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Introduction

Over the last 17 years of ministry I have taken college trips to BJU with prospective college students.  We have had young people that became students at BJU.  However, when Stephen Jones took over the Presidency and sent out a letter stating that the position of BJU is to use multiple English translations of the Bible, I could no longer conscientiously promote BJU to prospective students.  This paper is written to help and encourage BJU supporters to consider, reason and come to understand the problem that is greatly hurting BJU, causing them to lose support from graduates and good fundamental churches.  My prayer is that BJU and her sister colleges Northland, Maranatha and Pillsbury will correct the problem before complete isolation with the rest of Baptist fundamentalism takes place.

Samuel Schnaiter, professor of N.T. language and literature, chairman of the ancient languages department at BJU with a PhD in N.T. textual criticism has coauthored a book with fellow BJU staff member Ron Tagliapietra entitled, Bible Preservation and the Providence of God.  The book seems to be written from a defensive posture of damage control and even retaliation for losses sustained due to widespread knowledge of BJU’s advancement of textual criticism and rejection of Bible preservationism.  The book seems to attempt to persuade the reader that BJU does believe in Bible Preservation with a totally different slant.  It seems the more the authors try to prove they believe in Bible preservation the more they demonstrate that they do not.  Bibliology is the doctrine of the holy scripture.  Please consider the following quotations from the book, Bible Preservation and the Providence of God, that demonstrate false teaching, lies and deception, and destructive errors in bibliology.  For a more detailed critique you may purchase Dr. Waite’s book, Bob Jones University’s Errors on Bible Preservation.  This book was used for this study.

BJU’S FALSE TEACHINGS CONCERNING BIBLIOLOGY.
1. Quotation, (page 16), “The teaching of scripture is inerrant and infallible.”  This is false teaching because it moves the emphasis in fundamental bibliological doctrine from the words of scripture that are inerrant and infallible to simply the “teaching” of scripture.  What is the teaching of scripture?  Is it the ideas, concepts and interpretations of scripture which are all subject to fallible human reasoning and deduction?  No, this is not acceptable.  To come to the proper teaching of scripture we must have the inerrant and infallible words of scripture.

2. Quotation, (page 18), “The second conclusion to be drawn is that God did not dictate the New Testament word by word.”  This is false teaching diverging from fundamentalist bibliology.  II Timothy 3:16 says, “All scripture is given by inspiration of God…”  All means all.  That is every marking of the writing instrument.  God did give the words of scripture word by word.  He did not use mechanical dictation.  God is very capable of using the vocabulary and personality of the writers so that the product would still be that which was already forever settled in heaven, Psalm 119:89.
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3. Quotation, (page 19), “In II Timothy 3:16,…the word theopneustos translates, given by inspiration.”  This is a serious mistake and false teaching.  The Greek word theopneustos is correctly translated, “given by inspiration of God.”  The inspiration of scripture is a divine act.  Theopneustos is a compound word literally meaning, God breathed.

4. Quotation, (page 25,26), “It is obvious that Jesus did not consider the lack of autographs an important matter and he called the extant copies inspired in spite of any ‘typos’ in them.”  This is a very serious bibliological false teaching.  It is impossible for scripture divinely inspired and preserved to have “typos”.  Consider what the Bible says about its words.  Psalm 12:6, “The words of the LORD are pure words: as silver tried in a furnace of earth, purified seven times.  Thou shalt keep them, O LORD, thou shalt preserve them from this generation for ever.”   Matthew 24:35, “Heaven and earth shall pass away, but my words shall not pass away.” Matthew 5:18, “For verily I say unto you, Till heaven and earth pass, one jot or one tittle shall in no wise pass from the law, till all be fulfilled.”  There is no evidence whatsoever to suppose that Jesus would believe “typos” were possible in scripture.  Bible believers have no problem accepting that the God who spoke the fathomless universe into existence and sustains it every moment of the day is capable of preserving His word from human “typos” especially since he promised that He would.  Why is it we can believe what the Bible says about the creation, virgin birth, resurrection etc., but we cannot believe what the Bible says about the preservation of it’s own words?

