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Sunday, April 14, 2024—Grace Life School of Theology—From This Generation For Ever 

Lesson 232 Assessing the Printed History of the King James Text (1612-1617) 

 

Introduction 

 

• In Lesson 229 we began looking at the topic of the printed history of the King James text by 

reviewing our earlier comments on the subject in prior Lessons.  Then in Lessons 230 and 231 we 

explored the Which KJV argument frequently utilized by critics to attack the pro-King James 

position (James R. White and Micheal J. Penfold).  Lastly, we considered David F. Reagan’s 

response to the Which KJV argument as emblematic of a King James Only rebuttal to the 

argument. 

 

• While we agreed with much of Reagan’s rebuttal, we remain unconvinced that all of the “textual 

changes” that occurred between 1611 and 1769 are the correction of printer errors.  Recall that we 

identified this supposition as requiring further investigation.  It is to that enquiry that we will now 

turn our attention. 

 

• Recall that James R. White, Micheal J. Penfold, and David F. Reagan all relied upon the work of 

F.H.A. Scrivener from the 1880s to advance their respective positions.  None of these men 

reached their conclusion through their own collation of the various editions of AV.  More 

recently, in the last two decades, David Norton and Lawrence M. Vance have sought to update 

and/or build upon the work of Scrivener.  We will be using these more recent works to frame our 

discussion of printed history of the King James in this section of the class.  These works include: 

 

o 2005—A Textual History of the King James Bible by David Norton 

 

o 2019—The Text of the King James Bible by Lawrence M. Vance 

 

• Having already discussed the first two folio editions (he/she Bible controversy) of the 1611 and 

1612 in Lesson 189, we pick up the story of the printed history of the King James text by 

examining the King’s Printer Robert Barker and the publication of the first quarto and octavo 

sized editions. 

 

The King’s Printer At Work, 1612 to 1617 

 

• Professor David Norton chronicles this history in his book, Chapter 4 titled “The King’s Printer at 

Work, 1612 to 1617.” 

 

o “Beginning in 1612, Barker printed complete KJBs in three basic formats: black letter 

quartos, roman type quartos and roman type octavos. Page-for-page reprinting was used 

in each format, so subsequent editions generally used a predecessor in the same format as 

the copy text.  This could have led, through reproduction and accumulation of errors, to 

three separate textual traditions in addition to the texts found in the folios, but this did not 

happen, in part, because the peculiarities of these editions lasted only as long as they 

continued to be reprinted page-for-page. Textually, they are dead-ends. The relatively 

few valuable new readings found in them were either transmitted through the folio 
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editions or were re-created in the course of later editorial work. This does not mean that 

these editions are valueless: collectively, they have much to tell about the King’s 

Printer’s sense of the text and the way he dealt with corrections.” (Norton, 73-74) 

 

Quarto & Octavo Editions 

 

• The first topic that Norton covers with respect to these newly sized editions is the introduction of 

“new readings” not found in prior folio editions: 

 

o “The few new readings may be surveyed first. Many of them involve the spelling of 

names and probably have little significance. For instance, the first edition has both 

‘Galilee’ and ‘Galile’. The 1612 editions all leave ‘Galile’ unchanged at Mark 15:41, but 

all change it to ‘Galilee’ at Luke 4:44. All except one of the octavos make the change at 

Mark 16:7. But spelling of names can be a ticklish scholarly problem, and some of the 

1612 readings may be genuinely scholarly. All the 1612 editions change ‘Iimla’ (2 Chr. 

18:7, 8) to ‘Imla’, arguably better reflecting יִמְלָא. This has become the current KJB 

spelling, but it comes from the Cambridge, 1638 edition, where the change was made 

again, presumably independently. Similarly, many of the readings that do not involve 

names are likely to be casual printer’s variations, but a few may be deliberate and 

scholarly. The 1612 quartos change ‘upon earth’ to ‘upon the earth’ at Deut. 4:32; this 

may be for more normal English, but it could be a deliberate reflection of the article in 

the Hebrew. Similarly, one of the octavos changes ‘all people’ (Ps. 99:2) to ‘all the 

people’, a change reintroduced in 1769. 

