geneva again. There the spirit of scholarship was untrammeled; there they found
materid for scholarly study of the Bible, and there they made and published a new verson of the
Bible in English, by al means the best that had been made. In later years, under Elizabeth, it

drove the Greet Bible off the field by sheer power of excellence. During her reign sixty editions

of it gppeared. This was the verson called the Genevan Bible. It made severd changes that are
familiar to us. For one thing, in the Genevan edition of 1560 first gppeared our familiar divison
into verses. The chapter division was made three centuries earlier; but the verses belong to the
Genevan verson, and are divided to make the Book suitable for responsive use and for readier
reference. It was taken in large part from the work of Robert Stephens, who had divided the
Greek Testament into verses, ten years earlier, during ajourney which he was compelled to make
between Paris and Lyons. The Genevan version aso abandoned the old black letter, and used the
Roman type with which we are familiar. It had full notes on hard passages, which notes, aswe
shdl see, helped to produce the King James version. The work itself was completed after the
accesson of Elizabeth, when mogt of the rdligious leaders had returned to England from their
exile under Mary.

Elizabeth hersdf was not an ardent Protestant, not ardent at dl religioudy, but an ardent
Englishwomean. She understood her people, and while she prided herslf on being the * Guardian
of the Middle Way,” she did not make the mistake of submitting her sovereignty to foreign
supervision. Probably Elizabeth aways counted hersdlf personally a Catholic, but not politicaly
subject to the Roman pontiff. She had no wish to offend other Catholic powers; but she was
determined to develop a strong nationd spirit and to dlow religious differencesto exist if they
would be peaceful. The dramatic scene which was enacted at the time of her coronation
procession was typical of her spirit. As the procession passed down Chegpside, a venerable old
man, representing Time, with alittle child beside him representing Truth—Time adways old,
Truth dways young— presented the Queen with a copy of the Scriptures, which she accepted,
promising to read them diligently.

Presently it was found that two versons of the Bible were taking the field, the old Greet Bible
and the new Genevan Bible. On al accounts the Genevan was the better and was driving out its
rival. Y et there could be no hope of gaining the gpprova of Elizabeth for the Genevan Bible. For
one thing, John Knox had been a party to its preparation; so had Cavin. Elizabeth detested them
both, especidly Knox. For another thing, its notes were not favorable to roya sovereignty, but
smacked so much of popular government asto be offensive. For another thing, though it had
been made mostly by her own people, it had been made in aforeign land, and was under
suspicion on that account. The result was that Elizabeth’s archbishop, Parker, set out to have an
authorized verson made, selected arevison committee, with ingtructions to follow wherever
possible the Great Bible, to avoid bitter notes, and to make such averson that it might be fredly,
eadly, and naturaly read. The result is known as the Bishops Bible. It wasissued in Elizabeth's
tenth year (1568), but there is no record that she ever noticed it, though Parker sent her a copy
from his 9ck-bed. The Bishops Bible shows the influence of the Genevan Bible in many ways,
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though it gives no credit for that. It isnot of equal merit; it was expensive, too cumbersome, and
often unscholarly.

Only its officid standing gave it life, and after forty years, in nineteen editions; it was no longer
published.

Naming one other English verson will complete the series of facts necessary for the
congderation of the forming of the King James version. It will be remembered that dl the
English versons of the Bible thus far mentioned were the work of men ether already out of
favor with the Roman pontiff, or speedily put out of favor on that account. Thirty years after his
death; Wiclif's bones were taken up and burned,

Tindae was burned. Coverda €' s version and the Great Bible were the product of the period
when Henry VII1. was under the ban. The Genevan Bible was the work of refugees, and the
Bishops Bible was prepared when Elizabeth had been excommunicated. That fact seemed to
many loya Roman churchmen to put the Church in afdselight. It must be made clear that its
opposition was not to the Bible, not even to popular use and possession of the Bible, but only to
unauthorized, even incorrect, versons. So there came about the Doual version, ingtigated by
Gregory Martin, and prepared in some sense as an answer to the Genevan version and its
strongly anti-papa notes. It was the work of English scholars connected with the University of
Doual. The New Testament was issued at Rheimsin 1582, and the whole Bible in 1609, just
before our King James version. It is made, not from the Hebrew and the Greek, though it refers
to both, but from the Vulgate. The result is that the Old Testament of the Douai versonisa
trandation into English from the Latin, which in large part isatrandaion into Latin from the
Greek Septuagint, which in turn isatrandation into Greek from the Hebrew. Y et scholars are
scholars, and it shows marked influence of the Genevan verson, and, indeed, of other English
versons. Its notes were strongly anti- Protestant, and in its preface it explainsits existence by
saying that Protestants have been guilty of “casting the holy to dogs and pearlsto hogs.”

The verson is not in the direct line of the ascent of the familiar verson, and needs no eaborate
description. Its purpose was controversid; it did not go to available sources; its English was not
colloquid, but ecclesadticdl.

