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At Bible Baptist Church, Marietta, Georgia

Bible Text: Psalm 1:1-6

Before I start, I'd like to have a short word of prayer.  After that, I will look at a few verses and then I'll
get into what I'm going to talk about.

Dear Father in Heaven, We thank you for this morning, for this time that
we've had for a reminder as we think, and meditate upon Thy Word; and
for the reminder of all the things that are out there that compromise us. 
Help us to recognize, understand, and discern the beginnings of this
compromise  that we could guard our steps, and warn and direct others.
Father, teach each of us from Thy Word this day in Jesus' name. Amen.

Please turn to Psalm 1. I'm just going to read from Psalm 1. Actually this talk, stems from a request my
mother-in-law made. Last year, my husband taught a theology class based on Emery Bancroft's
textbook Elemental Theology. Dr. Bancroft was a GARBC(General Association of Regular Baptist
Churches) man who died in 1944 after teaching Bible Doctrine and Systematic Theology at the
association approved school:  Baptist Bible College which is now in Clarks Summit, Pennsylvania. In
his book he often quoted from the ASV, which of course, was a big concern.  We (the other students in
the class and I) were also seeing a lot of criticisms of the King James Bible. I was curious as I had
witnessed these same criticisms before, but with others who quoted the King James Bible. I wanted to
see why they made all these criticisms of the King James translation, as they seemed to be basing their
criticisms on the definitions in Strong's concordance.

At one time the GARBC was a very sound Fundamental group, and I was curious as to why they left
the King James.  When I was saved at college in the mid-80s, the GARBC church I attended was still
using the King James from the pulpit, but there were rifts in the church.  I did have a very wonderful
foundation, and I praise the Lord for that!!  Historically, the GARBC were separated fundamentalists
having come out of the Northern Baptist Convention compromises around the turn of the previous
century. I am remembering their strong fundamental, and separatist stance as I read about it, but there
were influences that led them down the wrong path—SOMETHING HAPPENED: they began
questioning the King James Bible. I want to read this Scripture passage so we will  think about what
God says about the man that delights in His Word.

Psalms 1:1-6
“Blessed is the man that walketh not in the counsel of the ungodly, nor
standeth in the way of sinners, nor sitteth in the seat of the scornful. But
his delight is in the law of the LORD; and in his law doth he meditate
day and night.  And he shall be like a tree planted by the rivers of water,
that bringeth forth his fruit in his season; his leaf also shall not wither;
and whatsoever he doeth shall prosper.  The ungodly are not so: but are
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like the chaff which the wind driveth away. Therefore the ungodly shall
not stand in the judgment, nor sinners in the congregation of the
righteous. For the LORD knoweth the way of the righteous: but the way
of the ungodly shall perish.” 

By way of summary, there are two streams of people here:  the infiltrators, the men crept in unawares,
who are those ungodly men of Psalm 1:4-6, and those that delight in the law of God, the contender
from the book of Jude, who stands for the Truth of God.

Anyway, as I was considering the words Dr. Bancroft and others criticized in these various passages, I
did not know exactly where I was going to go because I would look at the concordance and I couldn't
seem to come up with anything as far as a textual variant. Both the Westcott and Hort Greek
text(critical text) and the Textus Receptus (Received Text) said the very same thing and word for word
on all the areas of Dr. Bancroft's criticisms.  I went through many of them. This led to my exploration
into the concordance.  So I began reading the preface and other parts of the concordance that are often
taken for granted such as explanations, and forwards.  I also noticed articles on-line about lexicons and
how dangerous they can be.  A lexicon is essentially a dictionary. In order to do translation, the Greek
and Hebrew words must first be defined in the vernacular language, or whatever the common language
of the people is - in the case of the lexicons we are familiar with that would be English. So one lexicon
created or compiled about the same time of Strong's concordance was written was Thayer's Greek
Lexicon.  The author, Joseph Henry Thayer, was a Unitarian, who denied Biblical inerrancy, the
Divinity of Christ, and the Trinity.  Simply by picking up his Lexicon and reading the preface one
could judge to be wary of his ideas. 

