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ENGLISH BIBLE T 

By way sf in t roduct ion - t h i s  b r i e f  piece i s  q u i t e  personal ,  Et comes from one 
who despises n e i t h e r  28th Century English nor El izabethan  English, %t develops f s r sm 
one's having read and heard considerable about the need sx- the l ack  of need fo r  Raving 
the  Bible i n  20th Century English; more i m e d f a t e l y ,  %& i s  being see dawn here because 
i n  our c i r c l e s  S t  seems t o  be cornonly understood that in regard to the Ri,ng James 
Version we list only its good points and the reasons fo r  continutsing t 0  use i t ,  in 
regard t a  o ther  English versions we l i s t  only the bad p a i n t s  and the reasons f o r  not 
usfng them, 

One notes t h i s  camon failing i n  s s  muck that i s  written and safd about t r ans la -  
t ions :  They consider the t r a n s l a t i o n s  as a th ing  i n  themselves without considering 
them i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  the  people who are ts use them, But i t  i s  not merely a matter of  
prais ing t h i s  or  t h a t  t r a n s l a t i o n  ta the  s k i e s  o r  s f  e%rlposing the weaknesses of 
another; you a l s o  have t o  ask questgans l i k e  these: Err which century do  w e  l ive'? 
What s o r t  s f  .English i s  the  average Bible reader (not the t ra ined l i n g u i s t ,  which i s  
what most pas tors  are t o  sme extent; not the professbanal teacher s f  English, who 
may qu i t e  j u s t i f i a b l y  have a fondness fo r  Elizabethan English;  not the txad iona l i s t ,  
who would regard new t r a n s l a t i o n  of the  Bible i n t o  Engl i s  f f r o n t  upon oar 
herf tage  of E n g P  i t e r a t u x e l  - w h a t  s o r t  of English i s  the  Bib le  reader 
mast l i k e l y  t o  appreciate? P t  is smewkat d i s tu rb ing  6 s  note how the church papers 
qucte from everybody who has something ts say about it., ts the  e f f e c t  that we  should 
most sure ly  use nothing but the King James Version, It 4s disturbing because the  
fact i s  t h a t  muck sf  what i s  safd  En t h i s  regard has nothing ts do with the f a c t  
t h a t  people a r e  supposed t o  read the Bible ,  not merely as l i t e r a t u r e ,  bu t  i n  order  
t o  be made wise unto sa lva t ion ,  through f a i t h  which is in Chris t  Jesus ,  Huch of 
what i s  sa id  i n  p ra i se  o f  the  A , V ,  would be sa id  with as meh eloquence and vehemence 
i f  the subject  were '%oderniziriag Shalcespeare 's E n g f  i s W '  instead aE '*Bible Transla- 
tions". But you have t o  consider the person who uses the t r a n s l a t i o n ,  not merely 
the  t r ans  l a t  f on, 

Pn t h i s  connection one hears some i n s i s t  t h a t  the  language of the era of Ring 
James X o f f e r s  no barrier t o  the average Bible reader of today, This ins i s t ence  
amazes the  w r i t e r .  For one chfng, the  c l a r i t y  of the A , V ,  i s  not u n i f o m  throughout. 
On the one hand, Ear exzmgle, you have the  c r y s t a l - c l e a r  presenta t ion of something 
l i k e  Luke Two; i n  q u i t e  a d i f f e r e n t  ve in  you have ehe renderfng g iven  ta same sf S t ,  



Paul's writings, much stiffer and ' abs t rac t  i n  t h e  A.V. than i n  the o r i g i n a l  Greek (if 
thes very jnexpert reader of Greek may be alloxqed such a earnparison), For arkother 
thing, this ins i s t ence  is at var iance  with the wr i t e r "  eexperieace, E t  is all very 
well f o r  us t o  insist tha t  the average person should be able, in a t i t t l e  w h i l e ,  t o  
get; w e d ,  e . g , ,  t o  the ' ' t h ~ u ~ '  a,nd f t s  verb eadtrngs and t o  t h e  t h i r d  person sirngular 
verb endings and to the "yeY' of the second person p lu ra l ,  e t r ,  , e t c ,  ; i t  i s  anather 
thing to see the person whs does not d a i l y  rase and read t h i s  sorp of ~ h i n g  s~uffibB$ 
upon it when he meets i t ,  Maybe it should be emphasized t h a t  i t  As q u i t e  easy f o r  
us more-or-less professbnal  linguists ts Imagine that bec3mkng  omfo fort able with 
19th Century English i s  easier for the  non-ppsfessLonal than i t  real ly  Ls; we may 
tend to transfer t o  him, w i a h ~ ~ t  h is  knawing i t , our own fslraB$.iazLry wgt.B.71 ir, 