5. Quotation, (page 26), “In all the passages regarding preservation of the New Testament there is no direct statement regarding the means of it.”  This is false teaching because  II Peter 1:21 equates the inspiration and preservation of N.T. scripture with the O.T. scripture.  “For the prophecy came not in old time by the will of man: but holy men of God spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost.”  There is no reason not to believe that since all scripture is inspired the same that it would be preserved the same.  How is it preserved?  Scripture is preserved to every generation forever.  Psalm 12:7 says, “Thou shalt keep them O LORD, thou shalt preserve them from this generation for ever.”  Psalm 119:89-91 says, “For ever O LORD thy word is settled in heaven.  Thy faithfulness is unto all generations: thou hast established the earth and it abideth.  They continue this day according to thine ordinances:”  The plural pronoun, “they” can only refer to the earth and God’s word.  Both are promised to continue to and through all generations forever by God’s ordinance.  This is God’s stated means of preserving His words both Old Testament and New Testament.  Consider also I Peter 1:23-25, “Being born again, not of corruptible seed, but of incorruptible, by the word of God, which 
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liveth and abideth for ever…The grass withereth and the flower thereof falleth away: but the word of the LORD endureth forever.”  Here is another N.T. 

passage that states emphatically that the words of God will live and abide forever and then quotes an O.T.  passage, Isaiah 40:8, to equate the preservation of the N.T. with the preservation of the O.T. which is noticeably to every generation.

6. Quotation, (page 52),  “…the text of the New Testament is ‘sorely corrupt’” .  Though quoting Warfield here they are agreeing with his conclusion.  This is false teaching totally contrary to the New Testaments claims already given.  There is no evidence to give even a hint of such a fallacy.  The Textus Receptus text of our King James Bible is wonderfully unified.  The only text of the N.T. that is very evidently corrupt is the Westcott and Hort text underlying new versions and derived from Vaticanus and Sinaiticus the texts that BJU believes are the preserved word of God.  Yet Herman Hoskier listed over 3000 differences between these two manuscripts in the four gospels alone.  Tischendorf described 15,000 changes in his examination.  Yes, the text of the modern versions is sorely corrupt, but the text underlying our King James Bible is not corrupt.  But this is not what they were referring to.

7. Quotation, (page 154), “Of the many possible manuscripts and versions, few have ever been promoted as perfect…(Sinaiticus and Vaticanus came as close as any.”  This is absolutely false and absurd as mentioned above.  Dr. Waite has identified that these two manuscripts differ from the Textus Receptus which underlies our King James Bible in over 8000 places.

8. Quotation, (page 118 and 284), “God has kept His message pure to the present.”  “such promises of preservation in view of the wording variations can only apply to the message of God’s word not to its precise wording.”  It is understandable why one would come to this conclusion of at best having only the general message of God using the Westcott and Hort Greek text derived from Sinaiticus and Vaticanus.  However, God did not preserve His word in these manuscripts.  They were rejected and not used as texts of scripture.  Sinaiticus was being used as kindling to start fires in the Sinai monastery and Vaticanus was left on a shelf forgotten.  The church for over 1800 years rejected such corrupt manuscripts produced by the Gnostics in Egypt.  The reason is obvious.   If the wording is distorted the message will be distorted.  God never promised to preserve the message without the words.  The message is only preserved by the preservation of the words.  You cannot have a pure message without pure words for messages are transmitted by words.
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BJU’S LIES AND DECEPTIONS ON BIBLIOLOGY

1. Quotation, (page 120), “…no Christian doctrine is affected.”  This lie appears repeatedly throughout the book.  It appears so many times that it seems the authors hope that by saying it enough, the reader will finally come to believe

 it.  However, the truth is widely known to be the exact opposite.  Dr. Jack Moorman identified 356 “doctrinal passages” affected by the textual variants.  Here are just a few doctrines removed from the N.T. by the Westcott and Hort text that underlies the new versions and is promoted by BJU.   Joseph is made to be the father of Jesus in Luke 2:33,  The trinity is removed from I John 5:7.  The deity of Christ is removed from I Timothy 3:16.  The blood atonement is removed from Colossians 1:14.