Now, we know that people can make a dictionary and not be a believer, but what I further found out
when I was looking at Strong's Concordance was that James Strong was actually( and I'll see if I can
find it) comparing the Revised English Version or the English Revised Version (RV) - it seems like it
is referred to as both  - with the Authorized Version. This led me to look further into the preface, and I
discovered something called a Comparative Concordance. 

In my huge Strong's Concordance there was no reference to this Comparative Concordance. But my
husband had a smaller Strong's, and in it there was a brief mention of a Comparative Concordance,
although it did not contain this section. What this Comparative Concordance does is it contrasts the
variations or different renderings of the Greek words in the English in those two translations. For
instance, Bancroft, the author of the theology book we had studied, said: "Instead of the word 'devils' of
our English Bibles, the word 'demons' should be substituted." 

Now, I've heard that before. There was a Bible course I was using called Liberty Home Bible Institute
and they were using the King James. Dr. Harold Willmington taught very good fundamental doctrine,
but he questioned the King James Bible. This is something that I remembered Dr. Willmington bring-
ing up, but I couldn't find it in writing.  Bancroft continued: 

"This has been done in the American Standard Version. 'Devil' is the
translation of the Greek 'diabolos,' a noun used in the singular number
and applied to Satan. 'Demon' is the translation of the Greek 'daemon' or
'daimon,' the plural 'daimonia.'" 
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Its difficult to realize that the concordance that you have come to trust, is not reliable.  But such is the
case with anything less than God Himself.  When I was first saved, I used the King James Bible and I
was thrilled that they were selling this giant Strong's Concordance for very little, because most every
one else wanted books using the new versions.  So, I was getting that one at a really good price.   I
have always loved it.  It was King James.  But now I am learning about it. My husband, had a
suspicion about these things but he doesn't talk about them; he just lets me discover them myself and
sometimes it takes me a really long time to catch on.  When looking up a word, for instance, “devil” a
word that has been changed from the King James Version, in the main concordance before the Greek or
Hebrew number an asterisk, an obelisk, a double obelisk, or parallel lines is placed when a different
rendering occurs by both the British and American Revisers, the British Revisers only, the American
Revisers only, or in the Hebrew or Greek text, respectively. (See example below. As you can see, many
changes in the British renderings are apparent with the word devil as noted by the obelisks. & last pp.)

The Revision Version was completed from 1881-1885 starting with the New Testament (1881), then
the Apocrypha (1894), and finally the Old Testament (1885).  Both James Strong the author of the
“Strong's Concordance” and Joseph Henry Thayer, the compiler/translator of the Lexicon were on the
American committee for Revision that sought Revision of the Authorized Version.  That Revision
began in England creating the English Revised Version, and continued in America culminating in the
American Standard Version (ASV).  Strong's Concordance, both the main one and the comparative
concordance were copyrighted in 1890 just a few short years after the completion of the English
Revised Version. Hence, it is likely that much of the definitions that have corrupted King James Bible
users came directly from that Revision, and lexicons that were consulted for that work.  Remember J.
H. Thayer produced the lexicon, and his doctrine is has been greatly questioned.  Also,  James Strong 
the author of the concordance, was a professor of exegetical theology so it's the right process of
theology  but of  a Methodist University that was called into question by fellow Methodist but
Fundamentalist L. W. Munhall and Dr. David Beale author of In Pursuit of Purity. 