For example, in the Lord's Prayer we read:
“Give usthis day our supersubstantia bread,” instead of “our daily bread.” In Hebrews xiii:

17, the version reads, “Obey your prelates and be subject unto them.” In Luke ii:3, John came
“preaching the baptism of penance.” In Psam xxiii:5, where we read, “My cup runneth over,”
the Doua verson reeds, “My chalice which inebriateth me, how goodly it is” Thereisa careful
retention of ecclesiagtical terms, and an explanation of the passages on which Protestants had
cometo differ rather sharply from their Roman brethren, as in the matter of the taking of the cup
by the people, and elsewhere.

Yetitis only fair to remember that this much answer was made to the versions which were
preparing the way for the greatest verson of them dl, and when the time came for the making of
that version, and the hel ps were gathered together, the Doua was frankly placed among them. It
isapeculiar irony of fate that while the purpose of Gregory Martin was to check the trandation
of the Bible by the Protestants, the only effect of his work was to advance and improve that
trandation.
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At lagt, aswe shdl seein our next study, the way was cleared for a free and open setting of the
Bible into English. The way had been beset with struggle, marked with blood, lighted by martyr
fires. Wiclif and Purvey, Tindale and Coverdale, the refugees at Geneva and the Bishops at
London, al had trod that way. Kings had fought them or had favored them; it was dl one; they
had gone on. Loyd zest for their Book and loving zedl for the common people had held them to
the path. Now it had become a highway open to dl men. And right worthy were the feet which
were soon treading it.

LECTURE II
THE MAKING OF THE KING JAMES VERSION; ITS

CHARACTERISTICS

EARLY in January, 1604, men were making their way aong the poor English highways, by
coach and carrier, to the Hampton Court Palace of the new English king. They were coming from
the cathedrd towns, from the univergities, from the larger cities. Many were Church dignitaries,
many were scholars, some were Puritans, dl wereloya Englishmen, and they were gethering in
response to acdl for a conference with the king, James |. They were divided in sentiment, these
men, and those who hoped most from the conference were doomed to complete disappoi ntment.
Not one among them, not the King, had the dightest purpose that the conference should do what
proved to be its only red service. Some of the men, grave and earnet, were coming to present
their petitions to the King, others were coming to oppose their petitions; the King meant to deny
them and to harry the petitioners. And everything came out asit had been planned. Y et the
largest service of the conference, the only red service, was in no one s mind, for it was at
Hampton Court, on the last day of the conference between James and the churchmen, January 18,
1604, that the first formal step was taken toward the making of the so-caled Authorized Verson
of the English Bible. If there are such things as accidents, this greet enterprise began in an
accident. But the outcome of the accident, the volume that resulted, is*dlowed by al competent
authoritiesto be the firg, [thet is, the chief] English classic,” if our Professor Cook, of Yae, may
peak; “is universaly accepted as aliterary masterpiece, as the noblest and most beautiful Book
in the world, which has exercised an inca culable influence upon religion, upon manners, upon
literature, and upon character,” if the Bdliol College scholar Hoare can be trusted; and has
“meade the English language,” if Professor March is right. The purpose of this study isto show
how that accident occurred, and what immediately came fromiit.

With the degth of Elizabeth the Tudor line

of sovereigns died out. The collateral Stuart

line, descending directly from Henry VII.,

naturally succeeded to the throne, and James

V1. of Scotland made hisroya progress to the English capital and became James|. of England.
In him gppears the firgt of that Stuart line during whaose reign great changes were to occur.
Every onein theline held strongly to the dogma of the divine right of kings, yet under that
line the English people transferred sovereignty from the king to Parliament.[1] Fortunately
for higtory, and for the progress of popular government, the Stuart line had no forceful
figuresinit. Macaulay thinks it would have been fatd to English liberty if they had been able
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kings. It was eader to take S0 dangerous a wegpon as the divine right of kings from weak
hands than from strong ones. So it was that though James came out of Scotland to assert his
divine and arbitrary right as sovereign, by the time Queen Anne died, closing the Stuart line
and giving way to the Hanoverian, the red sovereignty had passed into the hands of
Parliament.

[1] Trevelyan, England Under the Stuarts.

But the roya traveer, coming from Edinburgh to London, isinteresting on his own account—
interesting at this distance. He is thirty-seven years old, and ought to be in the beginning of his
prime. Heisalittle over middle height; loves a good horse, though he is an ungainly rider, and
has fdlen off his horse three or four times during hisroya progress, is aheavy drinker of the
liquors of the period, with horribly coarse, even gross manners. Macaulay is very severe with
him. He saysthat “his cowardice, his childishness, his pedantry, his ungainly person and
manners, his provincia accent, made him an object of derison. Even in hisvirtues and
accomplishments there was something eminently unkingly.”[1] 1t seemed too bad that “royaty
should be exhibited to the world ssammering, dobbering, shedding unmanly tears, trembling at
the drawn sword, and talking in the style dternately of a buffoon and of apedagogue.” That is
truly not an aitractive picture. But there is something on the other sde. John Richard Green puts
both sdes. “His big head, his dobbering tongue, his quilted clothes, hisrickety legs stood out in
as grotesque a contrast with dl that men recalled of Henry and Elizabeth as his gabble and
rhodomontade, his want of persond dignity, his buffoonery, his coarseness of speech, his
pedantry, his contemptible cowardice. Under this ridiculous exterior, however, lay aman of
much natura ability, aripe scholar with a consderable fund of shrewdness, of mother wit and
ready repartee.”[2]

[1] Higtory of England, chap. i.

