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Protestants’ false claim that the Church did not translate Bibles into the vernacular until they first did so
Did the Church discourage people from reading and translating the Bible in the language of the people? 
http://groups.yahoo.com/group/KonkaniCatholics/message/9127
By Fr. Vincent Barboza, Mumbai
From the earliest times, the universal church has attached great importance to the reading of the Bible and instruction based on it during Mass. St. Irenaeus of Lyons (175 AD), Tertullian and Origen (2nd -3rd century), Eusebius of Caesarea and others testified to the use of the Bible in the life of the people. 
In the book titled The Dark Ages (1844) S.B. Maitland, the librarian to the Archbishop of Canterbury, confesses that in the course of his research, he could not find support for the view that the Bible was treated with disrespect or kept from the people. Nor did he discover that the Bible was hardly used, or used only by the monks.
As far as the use of the Bible in the life of the Church is concerned, pre-Reformation literature is saturated with Bible quotations. The priests used it in preparing their sermons and knew it from their daily reading of the missal and the breviary. The sermon literature of the Middle Ages was a mosaic of Scripture texts. Preachers used the Bible much more than is customary today in any pulpit. 
For those who could not read, the Church provided knowledge of the Bible by means of mystery plays, illustrated editions of parts or the whole of it in painting, sculptures, and stained glass windows. Of the Bible in pictures, the Synod of Arras (1025) said: "the illiterate contemplated in the lineaments of painting what they, having never learnt to read, could not discern in writing. Popes Pius VI (1778), Pius VII (1820), Leo XIII, Benedict XV and many others regularly exhorted people to read the Bible. Today, people are more than encouraged; they are urged to read the Bible. 
What has caused the general impression that the Church does not wish her children to read and translate the Bible in the language of the people? It was her claim to guide and teach them in the reading and interpretation of it. Danger is incurred in many ways by putting the Bible, without guidance, into the hands of children or the unlearned. Also, the Church refused to allow her children to use false and incomplete translations. 
At one time, Bible translations were falsified in the interest of certain heresies. William Tyndale for example, always substituted the word "congregation" for "Church" and "ordinance" for "tradition" because of the Catholic connotation attached to these words. He also translated "Little children, keep yourselves from images" instead of using the more accurate rendering "idols". These are a few example of bad translation which the Church wanted to avoid. It may, perhaps be allowed that at some periods and in some countries, this caution of the Church has been carried to excess, but in the long run the realization of the existence of difficulties and of the need of an interpreter has preserved the Bible for Catholics when others are losing it.

The Reformers asserted that they were the first to open the Bible to the general public. This is not correct. Before Luther's German version of the Bible appeared, there were one hundred and ninety-eight versions of he Bible printed in the languages of the various people of England, Italy, France, Spain, Germany etc. 
From history, we know the consequences of the Bible-alone principle, without the authority of the Church, and how much damage it has done to the Body of Christ. Besides division of the churches on the basis of the Bible-alone principle, the zeal for the Bible went to the other extreme of giving disrespect to the sacred books which shocked all, especially the Mohammedans, who declared nothing would induce them to give the Koran to anyone, unless they were certain it would be treated respectfully. These Bibles were often used as wrappings for drugs and other merchandise. From the life and practices of the church, it can be seen that the Catholic Church has not only revered the Word of God but also encouraged its faithful to read it and also to practice it.
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/132-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-89 EXTRACT

By Catholic apologist John Martignoni
Protestants claim that the “Roman Church” did not give the German people the Bible in their native language until after the “Reformation,” (so-called). This is absolutely and utterly false. 
Let me quote to you from the original Preface to the King James Version (KJV) of the Bible: “…yet for all that the godly-learned were not content to have the Scriptures in the Language which themselves understood, Greek and Latin…but also for the behoof and edifying of the unlearned which hungered and thirsted after righteousness, and had souls to be saved as well as they, they provided Translations into the vulgar for their Countrymen, insomuch that most nations under heaven did shortly after their conversion, hear Christ speaking unto them in their mother tongue, not by the voice of their Minister only, but also by the written word translated.” 