 

Beside these readings, these editions also have their liberal peppering of errors, some of 

which are worth recording. Some copies of the first octavo (1612, H315) read ‘printers 

haue persecuted mee’ instead of ‘princes haue persecuted me’ (Ps. 119:161). It was 

tempting to take this as an epigraph for this book. One can imagine that a disgruntled 

compositor made this change, that it was quickly discovered, the compositor dismissed, 

and the reading corrected in subsequent copies. Other errors, such as ‘is there no blame in 

Gilead’ (Jer. 8:22, 1613 quarto, H324) and ‘Darius the sting’ (1 Esdras 4:47, 1612 quarto, 

H314), were more innocent.” (Norton, 74) 

 

• In the next section, Professor Norton addresses instances where the respective smaller editions 

follow the idiosyncratic readings of the first two folio editions. 

 

o “Herbert’s catalogue, by noting which reading is followed at Ruth 3:15 and sometimes 

through explicit statements as to which of the first two editions is followed, effectively 

divides these editions into those that derive from the first and those that derive from the 

second. Collation with the list of first and second-edition variants, and with the list of 

typographical errors in the first edition, shows that this is not so: all used the first edition 

as the basic text and added some second-edition readings. Collectively there are some 

seventy out of the second edition’s readings or errors listed in appendix 2. I give these in 

appendix 3, dividing them into two groups. The first group, consisting of thirty-four 

readings is the most interesting. Though no single edition through to 1617 gives them all, 

there are grounds for thinking of them as standard corrections. Most of them are still 

found in modern editions and all of them, save perhaps the two problems of punctuation 
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at the ends of verses (Luke 1:77 and Phil. 1:4) seem to be deliberate rather than 

accidental. Of the changes not followed in modern editions, ‘Caldees’ (2 Kgs 24:2) 

regularises a spelling that was later changed consistently to ‘Chaldees’. The misplaced † 

in Isa. 10:19 appears to be deliberate though mistaken (see above, p. 69). ‘Serebias’  

(1 Esdras 8:54 m.), though no longer found, corrects an error, ‘Olofernes’ (Judith passim) 

regularises a spelling that was, like ‘Caldees’, later changed to the other form. Finally, 

‘not high priest’ (2 Macc. 4:13) is an easily defended reading both in terms of the original 

and the earlier translations. 

 

There must have been some method of noting these corrections since they generally go 

beyond changes that one would expect a sensible compositor to make unaided. They 

could either have been marked in a master copy of the first edition, or there was a 

separate list of them that the compositor was expected to refer to as he worked (either 

from the first edition or from a previous edition in the same format as the one he was 

setting). I guess that there was a list and suggest that it consisted, more or less, of the 

thirty-four entries in the first part of appendix 3. This might most easily account for the 

variations between editions, notably between editions in the same format. A compositor 

might well not look at a list at the appropriate moment and so leave unchanged a reading 

he should have changed (I noted earlier that there seems to have been a reluctance to go 

backwards to make corrections, above, p. 50). Any copy of the first edition might do for 

setting from if there was a list to amend it by, so setting more than one edition at a time 

would not be a problem. The contents of the list might change accidentally, but it is more 

likely that a few entries were deleted when discovered to be mistaken, while a few others 

were added. For example, the incorrectness of the misplaced † at Isa. 10:19 might have 

been realised after a time, leading to its deletion, and possibly even to a note that a 

printing from the second edition such as the 1617 folio should follow the first edition at 

this point. Similarly, ‘she went’ at Ruth 3:15 may have been added to the list after the 

first editions in the smaller formats had been printed. 