2. Quotation, (page 115), “The Textus Receptus came from an handful of manuscripts.”  This is a gross lie.  Of the 5,255 extant Greek manuscripts, less than 1% agree with the text of Westcott and Hort derived from Sinaiticus and Vaticanus underlying the new versions.  More than 99% agree with the Textus Receptus which underlies the King James Version and all the protestant translations prior to 1881.

3. Quotation, (page 88), “Syrian readings” [that is another way of referring to the Textus Receptus] “are never found quoted by the church fathers before A.D. 350.”  This is a lie.  Apparently they never read Dean Burgon’s book, The Traditional Text of the Holy Gospels.  Burgon identified 76 church fathers that died before A.D. 400 that quoted from the Textus Receptus.  More recently, Dr. Jack Moorman scoured the writings of the early church fathers and found that more than 70% of the time the scriptures quoted by the early church fathers were clearly from the Textus Receptus which underlies our King James Bible.

4. Quotation, (page 65), “…The Septuagint like any other version is not a perfect translation of the Hebrew.  The amazing thing is that both Jesus and Paul quoted it.”  This lie has been promoted for a long time and needs to stop.  The Septuagint is a Greek translation of the Old Testament that was published in the 200’s A.D. in Origin’s Hexapla.  There is the possibility that the Pentateuch may have existed translated into Greek before Christ, but there are no B.C. copies extant and there is certainly no evidence that it was ever quoted by Christ and the apostles.  Dr. Kirk Di Vietro studied every supposed quotation of the Septuagint in the books of John, Acts and Hebrews and proved that in these books Jesus and the apostles never quoted the Septuagint.

5. Quotation, (page 255), “A translation is a conversion of meaning…”  This statement is a lie.  According to Webster’s New World Dictionary of 1960, a translation is, “the rendering from one language into another of something 
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written or spoken.”  The American College Dictionary of 1955 says, “to turn something written or spoken from one language into another.”  The American College Dictionary says of a paraphrase, “a free rendering of the sense into other words.”  The transmission of the sense of meaning is not enough in 
Bible translation.  This allows the translator liberty to pass what he thinks is 

the sense of meaning and to do so in other words and not in what is the verbal or word equivalent.  This type of translating is found in the new versions and is called dynamic equivalency and amounts to adding to the word of God and distorting the word of God.  The NASB uses an enormous amount of such dynamic equivalencies such as in I Peter 1:13, “Therefore, gird your minds for action, keep sober in spirit, fix your hope completely on the grace to be brought to you at the revelation of Jesus Christ.”  The words “for action”, “in spirit”, and “fix” have no Greek basis for entering the text.  The translators took the liberty to add these words that they thought would better communicate what they perceived as the meaning of the verse.  Such meaning translation is being done on mission fields where the words “lamb of God” have been replaced with the “seal pup of God” and even the “pig of God.”  Hopefully the reader can see why such translating is totally unacceptable.

6. Quotation, (page 271), “The most literal modern translation is the NASB.”  The NASB has at least 13 textual deviations and 12 dynamic equivalency paraphrasings in the book of I Peter alone.  Dr. Waite has notated over 4000 mistranslations in the NASB.  The removal of the second person singular and plural pronouns from the entire NASB Bible alone makes it one of the least literal translations of the corrupt text on the market today.  Without the second person singular and plural pronoun distinction it cannot be argued from John 3:7 that Jesus was requiring the whole world to be born again and not just Nicodemus.  Is God begotten as in John 1:18?  Is fornication immorality in Matthew 19:9?  Is it acceptable to use gender neutral paraphrasing in I Peter 1:15 and replace, “he which…is holy” to the “holy One”?  No, the NASB is not a literal translation.  In fact it is a horrible translation and cannot be used to represent the word of God.  Frank Logsdon former pastor of Moody Memorial Church and honorary member of the Lockman foundation, worked with Dewey Lockman, the financer of the NASB to produce the NASB.  Logsdon wrote the Foreward of the NASB.  Some time after the NASB was completed, upon evaluation, Logsdon concluded that the NASB was a bad translation and renounced all association with the NASB.