In other words, the folks who translated the KJV, a Protestant Bible, admit that “most nations” had translations of the Bible in their mother tongue shortly after their conversion. So much for the myth, that Protestants adhere to, that the Catholic Church kept the Bible out of the common tongue of the people. 
The KJV Preface goes on to specifically mention translations of Scripture in Egyptian, Indian, English, French, Dutch, Syrian, Persian, Ethiopian, Arabic, Slavonian, Saxon, Gothic, and more. German is not specifically mentioned, but “Gothic” is a Germanic language. So, in the 4th century, the Bible was translated into Gothic, which was a Germanic language. 
There were, in fact, several editions of the Bible in German before Luther was even born. 
For example, Charlemagne commissioned German language translations in the early 9th century. There was the Augsburger Bible of 1350, the Wenzel Bible of 1389, and the Mentel Bible – the first German language Bible to come off the printing press – in 1466. And there were some 27 editions of the Bible in German before Martin Luther ever came up with his translation.

Why don’t Catholics read the Bible? 
https://cruxnow.com/faith/2015/11/17/why-dont-catholics-read-the-bible/  
By Fr. Dwight Longenecker, November 17, 2015
The independent Evangelical church I went to as a boy gave me a fantastic amount of Bible knowledge. There were Bible drills in Sunday School classes, Bible memory contests and Bible quizzes, not to mention a complete grounding in all the Bible stories-illustrated with those wonderful flannelgraph figures. As I got older I listened to long Bible sermons, went to home Bible studies, youth Bible camps and a Bible holiday club. I ended up going to a Christian University where Bible study was part of our everyday schedule. Our Christian home wasn't particularly anti-Catholic, but some of our preachers were, and the general impression I got was that Catholics not only didn't read the Bible, but that they weren't allowed to. They didn't go to church with their big black Bibles under their arm. They didn't have long Bible sermons or home study groups or youth Bible camps. How could Catholics believe the Bible if they didn't read it and study it like we did? Its true that many Evangelicals know their Bible upside down and backwards, and compared to them Catholics sometimes seem ignorant of the Bible. But that's only an appearance. 
The truth is simply that Catholics and Evangelicals use the Bible in different ways and therefore have different kinds of Bible 
knowledge. Evangelicals use the Bible as a source book for doctrine and right moral teaching, and that's good. 2 Timothy 3.16 says the Scriptures are 'useful for teaching, rebuking, correcting and training in righteousness.' Evangelicals also use the Bible for personal devotions and inspiration. This too is Biblical. Psalm 119.27 says, 'Let me understand the teaching of your precepts; then will I meditate on your wonders.' 
Ordinary Catholics might not be so adept at quoting chapter and verse, but they do know and use Scripture regularly. It’s just that they use it in a different way. For a Catholic, Scripture is not so much a book to be studied as a book to worship with. (Ps. 119.7) For Catholics the Bible is almost always used in the context of worship. Did you know that a survey was done to check the amount of Scripture used in the Catholic Mass? The Catholic service was almost 30% Scripture. When the same writer checked his local Bible-based Evangelical church he was surprised to find the total amount of Scripture read took just 3% of the service. 
When Catholics go to mass they hear a reading from the Old Testament, they say or sing one of the Psalms, then they listen to a reading from the epistles, then a gospel reading. The whole structure fits together so the communion service if focused on Christ in the gospels. Catholics follow a three year cycle of Scripture reading so a Catholic who goes to church faithfully will--over the three years--hear almost all of the Bible read. Furthermore, the responses, and the words of the communion service are almost all from Scripture. So a church-going Catholic does know and use Scripture—it’s just that he uses it primarily for meditation and worship (Ps.119.48)--not for personal information and instruction. 
And when you think about it, isn't this actually the way Scripture is meant to be used? The Jews recite the Old Testament law in their worship daily. The psalms were the hymn book of the Jews. In the New Testament church they read the letters of the apostles, recited the psalms and used portions of Scripture to praise and worship God just as Catholics do today. (Ephesians 5.19). We know from the records of the early church that Scripture was used primarily for worship, and only 
secondarily for study. Of course, like Evangelicals, Catholics also use the Scripture to determine doctrine and moral principles--its just that the Catholic lay person or pastor doesn't do so on his own. As Paul gave Timothy the apostolic authority to 'rightly divide the word of truth' (2 Timothy 2.15), so Catholics believe their bishops have inherited the 
authority of the apostles to teach doctrinal and moral truth faithfully. They base this on Paul's clear instructions to 
Timothy, `the things you have heard me say .entrust to reliable men so that they man in turn teach others.' (2 Timothy 2.1-2) Therefore, it is the bishops-living, praying and working in a direct line from the apostles-- who use the Bible to determine Christian doctrine and moral principles. That Catholic doctrine and moral teaching is biblically-based is easy to see. Try reading any official Catholic teaching documents and you will find they are--and always have been--permeated and upheld with Scripture. 