[2] Short Higtory of the English People, chap. viii, sec. ii.

Some good traits he must have had. He did win some men to him. As some one has said, “Y ou
could love him; you could despise him; you could not hate him.” He could say some witty and
griking things. For example, when he was urging the formal union of Scotland and England, and
it was opposed, he said: “But | am the husband, and the whole idand is my wife. | hope no one
will be so unreasonable as to suppose that |, that am a Chritian king under the Gospel, should be
apolygamist and husband to two wives.”[2] After the conference of which we have been
gpeaking, he wrote to afriend in Scotland: “I have had arevel with the Puritans and have
peppered them soundly.” Asindeed he had. Then, in some sense a leas, “ Jameswas a born
theologian.” He had studied the Bible in some form from childhood; one of the firgt things we
hear of his doing is the writing of a paraphrase on the book of the Reveation. In histak he
made easy and free use of Scripture quotations. To be sure, his knowledge, on which he prided
himsalf unconscionably, was shalow and pedantic. Henry 1V. of France, one of his
contemporaries, said that he was “the wisest fool in Christendom.”

[2] Trevelyan, England Under the Stuarts, p. 107.
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Now, it was this man who was making hisroya progress from Edinburgh to London in March,
1603, nearly a year before the gathering of men which we were obsarving a the opening of this
study. Many things happened on the journey besides hisfaling off his horse severad times; but
one of the most significant was the halting of the progress to receive what was cdled the Miliary
Petition, whose name implies that it was signed by a thousand men—actualy somewhat less than
that number—mostly ministers of the Church. The Petition made no mention of any Bible
verson, yet it was the beginning of the events which led to it. Back of it was the Puritan
influence. It asked for reforms in the English Church, for the correction of abuses which had
grown under Elizabeth’ sincreasing favor of ritual and ceremony. It asked for a better-trained
minigtry, for better discipline in the Church, for the omission of so many detailed requirements
of rites and ceremonies, and for that perennialy desired reform, shorter church services!

Very naturdly the new King replied that he would teke it up later, and promised to cdl a
conference to consider it. And thishedid. The conference met a Hampton Court in January,
1604, and it was for this that the men were coming from many parts of England. The gathering
was held on the 14™, 16", and 18" of the month. Its sole purpose was to consider that Miliary
Petition; but the King called to it not only those who had signed the Petition, but those who had
opposed it. He had no notion of granting any favor to it, and from the first he gave the Puritans
rough treatment. He told them he would have none of their non-conformity, he would “make
them conform or harry them out of the land.” Someone suggested that since this was a Church
matter there be called a Synod, or some generd gathering fitted to discuss and determine such
things, rather than leave it to afew Church dignitaries. For the purposes of the petitionersit was
amost unfortunate expression. James had just come from Scotland, where the Presbyterians were
with their Synod, and where Cavinism was in full swing. He was much in favor of some
elements of Cavinism; but he could not see how dl the e ements held together. Predestination,
for example, which offends so many people to-day, was a precious doctrine to King James, and
he ingsted that his subjects ought to see how clearly God had predestined him to rule over them!
But he could not tolerate the necessary logicd inference of Cavinism that al men must be equa
before God, and so men can make and unmake kings as they need to do so, the matter of king or
subject being purely an incidental one. He remembered the time when Andrew Mélville, one of
the Scotch minigters, had plucked him by hisroyd deeve and cdled him “God' s slly vassa”
right to hisface. So, when some one said “Synod” it brought the King up standing. He burst out:
“If that iswhat you mean, if you want what the Scotch mean by their Synod and their Presbytery,
then | tell you at oncethat | will have none of it. Presbytery agrees with monarchy very much as
God agrees with the devil. If you have no bishop, you will soon have no king.” He was perfectly
right, with reference to the kind of king he meant. These things were to be settled, he meant, by
authority, and not by conference. That is the point to which Gardiner refers when he says that
“in two minutes James sedled his own fate and that of England forever.”[1]

[1] History of England, 1603-42.

After that there was only alosing fight for the petitioners. They had touched a sore spot in
James s higtory. But it was when they touched that sore spot again that they started the
movement for anew version of the Bible. It was on the second day of the conference, January
16™, that Dr. Reynolds, president of Corpus Christi College, Oxford, who represented the
moderate Puritan position, and, like many moderate men, was rather suspected by both extreme
wings, instanced as one of the hardships of the Puritans that they were compelled to use the
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prayer-book of the time, and that it contained many mistrandations of Scripture, some of which
he quoted. Now, it so happens that the errors to which he referred occur in the Bishops' and the
Great Bible, which were the two authorized versons of the time, but are al corrected in the
Genevan verson. We do not know what point he was trying to make, whether he was urging that
the Genevan version should supplant these others, or whether he was caling for anew
trandation. Indeed, we are not sure that he even mentioned the Genevan version. But James
spoke up to say that he had never yet seen aBible well trandated into English; but the worst of
al he thought the Genevan to be. He spoke as though he had just had a copy given him by an
English lady, and had aready noted what he called its errors. That was &t the very least aroyd
evason, for if there was any Book he did know it was the Genevan verson. He had been fairly
rased onit; he had lived in the country where it was commonly used. It had been preached a
him many and many atime. Indeed, he had used it as the text for that paraphrase of the
Reveation of which we spoke a moment ago. And he knew its notes—wel he knew them—
knew that they were from republican Geneva, and that kingly pretensions had short shrift with
them. James told the conference that these notes were “very partid, untrue, seditious, savoring
too much of traitorous and dangerous conceits,” supporting his opinion by two instances which
seemed disrespectful to royalty.