7. Quotation, (page 136-137), “The scripture is preserved in the mass of manuscript evidence.”  This is a false statement that sounds a lot like the liberal and neo-orthodox position that the scriptures contain the word of God. This is dangerous because it ignores throughout human history Satan’s attempts to corrupt the word of God.  Satan does not just want to utterly destroy the Word of God.  He also works to distort it.  He distorted it to Eve. 
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He distorted it by the pastors of Jeremiah 23.  He distorted it in tempting Christ.  He uses the unstable and unlearned to wrest the scriptures as in II Peter 3:16.  Over and over in scripture we are taught to discern the pure from the impure and to have nothing to do with the distorting of scripture.  

Deuteronomy 4:2, “Ye shall not add unto the word which I command you, neither shall ye diminish aught from it, that ye may keep the commandments of the LORD your God which I command you.”  Clearly taught here is that God’s commandments cannot be obeyed if the wording is not precisely 

preserved.  Proverbs 30:5,6, “Every word of God is pure…Add thou not unto his words, lest he reprove thee and thou be found a liar.”  God wants us to recognize His words that are pure and those that have been corrupted.  Those who have corrupted His word will be dealt with severely.  The words that are pure are those that are kept pure for every generation.

BJU’S DESTRUCTIVE ERRORS ON BIBLIOLOGY.

1. Quotation, (page 66,67), “This quotation of the Greek is just as inspired as the Hebrew original…”  This quote is referring to the Septuagint translation of the Hebrew Old Testament.  BJU believes that the Greek Septuagint translation of the Hebrew Old Testament is equally inspired as the original.  This is none other than double inspiration and is a terrible mistake.  It is a mystery why they would accept the double inspiration of the Septuagint translation and then on page 161 denounce the double inspiration theory of Peter Ruckman for the English 1611.  Could it be that this is how he got his false notion?

2. Quotation, (page 155), “D.A. Waite attacks Westcott and Hort personally.”  Westcott and Hort were unbelievers.  They were heretics that are loved by liberals and apostates for their biased, un-objective destruction of the preserved word of God found in the Textus Receptus.  Fundamentalists don’t hold any such modernists in high esteem.

3. Quotation, (page 135-136), “If its proponents would hold up an ancient manuscript as proof of its antiquity, its detractors would be silenced.”  This erroneous statement refers to the fact that there is no ancient manuscript classified by text critics as Textus Receptus as old as Sinaiticus or Vaticanus.  An ancient manuscript designated Textus Receptus by text critics is not necessary when ancient versions that are as old or older than Sinaiticus and Vaticanus confirm Textus Receptus distinct readings.  According to Dr. Waite there are at least ten ancient versions that support Textus Receptus distinct readings.  An ancient manuscript designated Textus Receptus by text critics is not necessary when ancient papyri fragments as old and older than Sinaiticus and Vaticanus confirm Textus Receptus distinct readings as Dr. Harry Sturz has demonstrated in his book, The Byzantine Text Type and New Testament 
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Textual Criticism.  An ancient manuscript designated Textus Receptus by text critics is not necessary when the early church fathers prior to Sinaiticus and Vaticanus quote the distinct Textus Receptus readings as Dean Burgon and Dr. Jack Moorman have demonstrated.  Sinaiticus and Vaticanus are proven bastard Gnostic manuscripts.  The Textus Receptus is original.  Case in point is Mark 16:9-20.  The only textual manuscripts that do not contain these verses are Vaticanus and Sinaiticus.  Now if text critics are truly eclectic then why are these verses still rejected?  The answer is that BJU and liberal text critics are committed to Sinaiticus and Vaticanus as the only true preserved word of God and absolutely refuse to change because it is the popular scholarly opinion.

4. Quotation, (page 165), “The KJV proponents must temper their tendency toward strife over a minor issue.”  Bibliology and Bible preservation are not  minor issues.  All our doctrine comes from the words of the Bible and not the other way around.  There is a seemingly strange attitude that the only thing that matters is that our doctrine will not change though our Bible changes.  How foolish!  You cannot have changing Bibles without changing doctrine to follow.  There is no way that the omission of 21 verses from the New Testament, the omission of thousands of words, and the paraphrasing methods of dynamic equivalent translating will not result in changing doctrine.   There are over 100 English versions of the Bible that have been copyrighted.  By virtue of copyright law they cannot all say and mean the same thing.  Defending the preservation of the words of scripture is the most important thing to do to preserve scripture and the doctrines of scripture.