Nevertheless, memories are long. Some extreme Protestants like to say that the Catholic church not only forbade people to read the Bible, but they deliberately kept the Bible in Latin, chained it up in churches and even went so far as to burn popular translations of the Bible. Its true Bibles were chained in churches. Before the days of printing presses books were precious items. They were chained for security reasons-the way a phone book is secured in a phone booth-to make it available to everyone. The Catholic Church allowed translations into the vernacular from the beginning. The earliest English version of the Bible for instance, is a paraphrase version of Genesis dating from the year 670. In a few places the authorities did burn some translations of the Bible which were deliberately faulty or which carried heretical notes, but this was an attempt to preserve the purity of the scriptures, not to keep it from God's people. Remembering that in the Middle Ages most people were illiterate, the pastors and teachers of the Catholic Church instructed the people about the biblical stories in many creative and dramatic ways-not unlike my Sunday School teacher's use of the flannelgraph. 
But in saying all this, ordinary modern Catholics could learn a few lessons from Evangelicals about Bible knowledge. We Catholics need more Bible scholars amongst our pastors. We need more resources for personal Bible reading. We need to understand the Scriptures better to see how our faith is rooted and grounded in the Bible. Our own official teachings encourage us to read, study and learn the Scriptures. Dei Verbum--a document about the God's Word from Second 
Vatican Council says, "...all clergy should remain in close contact with the Scriptures by means of reading and accurate study of the text...similarly the Council earnestly and expressly calls upon all the faithful...to acquire by frequent reading of holy Scripture the excellent knowledge of Jesus Christ (Phil 3.8) for as St.Jerome said, "Ignorance of the Scriptures is indeed ignorance of Christ."' Ecumenism is a two way street. If we have lessons to learn from Evangelicals, many Evangelicals could learn fresh ways of using the Scriptures from us too. Singing the psalms in worship is something 
Catholics can share with Evangelicals, using a lectionary helps pastors choose Biblical readings which harmonise Old Testament and New Testament, taking the congregation on a logical process through each year of worship. Finally, using chosen readings from the Old Testament, the epistles and then the gospels helps focus the worship on Jesus Christ. Using the Scriptures like this is a practical way for the whole word of God in Scripture to point to the Word of God in the flesh-- our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ. 

Catholics and the Bible
- The Catholic Church finally agreed on which writings should go into the Bible at the Council of Rome in 382 AD during the time of Pope Damasus. 
- Damasus encouraged St Jerome to translate the Scriptures into Latin since Latin was the common language of all educated people. 
- In the mid-1400s the Bible started to be translated into European languages. 
- Some Reformers published Bibles with bits missing, faulty translation work and subversive notes. 
- The authorities tried to regulate which Bibles were acceptable in order to control erroneous teaching.
- Throughout the years the Catholic Church encouraged Bible reading, but kept control of the interpretation of the Bible as part of her inspired authority to teach the truth and preserve the unity of the church. 
- Pope Leo XIII published a letter in 1893 encouraging Bible study. Pius XII in 1943 also encouraged the faithful to study and love the Bible.
- The second Vatican Council in the 1960s encouraged all the clergy and people to study the Bible faithfully.

Catholics forgetting Bible: Survey 
http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=8944 
Churchgoers are losing touch with the Bible and Catholics are doing worse than most, statistics show. 