One of these instances was the note on Exodus 1:17, where the Egyptian midwives are said to
have disobeyed the king in the matter of destroying the children. The note says. “Thelr
disobedience to the king was lawful, though their dissembling was not.” James quoted that, and
sad: “Itisfase to disobey the king is not lawful, and traitorous conceits should not go forth
among the people.”

Some of the High Church party objected that there were trandations enough aready; but it struck
James sfancy to set them al aside by another verson, which he at once said he would order. It
was to be made by the most learned of both universties, then to be revised by the bishops and
other Church dignitaries, then presented to the Privy Council, and findlly to be passed upon by
himsdf. Thereisthe echo of some sharp Scotch experiencesin his declaration that there were to
be no margind notesin that new verson.

When they looked back on the conference, the Puritans felt that they had lost everything, and the
High Church people that they had gained everything. One of the bishops, in avery servile way,
and on his knee, gave thanks to God for having given the country such aking, whose like had
never been seen snce Christ was on earth. Certainly hard times were ahead for the Puritans. The
King harried them according to his word. Within sixteen years some of them landed at Plymouth
Rock, and things began to happen on this Sde. That settlement at Plymouth was the outcome of
the threat the King had made at the Hampton Court conference.

But looking back one can see that the conference was worth while for the beginning of the
movement for the new version. The King was true to hisword in thisline dso, and before the
year was out had gppointed the fifty-four best Bible scholars of the redlm to make the new
verson. They wereto St in Sx companies of nine each, two at Oxford, two at Cambridge, and
two a Westmingter. The names of only forty-seven of them have come down to us, and it is not
known whether the other seven were ever appointed, or in what way their names have been logt.
It must be said for the King that the only principle of selection was scholarship, and when those
Sx groups of men met they were men of the very firgt rank, with no peers outsde their own
numbers—with one exception, and that exception is of some passng interest. Hugh Broughton
was probably the foremost Hebrew scholar of England, perhaps of the world, at the time, and
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gpparently he was not gppointed on the committee. Chiefly, it seems to have been because he
was aman of ungovernable temper and utterly unfitted to work with others. Fallure to appoint
him, however, bit and rankled, and the only keen and sharp criticism that was passed on the
version in its own day was by Hugh Broughton. He sent word to the King, after it was
completed, that as for himself he would rather be rent to pieces by wild horses than have had any
part in the urging of such awretched version of the Bible on the poor people. That was S0
manifestly pique, however, that it is only to be regretted that the trandation did not have the
benefit of his great Hebrew knowledge. John Sdden, a his prime in that day, voiced the feding
of mogt scholars of the times, that the new trandation was the best in the world and best gave the
sense of the origindl.

We do not know much of the personnd of the company. Their names would mean very littleto
us a this distance. All were clergymen except one. There were bishops, college principdls,
university fellows, and rectors. Dr. Reynolds, who suggested it in the first place, was a member,
though he did not live to see the work finished. This Dr. Reynolds, by the way, was party to a
most curious episode. He had been an ardent Roman Catholic, and he had a brother who was an
equally ardent Protestant. They argued with each other so earnestly that each convinced the
other; the Roman Catholic became a Protestant, and the Protestant became a Roman Cathalic!
Dr. Lancelot Andrewes, chairman of one of the two companies that met a Westminger, was
probably the most learned man in England. They said of him that if he had been present at the
tower of Babe he could have interpreted for dl the tongues present. The only trouble was that
the world lacked learning enough to know how learned he was. His company had the first part
of the Old Testament, and the smple dignity of the style they used shows how scholarship and
amplicity go essily together. Most people would consider that the least satisfactory part of the
work isthe second section, running from | Chroniclesto Ecclesastes. A convert from another
faith, who learned to read the Bible in English, once expressed to afriend of my own hisfeding
that except for the Psalms and parts of Job, there seemed to be here adigtinct letting-down of the
dignity of the trandation. Thereis good excusefor this, if it is o, for two leading members of the
company who had that section in charge, both eminent Cambridge scholars, died very early in
the work, and their places were not filled. The third company, sitting & Oxford, were peculiarly
strong, and had for their portion the hardest part of the Old Testament—all the prophetica
writings. But they did their part with finest skill. The fourth company, sitting e Cambridge, had
the Apocrypha, the books which lie between the Old and the New Testaments for the most part,
or else are supplemental to certain Old Testament books. Their work was rather hastily and
certainly poorly done, and has been dropped out of most editions. The fifth company, stting a
Oxford, with great Greek scholars oniit, took the Gospdls, the Acts, and the Revelation. This
company hed in it the one layman, Sir Henry Savile, then the greatest Greek scholar in England.
It isthe same Sir Henry Savile who heard, on his death-bed in 1621, that James had with his own
hands torn from the Journd of Parliament the pages which bore the protest in favor of free
gpeech in Parliament. Hearing it, the faithful scholar prayed to die, saying: “1 am ready to depart,
the rather that having lived in good times | foresee worse” The sixth company met at
Westminger and trandated the New Testament epistles.