5. Quotation, (page 273), “The child will not be ‘messed up’ by a modern version or even a paraphrase.” Will reading children not detect when verse numbers skip because a verse has been removed?  Will reading children not have their faith in the foundation of God’s inerrant infallible word shaken when they read text headlines, “the most reliable manuscripts do not contain these verses.”  It does take a very knowledgeable Greek and Hebrew scholar of the Bible to detect when subtle text variants and dynamic equivalent paraphrases occur.  That is why modern versions cannot be trusted as the word of God and should never be offered to children as the word of God.

6. Quotation, (page 273), “A Christian parent…should remedy the situation with a Bible aimed at his child’s reading level.”  Dr. Waites, The Comparative Readability of the Authorized Version has demonstrated that the NASB, NIV, RSV, NRSV NKJV and ASV are all at a higher required reading level than the KJV.
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7. Quotation, (page 274, 275), “The Christian only compounds the difficulty of understanding Scripture by relating God’s word in language that is antiquated.”  A few antiquated words that are accurate translations worthy of 

explanation are better than inaccurate and mistranslated words that distort the word of God.

8. Quotation, (page 279), “We have tried to show that most of these views are within the bounds of the Christian faith and should not be tests of orthodoxy.”  Orthodox means sound in doctrine.  All of the Bible believing world prior to 1881 and the discovery of Sinaiticus and Vaticanus had for every generation since Christ the preserved New Testament words of God in the Textus Receptus and translations derived from the Textus Receptus.  The apostasy of modernism of the 19th century and two apostate modernists, Westcott and Hort put forward a corrupt New Testament text that had not been used in every generation.  This position is not within orthodoxy.  It is modernism.  What is deemed orthodoxy at times becomes adjusted.  There was a time when it was considered that amillenialism, the gap theory, day/age theories, etc. were orthodox, but they are not any longer.  Modernist text criticism may have been incorrectly deemed orthodox at one time, but it is not considered orthodox any longer within fundamentalism except by BJU.

9. Quotation, (page 158), “Many fundamentalists especially those lacking training in Bible colleges or Christian universities or seminaries would rather avoid troubling contentions about their ‘final authority’, the Bible.  They naturally prefer to leave these matters to pastors and seminary professors.”  This is erroneous because we hold high the Baptist distinctives of the priesthood of the believer and individual soul liberty.  This quote smacks of nicolaitanism that the laity want the clergy who know more to do their thinking for them.  How dangerous is that?  No, Baptist fundamentalists are able to understand bibliology and Bible preservation without needing the scholars to do their thinking for them.  We don’t believe in scholarolatry.

10. Quotation, (page 275), “Can we not…put version preferences aside for the sake of the gospel?”  The doctrine of Bible preservation is not a preference it is a conviction.  We don’t yoke up with new evangelicals that renounce holiness and separation for the sake of the gospel.  Why would we yoke up with Bible corrupters for the sake of the gospel?  The new version gospel is given in the NASB in John 6:47, “Truly, Truly I say to you, he who believes has everlasting life.”  This is not our Gospel.  John 6:47 in the KJB says, “Verily, verily I say unto you, he that believeth on me hath everlasting life.”  This is our Gospel and the words “on me” make enough of a difference to not fellowship with those who have the other Gospel.
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11. Quotation, (page 164), “Some KJV advocates…go so far as to accuse those who disagree of heresy or doctrinal error.  However, by so doing they themselves are committing the heresy of divisive factionalism as condemned in I Corinthians 11:18,19.”  Who is divisive?  What Bible believers used non 

Textus Receptus Bibles for the first 1,881 years of the church age?  Who has strayed from the text used by Bible believers in every generation since?  The answer is modernists, liberals, new evangelicals and BJU fundamentalists.  Jude 19 puts it well, “These be they who separate themselves…”  Why condemn those who hold to the ancient traditional position of the church as if they are a modern faction?

12. Quotation, (page 276), “The absence of love for anything but their own opinions is not a fruit of the Spirit.”  What does God say about that?  “Therefore, behold I am against the prophets, saith the Lord that steal my words everyone from his neighbor.” (Jeremiah 23:30).  “For I testify unto 
every man that heareth the words of the prophecy of this book,  If any man shall add unto these things, God shall add unto him the plagues that are 
written in this book:  And if any man shall take away from the words of the book of this prophecy, God shall take away his part out of the book of life and out of the holy city, and from the things which are written in this book.” (Revelation 22:18,19).  If that is unloving, your problem is with God!