Figures from the 2006 National Church Life Survey showing that of those Australians who go to church, 21 percent read their Bible daily, 14 percent open it a few times a week and 6 percent once a week, The Sydney Morning Herald reports. But 24 percent said they read their Bibles only occasionally, 18 percent hardly ever and 17 percent said they never read the Bible on their own as a private devotional activity, according to the research, which is based on a survey of 500,000 churchgoers from 22 denominations. 

The most diligent Bible readers are Pentecostals, with 72 percent saying they read the holy book daily or a few times a week, followed by Baptists (62 percent), Anglicans (46 percent), Lutherans (41 percent) and Uniting (43 percent). Dragging down the other denominations are Catholics, of whom 59 percent confess they rarely consult their Bibles. 

"This is a private devotional activity that some faith traditions strongly affirm," said the survey's director, Ruth Powell. "Personal Bible reading is seen by many churchgoers, particularly Protestants, as part of a core set of devotional practices including prayer and personal reflection ... The Catholic Church traditionally has had a greater role in interpreting the scriptures for individual believers." 

The research has prompted Bible Society NSW to consider a self help guided reading program for the Bible over the next three years on the back of its forthcoming media campaign, which is to focus on the figure of Jesus to resurrect interest in Christianity. 

The Jesus, All about Life campaign has the backing of 15 churches and organisations including the Salvation Army, Baptist churches and Hillsong and is to run next September. Negotiations are under way with the Catholic Church. 

The four to six week campaign next September will feature TV and billboard advertising, and have a budget of about $2 million, the Herald says. 
Source: Confession: fewer know their Bible (Sydney Morning Herald, 10/9/08) 
Readers’ comments:

(1) History - Why didn't people in the middle ages read the Bible?
This section was researched by Art Sippo, Fr. Terry Donahue and Mark Bonocore
The Bible was on scrolls and parchments during the early centuries of Christianity. No one had a "Bible". Even into the Middle Ages, each Bible was written by hand. Most people were, at best, only functionally literate. That is partially why they used stained glass windows and art to tell the Bible story. The printing press was not invented until 1436 by Johann Gutenberg. So prior to 1436, the idea of everybody having a Bible was out of the question, even if they could read. Yeah, I know it's hard to imagine a world without photocopiers, printing presses, email, and web sites - but hey look at the bright side - no SPAM!
After the invention of the press, prior to Luther's Bible being published in German, there had been over 20 versions of the whole Bible translated into the various German dialects (High and Low) by Catholics. Similarly, there were several vernacular versions of the Bible published in other languages both before and after the Reformation. The Church did condemn certain vernacular translations because of what it felt were bad translations and anti-Catholic notes. (Vernacular means native to a region or country)
The Catholic Douay-Rheims version of the whole Bible in English was translated from the Latin Vulgate. It was completed in 1610, one year before the King James Version was published. The New Testament had been published in 1582 and was one of the sources used by the KJV translators. The Old Testament was completed in 1610. 
The Latin Vulgate was always available to anyone who wanted to read it without restriction. Some Evangelicals have said that it would only have been usable by people who read Latin. But in the 16th Century there were no public schools and literacy was not that common, especially among the peasants. Those people who could read had been well educated and could read Latin.
I got an email that said: The Church still had its readings and services in the dead language of Latin ...The Church fought to keep the Bible in Latin even though it could not be understood by most people of the time.
Mark Bonocore responds: 
Latin was far from a dead language. It was the language of theology and science (the language of all educated peoples throughout Europe and beyond) well into the 17th and 18th Centuries. For example, when Isaac Newton published his works on physics, he published them in Latin so that all of Europe could read them. The same was true of all other scientific and scholarly advances. 
The reason that the Protestant reformers used vernacular languages was because a) most educated people did not take the reformers seriously and b) they used the masses to get power for their movement. The pamphlets published by Luther and Calvin were filled with all manner of crude and dirty language (lots of references to "shitting," "pissing," and "farting"), and this was done to capture the imagination of the common man and to create popular uprising against the social establishment. 
The Bible could very much be understood by people with the intelligence and ability to understand its theological content -- most of whom spoke Latin. Most common people of the time, however, could understand neither the language nor the content ...and most common people are still clueless about the content of the Bible today ...which is why Protestants supply "ministers" to interpret it for them. 
We should also remember that the Jews had always kept their Bible in the Hebrew until the 19th Century. The Greek versions of the Jewish Bible made in ancient times had been co-opted by the Christians so the Jews basically abandoned them. Any Jew who wanted the read the Bible was expected to make the effort to learn Hebrew.
Some Evangelicals have accused the Catholics of burning people for reading the Bible. Mark Bonocore responds:
We must be careful not to project modern, American sensibilities (in regard to freedom and justice) into the context of medieval history. In the Middle Ages and before 1776, there was simply no such thing as separation of Church and State ---not in Catholic countries OR in Protestant countries. If we "burned people for reading the Bible," then the Protestants burned people for praying in Latin or hearing the Catholic Mass (something they unquestionably did in England, Geneva, and Scandinavia, etc.). At this time in history, heresy was also a secular crime; and the powers of a particular country treated it as such ... Despite the "spin" that some Evangelicals put on the Catholic position, the Catholic Church was never opposed people reading the Bible. What it opposed was people reading interpretations the Bible apart from the teaching authority of the Church, which would lead to the kinds of problems we have today with 30,000 denominations interpreting Scripture differently. The Bible itself warns against this. (2 Peter 1:20). With the invention of printing, there was a communications explosion, and one suddenly saw lots of people making very poor and heretical translations of the Bible and popularizing them throughout Christendom...The Church tried to stop this. 
The common people of the middle ages had no intellectual defense with which they could make a reasonable judgment about the Truth. They were almost as vulnerable to the heresies that were sweeping through their communities as a person standing in front of a gun today. Except a lot more than their lives was at stake, their eternal lives were in jeopardy. Today, if someone went out into the street and started shooting people, we wouldn't say, "let him go ahead and do it, people can protect themselves...its there own fault if they are shot to death." The Church was very worried that people who were influenced by these heresies were going to spend eternity in hell. No one was punished for simply believing a heresy. The crime was teaching it, and leading others astray. The Church felt it was their job to protect the souls of the innocent. In hindsight, we see that we would have done better by not using force.

