
1 
 

Pastor Bryan Ross  GRACELIFEBIBLECHURCH.COM 

Sunday, November 24, 2024—Grace Life School of Theology—From This Generation For Ever 

Lesson 246 Assessing the Printed History of the King James Text (1660-1713) 

Introduction 

• In Lesson 245 we concluded our survey of the printed history of King James text through the 

restoration of the monarchy in 1660. 

 

• In doing so, we identified four main forms of the text, each with its own unique readings and 

printer’s errors to varying degrees. 

 

o London 

 

o Cambridge 

 

o Edinburgh 

 

o Amsterdam 

 

• Moreover, we outlined two different periods between 1611 and 1660 in terms of market structure 

that were influenced by politics. 

 

o Monopoly Period (1611-1642)—when rights to the text were vested in the Crown.  Only 

Crown approved printers could print the text.  This led to market manipulation on the part 

of the King’s Printer. 

 

o Free-Market Period (1642-1660)—during the English Civil War & Cromwellian 

Commonwealth when the office of the King’s Printer lapsed thereby allowing other 

parties to enter the market.  This led to a kind of Wild-Cat period where there was little 

control over the market and many gross errors of the press. 

 

• For want of something better, it is largely believed that the 1638 Cambridge edition became the 

de facto standard between 1660 and when the text was next edited by Cambridge in 1762. 

 

• According to Professor David Norton, by 1660 the impulse “to fix the text was ascendant. 

Innovation was confined almost entirely to presentation and extra-textual matters.” (Norton, 98) 

 

• In this Lesson we will seek to survey the years between 1660 and 1713 when John Baskett 

became the dominant figure in Bible printing for next half a century. 

 

A Hundred Years Of Solitude (1660-1713) 

• The title given to this period by Dr. Norton is meant to capture the reality that no large scale 

editorial changes were made to the text of the KJB until 1762 when it was edited at Cambridge by 
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Francis Parris.  While there were instances of sporadic and sparse spelling updates, they were not 

systematic or wide reaching in scale and scope. 

 

• Professor Norton discusses the impact of Kilburne’s work and the resurrection of John Field’s 

career at Cambridge in the years immediately following the restoration of the monarchy in 1660 

in A Textual History Of The King James Bible. Please note that I have once again included 

screenshots of the various examples cited by Norton where it is possible to do so. 

 

o “Kilburne’s campaign against poor printing and monopolies had some effect. By the time 

of the Restoration, Field, who had been the chief object of his criticism, was printer to 

Cambridge University [See bracketed insert below for more details on how this 

occurred.] and, in the twilight of his career, produced editions that improved his 

reputation. However, they did almost nothing for the text: Field’s best-known edition is 

his 1660 folio (H666, 668), but his minimal contribution to the text comes in his octavo 

of the same year (H669). There Lev. 25:5, ‘of it owne accord’, first takes its modern 

form, ‘of its own accord’ [Our friend Christopher Yetzer has pointed out the following 

regarding Lev. 25:5, “The change at Leviticus 25:5 is already found in a 1654 printing by 

Roger Daniel. It also has the spelling change of “alien””].  

 

 
 

Among the modern spellings that this text occasionally introduces are the consistent use 

of ‘alien’,37 and ‘floats’ for ‘flotes’ at 1 Kgs 5:9. 

 

 
 

As with hundreds of examples one might choose, this latter is an inconsistent change: 

‘flotes’ remains at 2 Chr. 2:16 and 1 Esdras 5:55; what is significant about it is that it 

suggests that this particular octavo, unlike most of the innumerable editions in smaller 

formats, did sometimes influence the text: ‘floats/flotes’ was common until about 1960 

and can still be found in some editions.38 The reason for its influence may be the 

additions to the marginal notes which Scrivener takes to be the notable aspect of this 

edition (p. 26).” (Norton, 99) 
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37 1611 uses ‘alien’, ‘alient’ and ‘aliant’, and the inconsistency goes back to 

changes made or not made in Bod 1602; before 1660 only two uses of the older 

forms had been modernized. (Norton, 99) 

 

Exodus 18:3 

 
 
38 It introduced [1660 Octavo] the following modernizations, some of which were 

ignored only to be reintroduced at a later time: ‘forasmuch’ for ‘for so much’  

(Isa. 8:6), ‘impossible’ for ‘unpossible’ (Matt. 17:20; 19:26), ‘jailor’ for ‘iaylour’ 

or ‘jayler’ (1611, 1638; Acts 16:23), ‘lose’ for ‘leese’ (1 Kgs 18:5), ‘prized’ for 

‘prised’ (Zech. 11:13), ‘stank’ for ‘stunk’ (Exod. 7:21), and ‘drank’ for ‘drunk’ 

(Dan. 5:4). (Norton, 99) 

Isiah 8:6 

 
 

Matthew 17:20 

 
 

Acts 16:23 

 
 

I Kings 18:5 

 



4 
 

Pastor Bryan Ross  GRACELIFEBIBLECHURCH.COM 

 

Zechariah 11:13 

 
 

Exodus 7:21 

 
 

Daniel 5:4 

 
 

• Next, Norton talks about changes that were made to the marginalia of the AV between 1660 and 

1762. 