 

The second group of entries in appendix 3 is given for completeness. It shows the other 

instances where these editions agree with the second edition. In two cases errors are 

reproduced in a good number of the editions: ‘Shuah’ instead of ‘Suah’ for סוּח  

(I Chr. 7:36) and, more seriously, ‘the Lord was an enemie’ for ‘the Lord was as an 

enemie’ (Lam. 2:5).  

 

A fully satisfactory account of how all the variants in appendix 3 were reproduced is 

probably impossible, but it is worth observing finally that the problems of explaining the 

readings become insuperable if one supposes that an effort was made to correct the 

second edition text by the first. Variety would still have to be accounted for, together 

with a very much larger list of readings reproduced in all editions to 1616 that are 

peculiar, sometimes very peculiar, to the first edition.” (Norton, 74-76) 

 

• Appendix 3 of Norton’s book is titled “The King’s Printer’s list?” in which he states the 

following: 

 

o “If the King’s Printer had a list of changes to be made to the text of the first edition when 

using that edition as the copy text for a later setting, it would have contained some or all  
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of the entries given below. The list given here derives from variant readings in the second 

edition that are also found in other early settings; a tick indicates that the edition has the 

change. Pairs of editions in the three smaller formats are given, one of which has ‘he 

went’, the other ‘she went’ at Ruth 3:15. The 1613 and 1616 folios, as independent 

settings, are also given. Finally, though it used the second edition as copy text, the 1617 

folio, the third edition in the large Black Letter series, is included. 

 

The 1612 octavos (H315 and H316, as represented on microfilm) are mixed, and so are 

sometimes identical. 

 

Readings that are found in some copies of the first edition are not included  

(Exod. 21:26–7, ‘let them go’ followed by ‘let him go’; 2 Sam. 17:25, ‘Abigal’; Song 2:7, 

‘till he please’; and 1 Macc. 13 summary, ‘40’); all except the last are found in all the 

editions listed below. 

 

An asterisk indicates a reading found in the Cambridge Concord and, for the Apocrypha, 

Pitt Brevier editions, taken as the modern standard; the marginal variants in the 

Apocrypha have been compared with Scrivener’s Cambridge Paragraph Bible.” (Norton, 

180) 

 

• The following images are screenshots of Appendix 3. 
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1613 Folio 

 

• 1613 saw the publication of smaller folio size that decreased the number of leaves from 732 to 

508 by getting 72 lines per page instead of 52. 

 

o “The 1613 folio is in smaller black letter, and no doubt was designed as a cheaper 

alternative for poorer churches. By getting 72 lines to the page instead of 52, and more 
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characters to a line, it reduced the number of leaves from 732 to 508 (Pollard, p. 34 n.).” 

(Norton, 76) 

 

• Textual historians such as Scrivener and Norton describe this 1613 folio as “handsome but 

inaccurate.” 

 

o “Textually, it is of no more importance than its contemporaries in smaller formats, but, as 

the first folio in a new format, is worth some examination. It introduces four readings that 

have become standard: ‘that ye may have’ for ‘that he may haue’ (Ezek. 6:8), ‘she poured 

it not’ for ‘she powred it’ (Ezek. 24:7), ‘as a flower’ for ‘as floure’ (2 Esdras 15:50) and 

‘what thy right hand doeth’ for ‘what thy right doeth’ (Matt. 6:3)12. The first three of 

these correct mistakes, while the last is unnecessary and goes against the evidence of Bod 

1602 where ‘what thy right doeth’ is left unchanged. It also introduces seven accepted 

spellings of names. Finally, it has ‘fleshly’ for ‘fleshy’ (2 Cor. 3:3), a reading that has had 

a long life and is still occasionally to be found. 

 

‘Nearly all the other variations’, writes Scrivener, ‘arise from the glaring misprints of this 

handsome but inaccurate volume’ (p. 17)13. This is right. The 1613 folio is another 

characteristic piece of Barker work, a copy from earlier work that introduces its fair share 

of errors but has little or nothing in it that goes back to the translators’ manuscript or that 

reflects scholarly revision. 