It was the origina plan that when one company had finished its part, the result should go to each
of the other companies, coming back with their suggestions to the origina workers to be recast
by them. The whole was then to be reviewed by a smaller committee of scholarsto giveit
uniformity and to see it through the press. The records are not extant that tell whether thiswas
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donein full detail, though we may presume that each section of the Scripture had the benefit of
the scholarship of the entire company.

We know agood ded of the method of their work. We shall understand it better by recaling
what materia they had a hand. They were enabled to use the result of al the work that had been
done before them. They were ingtructed to follow the Bishops' Bible wherever they could do so
fairly; but they were given power to use the versons aready named from Widlif down, aswell as
those fragmentary versions which were numerous, and of which no mention has been made.
They ransacked dl English forms for felicitous words and happy phrases. It is one of the
interesting incidents that this same Hugh Broughton, who was left off the committee and took it
s0 hard, yet without hiswill contributed some important matter to the trandation, because he had
on his own authority made trandations of certain parts of the Scripture. Severd of our capitd
phrases in the King James verson are from him. There was no effort to bresk out new paths.
Preference was dways given to afamiliar phrase rather than to anew one, unless accuracy
required it. Fird, then, they had the benefit of dl the work that had been done before in the same
line, and gladly used it.

In addition, they had dl other versons made in the tongues of the time. Chiefly there was
Luther’s German Bible, dready become for the German tongue what their version was destined
to be for the English tongue. There were parts of the Bible available in Spanish, French, and
Dutch. They were kept a hand congtantly for any light they might cast on difficult passages.

For the Old Testament there were very few Hebrew texts. There had been little critica work yet
done on them, and for the most part there were only different editions running back over the
centuries. We have little more than that now, and there isamost no new meaterid on the Old
Testament since the days of the King James trandators. There was, of course, the Septuagint, the
Greek trandation from the Hebrew made before Chrit, with the guidance it could givein
doubtful places on the probable origind. And findly there was the Vulgate, made into Latin out

of the Greek and Hebrew. Thiswas dl the Old Testament materia they had, or that any one
could have in view of the antiquated origina sources.

The New Testament materiad was more abundant, though not nearly so abundant asto-day. There
were few manuscripts of the early days to which they could refer; but there were the two grest
critical versons of the New Testament in Greek, that by Erasmus and the Complutensian, which
had made use of the best manuscripts known. Then, findly again, there was the Vulgete.

We must stop a moment to see what was the value of the Vulgate in thiswork. It isimpossible to
reckon the number of the early New Testament manuscripts that have been logt.

In the earlier day the Scriptures were transmitted

from church to church, and from age to

age, by manuscripts. Many of them were

made as direct copies of other manuscripts; but many were made by scribes to whom the
manuscripts were read as they wrote, so that there are many, though ordinarily comparatively
dight, variations among the manuscripts which we now know. More manuscripts are coming to
light congtantly, manuscripts once well known and then lost. Many of them, perhaps many
earlier than we now have, must have been familiar to Jerome four hundred years after Chridt.
When, therefore, thereis a plain difference between the Vulgate and our early Greek
manuscripts, the Vulgate may be wrong because it is only atrandation; but it may be right
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because it is atrandation of earlier manuscripts than some of ours. It is steadily losing its value
at that point, for Greek manuscripts are dl the time coming to light which run farther back. But
we must not minimize the value of the Vulgate for our King James trandation.

With al this materid the scholars of the early seventeenth century set to work. Each man in the
group made the trandation that seemed best to him, and together they andyzed the results and
finally agreed on the best. They hunted the other versonsto seeif it had been better done
elsawhere. The shade of Tindale was over it dl. The Genevan verson was mogt influential. The
Doua had its share, and the Bishops was the generd standard, dtered only when accuracy
required it. On al hard passages they cdled to their aid the appropriate departments of both
universities. All scholars everywhere were asked to send in any contributions, to correct or
criticize as they would. Public announcement of the work was made, and dl possible help was
besought and gladly accepted.

Very fathfully these grestest scholars of their time wrought. No one worked for money, and no
one worked for pay, but each for the joy of the working. Three years they spent on the origina
work, three years on careful revison and on the margina references by which Scripture was
meade to throw light on Scripture.

Then in Sx months acommittee reviewed it dl, put it through the press, and & lagt, in 1611, with
the imprint of Robert Barker, Printer to the King's Most Excdlent Mgesty, the King James
version gppeared. The name Authorized Verson is not a happy one, for so far asthe records go it
was never authorized ether by the King or the bishop; and, even if it were, the authority does not
extend beyond the English Church, which isavery smdl fraction of those who use it. On the

title- page of the origina verson, as on so many since, isthe familiar line, “ Appointed to be Read
in Churches,” but who made the appointment history does not say.