My husband, Pastor Daniel Waite, taught The History of Fundamentalism to a class of Chinese
students at a Chinese Seminary in North Jersey.  He is again teaching this class at the Bible For Today
Baptist Church.  It was against the heresy of Theological Liberalism in such veins as Darwinian
evolution, comparative religions, and Higher criticism that we see Fundamentalists standing up in the
mid to late 1800's against.  The German rationalism had tainted so many ministers of the gospel by this
time in America. The schools that had been set up in America to train the ministry to keep them pure
had themselves become tainted as well.  All denominations were affected, but within Methodism the
school where James Strong taught is today called Drew University,  was also affected.  It wasn't a
bastion of fundamentalism by any means. Apparently, it got a reputation for conservatism, I am
guessing  because Dr. Strong created this concordance which was like nothing of the time, and still
cannot be compared to in its exhaustive nature.  The tediousness and precision by which Strong
worked is commendable, and it cannot be despised in terms of accuracy of verse search.  Of course, it
used the King James Bible.  To the undiscerning the work appears very conservative, indeed. But it
appears because of this Comparative Concordance, where they actually look at the Revised
Version(RV) and the American Standard Version (ASV)which was actually, really underway already
in the 1800s, late 1800s was suspiciously absent from several of the copies. It was here they were
comparing those words with the King James and also the Greek text and whenever there was a
difference in either the translation or original language text - in this case we were talking about the
word "devil," - it would change it. It would show that they changed it to '"demon" because that's what
the other translations say. It seems apparent the this did nothing but undermine the integrity of the
King James Bible.  
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Now, in Strong's main Concordance, the first part of what is listed is, of course, the word. Afterward is
the Greek word or the Hebrew word in that language, either Greek or Hebrew. Next Strong has the 
transliteration which is basically how it would be spelled if it was English. Then you have a
pronunciation. This is a very simplistic way of explaining it. The next part is where the concern lies,
this is what Strong calls etymology and, a “radical definition” which is a very peculiar word to me. We
know “radical” means simplistically “change.”  Many times this is the part that is in italics or brackets.
When looking up a definition of a Greek or Hebrew word in the dictionary in the back, this is the part
that will reflect any change in one of the two translations or original language texts. It will agree with
what has changed.  This appears to be the definition that is being used in either the English Revised
Version or the American Standard Version translations.  This is rather conjecture on my part but it all
seems to fit together because James Strong was on the committee for the American revision along with
Thayer who also created a lexicon. My guess is he used the definitions from Joseph Thayer's Lexicon
or other translation work as a foundation for the  Greek and Hebrew definitions in the back. People use
his lexicon today, even Bible-believing Christians use it and they need to be exceedingly careful
because that appears to be the source of a large number  - if not all – of the changes.  But he also has a
few places where there will be changes not just in definition but actually in the Hebrew or Greek text. 
But generally, the change is not in the text, but it is actually within the translation.   So it DOES seem
as though it is a matter of the lexicon.(See Strong's Comparative Concordance preface.)

When I began this study, I was thinking about how GRADUALISM SWEPT OVER the group of
churches I was saved through, the General Association of Regular Baptist Churches.  This was also the
same church as my husband, my in-laws, and the Bennetts.  It was at one point very sound. Today 
many people are using the King James Bible. I see this on websites. They are using the King James and
they say, "Oh, isn't the King James wonderful?" But they are not for the King James, they're just
putting on a front because they can get a bigger audience but it's not real. It's just a front. This is my
theory, I think it's probably substantiated though I did not give much credence to it. 

I would like to read a little bit of this article. Remember that I mentioned L. W. Munhall, that
Fundamentalist Methodist that I stood for Biblical Truth against the compromise of his denomination. 
I offer his testimony as he lived contemporaneously with James Strong., and also this is about some of
the contending he was doing at a Methodist meeting about the dangerous apostasy that was spreading
through Methodist seminaries. This was in an article in the New York Times which I will read shortly. 
Dr. David Beale, writes about L. W. Munhall in his book In Pursuit of Purity. Remember in this book
he discusses the compromises of the mid to late 1800's in Baptist, Presbyterians, and Methodist
churches and seminaries.  Again, Strong happened to be a Methodist and there were several
fundamentalists that he brings up that were opposing the colleges and seminaries which were
abandoning the Truth of the Scriptures.  Among the colleges that Dr. Beale mentions in his book is
Drew University which actually at that time really wasn't Drew University.  It would have been Drew
Theological Seminary because he was not a university professor. I don't think Drew was even a e
University at the time. It's located in Madison, New Jersey. I don't know, but I suppose they might
have a seminary now. But I really don't know.