 

The variants in Genesis confirm the tendency to error: 

 

 
 

. . . The 1613 folio took the first edition for copy at least through to the end of Judges. In this 

part it occasionally reproduces errors that are peculiar to the first edition, as at Gen. 17:4 (II 

for † and a marginal reference omitted), and it coincides with the second edition only five 

times, four of which appear to be standard corrections. Ruth to 1 Kings looks more likely to 
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have been set from the second edition, as does much of the books of Chronicles. The end of  

2 Chronicles through to Esther appears to follow the first edition, Job the second, and Psalms 

to Proverbs the first. The Song of Songs and Isaiah probably follow the second edition. Then 

the first edition is followed through to the end of the Apocrypha. Matthew follows the second 

edition, Mark to Acts the first; thereafter the second may possibly have been used. 

 

Besides the information in appendix 4, these observations are supported by the occasional 

reproduction of errors, such as the first edition’s II for † at Ezra 8:17 and ‘fensed ’ at  

Ps. 31:21 m., and the second edition’s ‘to see whither the vine flourished’ for ‘to see whether . 

. .’ at Song 6:11. It may be useful to give more detail for the conclusion that Matthew comes 

from the second edition. Matthew follows first-edition readings in several places where the 

second edition is obviously wrong,14 but it also keeps second-edition errors at 10:38 m. (‘26’ 

for ‘24’) and 11:7 (‘he’ for ‘ye’). Only at 13:45 does it follow the first edition where it might 

have followed the second (‘goodly pearles’ in preference to ‘good pearls’). Against this one 

instance, the second edition is followed four times where the first might have been followed: 

‘way side’ for ‘wayes side’ (13:4), ‘like vnto a graine’ for ‘like to a graine’ (13:31), ‘went out’ 

for ‘went’ (18:30), and ‘any man’ for ‘a man’ (22:24). 

 

Occasionally one might argue that the 1613 folio picks and chooses between the first two 

editions, but generally it is indiscriminate, using one or other edition as copy for stretches at a 

time. This suggests that there was now no single copy identified as the master and that 

Barker’s workers had little sense of difference between the first two folios. Careful 

comparison would have been needed to distinguish a first edition from a second edition (the 

modern scholar knows to look at Ruth 3:15, but did Barker’s men know this?). It is quite 

possible that a compositor, beginning his day’s work, sometimes picked up a first edition and 

sometimes a second edition to work from (similar suppositions might be made if the work 

was subdivided among compositors or even sometimes contracted out). 

 

One large folio, it seems, was as good as another. If so, it is more a matter of chance than 

policy that the editions in the smaller formats followed the first edition, and it will be no 

surprise to find that the later editions appear random in their textual allegiances.” (Norton, 

76-78) 

 

• Professor Norton addresses the 1613 folio more thoroughly in Appendix 4 titled “Selective collation 

of the 1613 folio (H322) with the first and second editions.  The explanation of Appendix 4 reads as 

follows: 

 

• “The purpose of this collation is to show where the 1613 folio appears to use the first and 

where the second edition as copy text. Readings from the first edition are aligned left, those 

from the second edition aligned right. 

 

The following four groups of readings have been omitted because they probably do not give a 

clear indication as to which edition is being used as copy text: 
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1. errors one would expect a compositor to correct; 

 

2. readings found in some copies of the first edition and in the second edition, except 

for Exod. 21:26, which, in combination with v. 27, constitutes a distinctive 

first-edition reading; 

 

3. readings that are found in the first edition and some but not all copies of the second 

edition; 

 

4. readings from my hypothetical King’s Printer’s list, since these may be deliberate 

changes to the copy text.” (Norton, 184) 

 

• The following images are screenshots of Appendix 4 (P. 184-187) 
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Conclusion 

 

• In the next Lesson we will round out our discussion of the activity of the King’s Printer between 

1612 and 1617 by looking at the following editions: 

 

o 1616 Small Folio, Roman Type 

 

o 1617 Folio 
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