The version did not at once supersede the Genevan and the Bishops ; but it was so incomparably
better than either that gradualy they disappeared, and by sheer excdlence it took the field, and it
holds the field to-day in spite of the numerous supposedly improved versions that have gppeared
under private auspices. It holds the field, dso, in spite of the excellent revised verson of 1881
made by authority, and the more excellent verson issued in 1901 by the American Revison
Committee, to-day undoubtedly the best verson in existence, consdered sSmply asa
reproduction of the sense of the origind. And for reasons that may later appear, the King James
verson bids fair to hold the field for many yearsto come.

When we turn from the higtory of its making to the work itsdf, thereis much to say. We may
well narrow our thought for the remainder of the Study to itstraits as averson of the Bible.

l. Namethisfirg, that it is an honest verson.
That is, it has no argumentative purpose. It is not, as the scholars say, gpologetic. It issmply an
out-and-out version of the Scripture, as honestly asthey could reproduce it.

There were Puritans on the committee; there were extreme High Churchmen; there were men of
al grades between. But there is nowhere any evidence that any one was set on making the Bible
prove his point. There were strong anti-papa believers among them; but they made free use of
the Doual version, and, of course, of the Vulgate. They knew the feding that Hugh Broughton
had toward them; but they made generous use of al that was good in hiswork. They were
working under aroyd warrant, and their dedication to King James, with its absurd and fulsome
flattery, shows what they were capable of when they thought of the King. But thereis no twist of
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atext to make it serve the purposes of royaty. They might be servile when they thought of King
James; but there was not atouch of servility in them when they thought of the Scripture itsdlf.
They were under ingtruction not to abandon the use of ecclesiagtica terms. For instance, they
were not to put “congregation” in place of “church,” as some Puritans wanted to do. Some
thought that was meant to insure a High Church verson; but the trandators did not understand it
so for amoment. They understood it only to safeguard them againgt making a partisan verson

on ether Sde, and to help them to make a verson which the people could read understandingly
at once. It was not to be a Puritan Book nor a High Church Book. It was to be an honest version
of the Bible, no maiter whose sde it sustained.

Now, if any onethinksthet is easy, or only amatter of course, he plainly shows that he has never
been atheologian or a scholar in a contested field. Ask any lawyer whether it is easy to handle
his authorities with entire impartidity, whether it isamaiter of course that he will let them say

just what they meant to say when his caseisinvolved. Of course, hewill seek to do it asan
honest lawyer, but equdly, of course, he will have to kegp close watch on himsdf or he will fall

in doing it. Ak any higtorian whether it is easy to handle the origind documentsin afidd in
which he has firm and announced opinions, and to |et those documents speak exactly what they
mean to say, whether they support him or not. The greater historians will dways do it, but they
will sometimes do it with abit of awrench.

Even ascholar is human, and these men sitting in their six companieswould dl have to meet this
Book afterward, would have their opinionstried by it. There must have been times when some of
them would be indlined to sdt the mine alittle, to see that it would yied what they would want it
to yidd later. So far as these men were able to do it, they madeit say in English just what it said
in Hebrew and Greek. They showed no inclination to use it as awegpon in their persona
warfare.

Oneline of that honest effort is worth observing more closely. When points were open to fair
discussion, and scholarship had not settled them, they were careful not to let their version take
sdes when it could be avoided. On some mooted words they did not try trandation, but
tranditeration instead. That is, they brought the Greek or Hebrew word over into English, letter
by letter. Suppose scholars differed as to the exact meaning in English of aword in the Greek.
Some sad it has this meaning, and some that it has that. Now, if the verson committed itsdlf to
one of those meanings, it became an argument a once againg the other and helped to settle a
question on which scholarship was not yet agreed. They could avoid making a partisan Book by
the smple device of bringing the word which was disputed over into the new trandation. That
left the discussion just where it was before, but it saved the work from being partisan. The
method of tranditeration did not dways work to advantage, as we shall see, but it was intended
throughout to save the Book from taking sides on any question where honest men might differ as
to the meaning of words.

They did that with &l proper names, and that was notable in the Old Testament, because most
Old Testament proper names can be trandated. They al mean something in themselves.

Adam is the Hebrew word for man; Abraham means Father of a Great Multitude; David isthe
Hebrew word for Beloved; Maachi means My Messenger. Y et as proper names they do not
mean any of those things. It isimpossible to trandate a proper name into another tongue without
absurdity. It must be tranditerated. Y et thereis congtant fascination for trandators in the work of
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trandating these proper names, trying to make them seem more vivid. It is quite likely, though it
is disputed, that proper names do al go back to smple meanings. But by the time they become
proper names they no longer have those meanings. The only proper treetment of them isby
tranditeration.

The King James trandators follow that same practice of tranditeration rather than trandation
with another word which isfull of controversd. possibility. | mean the word “baptism.” There
was dispute then as now about the method of that ordinance in early Chrigtian history. There
were many who held that the dlassica meaning which involved immersion had been taken over
bodily into the Chrigtian faith, and that al baptism was by immerson. There were otherswho
held that while that might be the classca meaning of the word, yet in early Chrigtian custom
baptism was not by immersion, but might be by sprinkling or pouring, and who ingsted that no
pressure on the mode was wise or necessary. That dipute continuesto this day. Early versons of
the Bible dready figured in the discusson, and for awhile there was question whether this King
James verson should take Sidesiin that controversy, about which men equaly loyd to truth and
early Chrigtian history could honestly differ. The trandators avoided taking Sdes by bringing the
Greek word which was under discusson over into English, letter by letter. Our word “baptism”
is not an English word nor a Saxon word; it is a purely Greek word. The controversy has been
brought over into the English language; but the King James verson avoided becoming a
controversd book. A number of years ago the convictions of some were so strong that another
version of the Bible was made, in which the word baptism was carefully replaced by what was
believed to be the English trandation, “immersion,” but the verson never had wide influence.