David Beale says about L. W. Munhall:   "Though he never separated from the Methodist church, L.
W. Munhall," and his years are 1843-1934, "was in constant demand at interdenominational,
Fundamentalist gatherings; contributed to 'The Fundamentals.'" (Now, "The Fundamentals" is a paper
that was distributed among a group of Bible believing Christians that were non-conformists in their
compromised denominations or leaving these churches to start the Fundamentalism movement back in
mid to late 1800s.  They came from different denominations, although largely they were Baptists and
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Presbyterians. )So this man, this Munhall,  was still in the Methodist Church, but he was considered a
Fundamentalist. He was someone who would write for this paper. “ He also “helped establish the
World's Christian Fundamentalist Association and even preached at J. Frank Norris' pulpit.” It says
Munhall spoke at Bob Jones University. The school was founded by Methodist evangelist, Bob Jones,
which is interesting that Bob Jones, Sr., was also Methodist.

Within Methodism, we see there was Truth with those Fundamentalists within the denomination, but
we see also what Munhall, in 1889 and was contending and fighting against.  The New York Times,
reports his concern about the influence of higher criticism within Methodism.  The headline read, "Dr.
Munhall attacks higher criticism in the church." So this was, (he is expressing concerns about the
colleges and schools) only five years after Strong's death, and less than ten years after the completion
of the Strong's Concordance. At his death, Strong was a professor at one of these schools.  Strong was
considered one of “the five greats” of Drew University  -  Drew Theological Seminary at the time. This
then, is very pertinent to him. The following are the words of L. W. Munhall addressing the preacher's
meeting.  

"I do know that, in two of our theological schools, the Old Testament
professors are giving their students all the objections against the
integrity of the record, and making no attempt whatever to answer these
objections. And these students are going out to fill our pulpits, their
minds filled with objections to the book the Church commissions them to
preach. "I know of one of these young men, who, within four years of his
graduation, left the Methodist Episcopal Church, became pastor of a
Congregational Church, then pastor of a Unitarian Church, and then a
blatant infidel, all in the same town. A wealthy member of our Church, a
delegate to the last General Conference, told me, 'I sent my oldest son to
a Methodist educational institution not five hundred miles from New
York City.” 

Now, interestingly, Drew University is very close there so may of may not have been a reference to
Drew.

           “While there he came under the influence of a certain professor, who is a higher critic."

Higher criticism is different than lower criticism.  I had my first experience with Higher Criticism
shortly after I was first saved.  As I didn't know what my major would be I decided that I would take
Old Testament.  My campus pastor was understandably very concerned as I attended a secular
university and would come up against Higher criticism.  The higher critics believe that that there are
several authors of the book of Isaiah; that there are several different authors of Genesis and all the
different books of the Old Testament. They do not believe that God is the author of the Bible, and they
don't believe that the Bible can be preserved by God since He did not even write it. That's exactly what,
Kevin Bauder is saying.  He's lining right up with the Higher critics by teaching that God cannot
preserve His Word.  It sounds just like him.  It really does.  My campus pastor was very adamant, and
he was very concerned.  There were a number of Christians in the class, and we had an interesting time
as we talked about eisegesis and the reading into the Scriptures that higher critics do.  We would say
said,   “Yes, I see Jesus. Do you see Jesus?" Anyway, it was just a joke at the time. God did teach me a
fair amount about Higher criticism then.
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Munhall continues....

"While he was there he came under the influence of a certain professor
who was a higher critic. He came home an infidel, and has not once been
inside a church since. What moral right has any institution of our
Church to employ and support such men in their faculties? Now, there is
an appalling unspiritual condition in Methodism. Agnosticism,
rationalism, theosophy, Christian science, spiritualism and many other
delusions are alarmingly on the increase, and becoming immensely
popular. Intemperance, licentiousness, infidelity and crime, are
increasing with rapid strides; and enmity against the Church and hatred
of it is becoming more intense and bitter."