 

o “The marginal notes and references were further developed under the aegis of Field’s 

successor as Cambridge Printer, John Hayes, in 1677 and 1678.39 Development of the 

marginal material was a sensible commercial move. James I’s aversion to the Geneva 

notes had been influential in making the KJB a version free of explanatory annotation, 

but there was (and still is) a strong popular desire for such notes. From 1642 on at least 

nine editions of the KJB were published with the Geneva annotations (Norton, I. p. 214), 

and Henry Hammond’s popular A Paraphrase, and Annotations Upon all the Books of the 

New Testament (H640), which gave the KJB text, a paraphrase and annotations, first 

appeared in 1653.  
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When John Fell at Oxford first considered printing a KJB at Oxford, he envisaged an 

annotated edition, but this never materialized (Carter, pp. 86–7).” (Norton, 99) 

 

“39 Scrivener, p. 26. The 1677 edition is H736, but Herbert does not record a 1678 

edition.” 

 

• In the latter half of the 17th century, Cambridge disappeared as a printer and publisher of Bibles.  

Around the same time, Oxford emerged as a publisher of the text. 

 

o “Cambridge declined then disappeared as a printer and publisher of Bibles, its last edition 

from more than half a century appearing in 1683.  London, Scotland and Holland 

continued strong, and Oxford began its rise with quartos in 1675 and 1679.”  

(Norton, A Short History, 152) 

 

• The story of Oxford’s entrance into the Bible market during this period is important to note: 

 

o “In 1632 Archbishop Laud had obtained from Charles I Letters Patent giving Oxford 

University similar printing rights to those enjoyed at Cambridge, and for forty years there 

was a succession of agreements whereby, for a consideration, Oxford forbore to exercise 

its right to print Bibles (Carter, p. 29).  
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[“In 1648, John Field, who was the dominant figure in bible print for twenty 

years, issued his first Bible. . . Bribery, strongarm tactics such as sending soldiers 

to seize Bently’s work on a New testament in 1656, and his election in 1655 as 

‘Printer to the University of Cambridge’ all entrenched this power.  With the 

Restoration, Bill and Baker’s heirs returned as Kings’ printer, but Field and Hills 

bought off the competition from Oxford for £80 a year, and Field remained the 

dominant figure in spite of the deservedly low reputation of his previous work.”  

(Norton, A Short History, 148)] 

 

Unlike the first Cambridge KJB, the first Oxford Bible (1675; H719 and 720) did little to 

the text other than employing idiosyncratic spelling which aroused some complaint: the 

new publisher thus failed to stake out new ground, and was put in his place by the simple 

expedient of underselling as Cambridge had been earlier. 
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Further supplementary material was introduced in the second Oxford edition (1679; 

H744–6), notably the dates which long remained a fixture in the KJB and can still be 

found in some editions. Here they are given as years after the Creation, the Nativity being 

dated 4,000.  
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The basis for the dates was Archbishop James Ussher’s calculations in Annales Veteris et 

Novi Testamenti (1650–4); they took their familiar form (B.C. 4004 for the Creation etc.) 

in the 1701 folio printed by Bill and Executrix of Newcomb (London; H868).” (Norton, 

99-100) 

 

• Professor Norton elaborates on these early Oxford Bibles in his other book The King James 

Bible: Short History From Tyndale To Today: 

 

o “John Fell, Bishop of Oxford, Vice-Chancellor of the University and the driving force 

behind what became Oxford University Press, had proposed that Oxford should produce 

a new annotated edition that might have ‘advantages beyond any other design that we can 

think of’, but his scheme probably failed because it was impractical.  Consequently the 
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early Oxford Bibles offered little that was distinctive.  Besides the re-introduction of 

dates in the 1679 edition, given as numbers in the margin beginning from zero, there were 

slightly odd spellings. Sometimes the 1675 edition uses 1611 spellings that had become 

generally discussed in Bibles . . . These produced complaints such as this from Humphrey 

Prideaux: ‘I must confess, since Mr Dean [Fell] hath taken the liberty of inventing a new 

way of spelling and using it therein, which I think will confound and alter the analogy of 

the English tongue, that I do not at all approve of’.  The innovations were unsuccessful: 

most were removed in the 1679 edition.” (Norton, A Short History, 152) 

 

• In the same work, Dr. Norton also touches upon the Bible market of the late 17th century. 