h e  has t o  remember that, f o r  bet te r  sr fo r  worse, modern man i s  bo~nbarded wi th  
words at a rate that  i s  l i k e l y  higher than ever before ,  Bc u~uid seem rather out Qf 
place t o  expect o f  him ("him1' i s  the  average reader, agein') that- he devel~g an 
acquaintance wfth an o l d e r  kind of E~;%ish ,  beaatLful a s  i t  is, f o r  re l ig ious  pure 
poses onlas, Ts th i s  writer E t  i s  not a bad thing bur a gacd eking when a par t  sf 
the Bible  Is read En good 20th Ceneury English and somezne remarks 2x1 astsnisbment: 
'Why, t h a t  sounds j u s t  l i k e  the way we t a l k  nrrwadays". Soxrie have deaeaced mudern 
efforts at Bible  transla~ian by say$ng that they make the B ib l e  aound P%ks everyday 
speech, X f  w e  understand what Bib le  t rans la tors  since kbe kXX h a v e  been t r y i n g  t o  
do, then this f s what shonld be done, T h i s  i s  certaf n%y %$hiat 14~"kartin Lather t r i e d  
to do, to make the Bible speak the language o f  the people o f  h f ~  day; the  preface 
ts the  A,V, makes i t  clear that tI%$s f s %ahat t-hose good traaslators tried t~ do, 
This is not an argument %or careleas or over-csS,%oqu.fal t rans la t ionl ; ;  %t i s s  rather4 
an assertion that the English i n  which we present the Word aZ God 910 t h e  people of 
our time should be the kind o f  language which ehe Greek oE the Rew Testamene was, 
It was k i n e ,  common - not vulgar ,  not  indecent ,  not hypercol lb~quiaX,  but cornton, 
within the grasp s f  the average reader of Greek of t h a t  day, 

h e  notes an inconsisteney fa the  eloquent pleas s f  many who insi,s"iz.hat ~heriee 
is no need whatever fox- a rranslatisn 0% the Bible i n  26sh Century English, They us@ 
good, clean, 20th C e n t u q  Engl i sh  fo r  making t h e i r  case; and ehe i r  case i s  this, that 
you should, in religion, use goad, clean 17th Century English, %E lt i s  fitting that 
we insist t h a t  our average parish%oner should,  f o r  i>urposes o f  relPgion, be well 
acquainted w i t h  19th Century E~agglish, then would it not a l so  be f f t e h g  fo r  us to 
help  h h  attain that goal - p e ~ b a p s  by preaching our semons i n  17th Century English? 
And perhaps by printing our cburchaa pagers, such as our %a that admit- 
t e d l y  c l e a r  language? Or does someone say: But no one would read OUT papers then? 
And does he insist at ehe same time tha t  having Lhe Bib le  in beau~ifol 17th Century 
English is an incentive for  the average man t o  read it? 

h o t h e r  thing:: Some of those who seem to believe that  the A,V, needs defending 
( i t  doesn't) say togo much, much. to8 much; or, from another paint  a f  V ~ W ,  they say 
too little, That t s ,  they l i s t  a l l  t h e  good qualieies QE ehe A,V, without ever Ikst- 
ing any of its less desirable ones; and a t  the s m e  t i m e  they list by chapter  and 
verse %he failings of any and a l l  recent  tra,nsfa%%ons, One wonders: 1s not  this the 
route by which the Latin Vulgate became the Roman Catholic version, hoisted by hyper- 
bo%e into an all-excludikzg domination ss that even i t s  errors were canonizedL? - This 
writer remembers that  $a h%s semfnaq days %% was the fashion E Q  point  aut  the infer- 
iority of the A,V, as compared wfth Luther's t ranslatfm, h e  bald person p ~ b t i s h e d  
an article i n  the student periodical of that day in ~dhfc'b-s. he gnsisked that t h e  A,V,  
had i t s  good poin t s ,  too, A person has the  impression that some conservative Chris- 
t i a n s  are saying too much %so soon about present-day effor ts  a% put t fng  the Bible  
fnts English, 

And one of those too-mnuch-to&a-s~~n assertions i s  this; %he aos t  horrible o f  them 
all: %% i s  not i n  the  cards f o r   UP c%vil%zatSon t o  produce another good translation 
of the Bible, ~r e%vf%iza t i an  has already produced one, the A,V,, and thatos par  








