All these evils Dr. Munhall attributed chiefly to higher criticism. The moderator at this meeting was a
Dr. Buckley.  Drew University, in their archives, writes about James Strong quoting Dr. Buckley.  He
says of Strong: “At night in his library he worked like a plow-horse, but in the lecture room he was
frisky as a colt. No one ever went to sleep in his classes unless he was out of health or an imbecile.”It 
has every single word in the Bible. If you want to find a verse, it is excellent way to find a verse; but to
look up a definition in the back, be very wary.  Since he and Thayer were working on same translation,
then it seems logical to wonder if the definitions did not come from Thayer. It would take a
considerable bit of time to check the definitions in Strong's Concordance with those of Thayer's
Lexicon.  But it would be interesting to see the results.

I would like to read a couple of verses in closing. Proverbs 30:5-6  “Every word of God is pure: he is a
shield unto them that put their trust in him.  Add thou not unto his words, lest he reprove thee, and thou
be found a liar.”

The compromises and the gradualism, the questioning the Words of God this is what happened in the
General Association of Regular Baptist Churches and many others.  Those who used the King James
Bible out of tradition never understood by conviction, so when they began to look at some of those
definitions that were different, they would question the King James Bible.  They would and still do say
“Well, that's not really what it should say." 

It was all coming from, ultimately, the translation revision and definition changes rather than the Greek
text - the actual Greek text itself reads the same, at least in the example of "devils." An another
example is the word “void.” It is found in Genesis 1:2. The King James uses the word “VOID” but the
ASV changes that to “waste.”  Dr. Bancroft also mentions that word "void" is the same as the word
"vain" in Isaiah 45:18 which is also changed to “a waste.”  These changes make room for the  false and
foolish GAP theory. That is found in the Comparative concordance which is a short-cut to identifying
changes.  The main concordance can also be used by looking past the definition - the very last few
words in regular type (not italics) immediately behind a  dash and a colon, those are the renderings in
the King James Bible. Contrast these renderings with the etymology, or where the word came from is
going to be italics. For instance, if the word  "daimonia" came from the word "daemon" or something.
It would give its root and where it originated from and in that section (italicized part), comes what
James Strong describes as the “radical definition” which is the only place there is any real change.
Thayer seems like he put his fingerprint on this spot, for the definitions that depart from the King
James Bible rendering seem to be found without miss in the new Versions (the English Revised
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Version and the American Standard Version) A lexicon was needed for the translation work. So the
adaptation of it to the Concordance seems plausible. When people criticize the King James, they are
generally looking at Strong's and actually criticizing it based on gradualism in regard to textual
criticism.  Its not legitimate.  Sometimes they may know this, but many times they probably do not. 

Notice below from the Strong's Comparative Concordance:  Genesis 1:2 “And the earth was without
form, and void; and darkness was upon the face of the deep. And the Spirit of God moved upon the face
of the waters.”  (emphasis mine)  VOID refers to empty while WASTE implies ruin.

The same change is made in both verses (Genesis 1:2 and Isaiah 45:18) in both the English Revised
Version and the American Revised Version – note the asterisk that follows the verse reference and be-
fore the definition change:  “a waste.” Isaiah 45:18 “For thus saith the LORD that created the heavens;
God himself that formed the earth and made it; he hath established it, he created it not in vain, he formed

it to be inhabited: I am the LORD; and there is none else.”  (emphasis mine.)  Notice that WASTE im-
plies ruin. VAIN implies without purpose, or useless. Below the key for interpreting
markings.

A page from the General Preface of the Strong's Concordance that highlights areas that called into
question James Strong's true position about the King James Bible.  He wanted the following of using
this popular Bible, but undercut its authority with the definitions which appeared quite clearly to rely
on the work of Revisionists. (That is: the work of those working on the Revised English Version and
the American Revised Version.)

These lines were some of the first ones to catch my attention when I began looking into the reason that
many who used the King James were finding criticisms in it through the work of James Strong's
Concordance.

Comparative Concordance is not seen in all Strong's Concordances, and at times even mentioned.  Note the
FULL TITLE:
Comparative Concordance of the Authorized and Revised Versions of the Text of
Canonical Books of the Holy Scriptures Including the American Variations (or
ASV))

Read it on-line at https://archive.org/stream/exhaustiveconcor1890stro#page/n11/mode/2up

 