In this connection it iswdl to notice the effort of the King James trandators a afar Satement of
the divine name. It will be remembered thet it gppearsin the Old Testament ordinarily as
“LORD,” printed in small capitds. A very interesting bit of verba higtory lies back of that word.
The word which represents the divine name in Hebrew consists of four consonants, Jor Y, H, V,
and H. There are no vowds, indeed, there were no vowe s in the early Hebrew at dl. Those that
we now have were added not far from the time of Christ. No one knowsthe origina
pronunciation of that sacred name condsting of four letters. At avery early day it had become
too sacred to pronounce, so that when men cameto it in reading or in speech, they smply used
another word which is, trandated into English, Lord, aword of high dignity. When thetime

came that vowels were to be added to the consonants, the vowe s of this other word Lord were
placed under the consonants of the sacred name, so that in the word Jehovah, wherethe JH'V H
occur, there are the consonants of one word whose vowels are unknown and the vowel's of
another word whose consonants are not used.

lllugtrate it by imegining thet in American literature the name Lincoln gathered to itsdlf such
sacredness that it was never pronounced and only its consonants were ever printed. Suppose that
whenever readers cameto it they amply said Washington, thinking Lincoln dl the while. Then
think of the digplacement of the vowels of Lincoln by the vowds of Washington. You have a
word that looks like Lancilon or Lanicoln; but a reader would never pronounce so strange a
word. He would aways say Washington, yet he would dways think the other meaning. And
while he would retain the meaning in some degree, he would soon forget the origind word,
retaining only hisawe of it. Which isjust what happened with the divine name. The Hebrews
knew it was not Lord, yet they always said Lord when they came to the four letters that stood for
the sacred word. The word Jehovah, made up of the consonants of an unknown word and the
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vowels of afamiliar word, isin itsef meaningless. Scholarship is not yet sure what was the
origind meaning of the sacred name with its four consonants.

These trandators had to face that problem. It was a peculiar problem at that time. How should
they put into English the august name of God when they did not know what the true vowels
were? There was dispute among scholars. They did not take Sides as our later American
Revison has done, some of usthink quite unwisdly. They chose to retain the Hebrew usage, and
print the divine name in unmistakable type so that its personad meaning could not be mistaken.,

On the other hand, disputes since their day have shown how they trandated when tranditeration
would have been wiser. lllustrate with one instance. There is a Hebrew word, Sheol, with a
Greek word, Hades, which corresponds to it. Usage had adopted the Anglo-Saxon word Hell as
the equivaent of both of these words, so they trandated Sheol and Hades with the English word
Héll. The only question that had been raised was by that Hugh Broughton of whom we were
gpesking a moment ago, and it had not seemed a serious one. Certainly the three terms have
much in common, and there are places where both the origind words seemed to be virtudly
equivaent to the Anglo- Saxon Hell, but they are not the same. The Revised Version of our own
time returned to the origind, and ingtead of translating those words whose meaning can be
debated, it tranditerated them and brought the Hebrew word Sheol and the Greek word Hades
over into English. That, of course, gave a chance for paragraphers to say that the Revised
Verson had read Hell out of the Scriptures. All that happened was that cognizance was taken of
adispute which would have guided the King James trandatorsiif it had existed in their time, and
we should not have become familiar with the Anglo- Saxon word Hell as the trandation of those
disputed Hebrew and Greek words.

We need not seek more instances. These are enough to illustrate the saying that here is an honest
version, the fruit of the best scholarship of the times, without prejudice.

I1. A second trait of the work asaverson isits remarkable accuracy. It is surprising that with dl
the new light coming from early documents, with al the new discoveries that have been
made. the latest revision needed to make so few changes, and those for the most part minor
ones. There are, to be sure, some important changes, as we shal see later; the wonder is that
there are not many more. The King James verson had, to be sure, the benefit of dl the earlier
controversy. The whole ground had been redly fought over in the centuries before, and most
of the questions had been discussed. They frankly made use of al the earlier controversy.
They say inthar preface: “Truly, good Chrigtian reader, we never thought from the
beginning that we should need to make a new trandation, nor yet to make a bad one a good
one, but to make a good one better. That hath been our endeavor, that our work.” Also, they
had the advantage of deliberation. Thiswas the first verson that had been made which had
such sanction that they could take their time, and in which they had no reason to fear that the
results would endanger them. They say in their preface that they had not run over their work
with that “pogting haste” that had marked the Septuagint, if the saying was true that they did
it dl in seventy-two days, nor were they “barred and hindered from going over it again,” as
Jerome himsdlf said he had been, since as soon as he wrote any part “it was snatched away
from him and published”; nor were they “working in anew fidd,” as Origen was when he
wrote his firs commentary on the Bible. Both these things—their taking advantage of earlier
controversies which had cleared many differences, and their deliberation—were
supplemented by a third which gave great accuracy to the verson. That was their adoption of
the principle of all early trandators, perhaps worded best by Purvey, who completed the
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Widlif versgon: “The best trandation isto trandate after the sentence, and not only after the
words, so that the sentence be as open in English asin Latin.” That makesfor accuracy. Itis
quite impossible to put any language over, word for word, into another without great
inaccuracy. But when the trandators sought to take the sentence of the Hebrew or the Greek
and put it into an exactly equivaent English sentence, they had larger play for their language
and they had afairer field for accuracy. These were the three great facts which made the
remarkable accuracy possible, and it may be interesting to note three corresponding results
which show the effort they made to be absolutely accurate and fair in their trandation.