Conclusion.

Clouding the issue, attempting to beat textual criticism into people’s heads and using spiritual intimidation may influence, scare and silence a few.  However, this fact is unchanged.  The majority of Baptist fundamentalists do not follow BJU’s liberal textual criticism.  Their group is shrinking even in spite of the FBF’s scare tactic, “Those who repeatedly attempt to unnecessarily divide fundamentalists over this issue and refuse to repent should be regarded as schismatics who must be rejected…”  If that is not denominationalism, I don’t know what is.  Unfortunately there are BJU churches and ministries that are practicing this procedure.  And as we have seen the true fundamentalist schismatics who are following a new text of the Bible with new versions unused by the historic church are BJU and sister colleges and FBF churches steeped in liberal textual criticism.   

This fact is also unchanged.  The leaders of the Bible preservationist position for the texts that underlie the King James Version are largely BJU graduates.  Several BJU grads are on the Dean Burgon Society including Dr. Waite’s son.  Other leaders for Bible preservation and graduates of BJU are Dr. Tom Malone, founder of Midwestern Baptist College, Dr. Arlin Horton founder of Pensacola Christian College, Dr. Ron Comfort founder of Ambassador Baptist College, Dr. Roger Voegtlin founder of Fairhaven Baptist College.  Dr. WayneVan Gelderen Jr., founder of the Baptist College of ministry.  Other nationally known preachers are Dr. R.B. Oulette, Dr. Rick Flanders, Dr. Tom Farrell, and Dr. Don Jasmin just to name a few.  And then when you consider those outside the BJU 
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crowd such as the SWORD of the Lord, Crown College, West Coast Baptist College, Hyles Anderson College, Massilon Baptist college, Indiana Baptist college, Tabernacle Baptist College, and the dozens of other Baptist colleges that are associated with local churches that take Bible preservation positions, it is evident that the BJU position is small 

and shrinking within Baptist Fundamentalism.  In Northern Michigan more than 50 Baptist pastors signed and fellowship in a Bible preservation fellowship known as the BBBB which stands for Bible Believing Baptist Brethren.  There were less than 6 BJU type Baptist pastors and churches in the region who would not fellowship with the other independent Baptist pastors because of the text of the Bible.

As BJU and the sister colleges, Pillsbury, Maranatha, and Northland continue to promote the new versions derived from the corrupt text of the Bible, the day will come when their pulpits will no longer be using the King James Bible.  When that takes place the division will be complete.  We will no longer have any fellowship with their colleges, camps, evangelists, mission boards, churches and Christian schools.  

It should be expected that we shall see the movement decline, become new evangelical, splinter and become spiritually dead.  By observing the GARBC we can expect history to repeat itself.  In 1971 at the national conference in California the messengers of the GARBC passed a resolution confirming that the version to be used by GARB churches should be only the King James Version.  Within a decade Dr. Gromacki of Cedarville and Dr. Crawford of Grand Rapids had already destroyed the Bible preservation movement in the colleges silencing the voices of David Otis Fuller and others.  Yes, the first step to new evangelicalism is departure from the preserved texts of the Bible.  The ministerial graduates taking the pulpits by the mid 1980’s were for the most part using new versions.  Standards in dress and music and personal separation from the world fell off.  Soul winning and evangelism rapidly died on the vine.  By 1990 the colleges, mission boards and majority of the churches were in the grasp of full blown new evangelicalism.  Since then the GARBC has declined dramatically, splintered and become mostly spiritually dead.

Is it too late to see BJU return to its former pulpit standard of “only the King James Version is to be used in this pulpit”, requiring preachers, students and faculty to use only the King James Version?  Is it too late to see Maranatha return to the days of Dr. Cedarholm who would host the Dean Burgon Society meetings to promote Bible preservation, the King James Version and widely distribute Everett Fowler’s book, Evaluating Versions of the New Testament?  The battle isn’t over yet.  Which way will you go?