 

o “A significant development happened at this time.  The 1679 edition was printed for four 

London booksellers who had been involved in importing cheaper and often better-printed 

Bibles from Holland. The Stationers’ Company (and, with it, the King’s Printer) had 

become more effective in blocking the often better-printed Bibles from Holland, seriously 

affecting the business of four London booksellers.  The most famous of them, Thomas 

Guy, founder of Guy’s Hospital in London, and a dissenter by background, was 

particularly keen to go on selling Bibles, so he and the three others contracted with 

Oxford in 1678 to create what became the Oxford Bible Press, an entity long distinct 

from the academic press at Oxford, and, especially in the nineteenth century, both larger 

and more profitable.  Initially its word was to produce large numbers of cheap Bibles, 

thereby arousing years of costly legal opposition, underselling and disruption from the 

King’s Printers.  Such competition and increase in supply led to a substantial fall in the 

price of Bibles: in a memorandum written in 1684, Fell noted that folios had fallen from 

£6 to £1 10s, and that the smallest formats were now sold at 1s 4d.  Bulk purchase for 

charity contributed to this fall.” (Norton, A Short History, 152-153) 

 

• A.S. Herbert’s Historical Catalogue also discuss the activities of Thomas Guy in establishing the 

Oxford Bible Press on page 217. 

 

• 1701 saw the publication of a new folio edition by Bill and Executrix of Newcomb (London; 

H868).  Professor Norton states the following regarding this edition in A Textual History of the 

King James Bible: 

 

o “This edition (or perhaps the Oxford folio of the same year, H867) was prepared by 

Bishop William Lloyd at the request of Convocation in 1699 for an improved edition. It 

is not clear whether there was serious dissatisfaction with the state of the text; as it 

happened, neither this nor the Oxford folio made much in the way of significant changes, 

and Scrivener notes that ‘except in regard to the dates, no principal edition so little 

influenced succeeding Bibles as this, notwithstanding the high auspices under which it 

came forth’.41 Rather than scholarly attention to the originals, both these 1701 folios 

show a little concern with the spelling of names,42 and with correctness and modernness 

of English. The London edition, which has slightly more innovations, changes the archaic 

‘and other tempting him’ to the modern ‘and others . . .’ (Luke 11:16, but not elsewhere); 
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‘for so much’ becomes ‘forasmuch’ (1 Macc. 14:29 and, in London only, Isa. 8:6), and, in 

London only, ‘unpossible’ ‘impossible’ (Matt. 17:20; 19:26; Luke 1:37; 18:27). More 

drastically, for the change is arguably a change of word and meaning, both editions alter 

‘shamefast’ and ‘shamefastness’ to ‘shamefac’d’ and ‘shamefac’dness’ (Ecclus. 26:15; 

32:10; 41:16, 24 – the same change had been made in 1674 to 1 Tim. 2:9), and they 

correct the seemingly faulty English grammar of ‘the riches that hee hath gotten is 

perished’ to ‘. . . are perished’ (Jer. 48:36). They also give the modern form, ‘his wifes 

sons’ for ‘his wiues sonnes’ (Judg. 11:2; the apostrophe appeared in 1762).44 

 

▪ 42 Both editions: ‘Chaldees’ for ‘Caldees’ in 2 Kings 25, continuing the 

regularisation of this spelling, ‘Hananeel’ for ‘Hananiel’ (Zech. 14:10, reversing 

Bod 1602’s change), ‘Jeremy’ for ‘Jeremie’ (1 Esdras 1:28 etc.), ‘Zachary’ for 

‘Zacharie’ (2 Esdras 1:40), and ‘Judith’ for ‘Judeth’ throughout Judith; London 

only: ‘Sabi’ for 1629’s ‘Saby’ (1 Esdras 5:34) and ‘Malachy’ for ‘Malachie’ (2 

Esdras 1:40, repeating a change made in 1616). 

 

▪ 44 There are four other minor changes: in both editions, ‘hosts; and he dwelt’ for 

‘hosts and dwelt’ (1 Macc. 13:53); in London only, ‘of the fire’ for ‘of fire’  

(Deut. 9:10), ‘less in them’ for ‘less on them’ (Job 4:19), and ‘see afar off’ for 

‘see far off’ (2 Pet. 1:9).” (Norton, 100-101) 

 

Conclusion 

 

• At the dawn of the 18th century the King James text was in the state left by the 1638 Cambridge 

folio edition.  John Field and others made some updates in terms of spelling, but not all these 

changes were adopted in later printings with any uniformity. 

 

• In the next Lesson we will look at the dominant figure in Bible printing during the early 18th 

century―John Baskett. 
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