Thefirg of those resultsis visble in the itdicized words which they used. In the King James
verson words in italics are a frank acknowledgment that the Greek or the Hebrew cannot be put
into English literdly. These are English words which are put in because it seemsimpossible to
express the meaning origindly intended without certain additions which the reader must take

into account in his understanding of the verson. We need not think far to see how necessary that
was. The arrangement of words in Greek, for example, is different from that in English. The
Greek of the first verse of the Gospd of John reads that “ God was the Word,” but the English
makesits sentencesin areversed form, and it redly means, “the Word was God.” So the Greek
uses particles where the English does not. Often it would say “the God” where we would say
samply “God.” Those particles are ordinarily wisdly omitted. So the Greek does not use verbs at
some points where it is quite essentid thet the English shdl usethem. But it isonly fair thet in
reading a version of the Scripture we should know what words have been put in by trandatorsin
their effort to make the version clear to us; and the itdicized words of the King James version are
afrank effort to be accurate and yet fair.

The second result which shows their effort a accuracy isin the margina readings. Mot of these
are optiond readings, and are preceded by the word “or,” which indicates that one may read what
isin thetext, or subdtitute for it what isin the margin with equa fairnessto the origind. But
sometimes, instead of that familiar “or,” occur letters which indicate that the Hebrew or the
Greek literdly means something else than what is given in the English text, and what it literaly
meansis given in the margin. The trandators thereby say to the reader that if he can take that
literal meaning and put it into the text so thet it isinteligible to him, hereis his chance. Asfor
them, they think that the whole context or meaning of the sentence rather involves the use of the
phrase which they put into the text. But the margind references are of great interest to most of us
as showing how these men were frank to say that there were some things they could not settle.
They were rather blamed for it, chiefly by those who had committed themsdlves to the Douai
version, which has no margina readings, on the ground that the trandation ought to be as
authoritative as the origina. The King James trandators repudiate that theory and frankly say

that the reason they put these words in the margin was because they were not sure what was the
best reading. In the margin of the epistle to the Romans there are eighty-four such margina
readings, and the proportion will hold throughout most of the verson. They were only trying to

be accurate and to give every one a chance to make up his own mind where there was fair reason
to question their results.

The third thing which shows their effort at accuracy is their explicit avoidance of uniformity in
trandating the same word. They tried to put the meaning into English terms. So, as they say, the
one word might become ether “journeying” or “traveling”; one word might be “thinking” or
“supposing,” “joy” or “gladness,” “eternal” or “everlagting.” One of the reasons they give for

thisis quaint enough to quote. They said they did not think it right to honor some words by
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giving them a place forever in the Bible, while they virtuadly said to other equaly good words:
Get ye hence and be banished forever. They quote a“certaine great philosopher” who said that
those logs were happy which became images and were worshiped, while, other logs as good as
they were laid behind the fire to be burned. So they sought to use as many English words,
familiar in gpeech and commonly understood, as they might, lest they should impoverish the
language, and so lose out of use good words. Thereis no doubt that in this effort both to save the
language, and to represent accurately the meaning of the origind, they sometimes overdid that
avoidance of uniformity. There were times when it would have been well if the words had been
more consstently trandated. For example, in the epistle of Jamesii: 2, 3, you have goodly
“appard,” vile“rament,” and gay “clothing,” al trandating one Greek word. Our revised
versons have sought to correct such inconsstencies. But it was dl donein the interest of an
accuracy that should yet not be adavish uniformity.

Thiswill be enough to illustrate what was meart in spesking of the effort of the trandatorsto
achieve accuracy in their verson.

[11. Thethird marked trait of the work as averson of the Scripture isits striking blending of
dignity and popularity initslanguage. At any period of aliving languege, there are three
levels of speech. Thereis an upper level used by the clearest thinkers and most careful
writers, ways correct according to the laws of the language, generally somewhat remote
from common life—the habitua speech of the more intelectudl. There is aso the lower
level used by the least intellectud, frequently incorrect according to the laws of the language,
rough, containing what we now call “dang,” the talk of aknot of men on the street corner
waiting for anew bulletin of abal game, chegp in words, impoverished in synonyms, using
one word to express any number of idess, as dang aways does. Those two levels areredly
farther apart than we are apt to redize. A book or an article on the upper level will be
uninteresting and unintelligible to the people on the lower level. And a book in the language
of the lower leve is offensive and disgusting to those of the upper level. That is not because
the ideas are so remote, but because the characterigtic expressons are amost unfamiliar to
the people of the different levels.

The more thoughtful people read the abler journals of th