Some Evangelicals accuse the Catholic Church of "Chaining Bibles". The Church DID chain Bibles in the Middle Ages; and for the same reason that the Telephone Company chains its directories to the booth -- to prevent people from STEALING them. 
We must remember that each Bible had to be copied by hand and that it took the lifetime of a monk to do this. According to standards today, each one of these Bibles would probably be worth $20,000. Records have been compiled which show that there were 5,000 chained books in 11 Protestant and 2 Catholic libraries. The Reformers, likewise, chained their Bibles in their churches for at least 300 years. Therefore, Catholics were not alone in chaining Bibles.

(2) Bible reading earlier this Century
I did not grow up Catholic but I've interviewed dozens of older Catholics, and ex Catholics, including those who now go to Evangelical Churches, to try to gain an understanding of the charge that Catholics weren't allowed to read their Bibles in the 1930's - 1970's. 
It is true that earlier in this century, in some Catholic circles, people were not encouraged to read their Bibles. This discouragement was a mistake. The Church does not claim that these types of mistakes have not been made. Catholics believe that although the teaching of the Church is "infallible" on matters of doctrine, the Church is not "indefectable." Sometimes God chooses people who fall. He has done that since the beginning of the Church. (i.e., Judas)
It was never forbidden to read the Bible. But some priests were worried that congregations would come up with dozens of conflicting interpretations of Scripture. These priests knew of over 300 Protestant denominations who had distinct beliefs about the interpretation of Scripture. Many of these interpretations conflicted with each other yet every one of them claimed divine inspiration. As a whole, neither Catholics or Evangelicals are into relativism (which says there are many truths). So we have to conclude that the vast majority of conflicting Evangelical biblical interpretations are incorrect since only one can be true. (Perhaps this is a powerful argument against Sola Scriptura - Bible alone.) Some priests saw this divisional process in Protestant circles and felt it was a danger. 
Eleanor, an elderly lady in our Church, explained to me that Catholics went to Catholic school. That was in the day when they really were religious based schools. They had religion class for 40 minutes every morning which taught the basics of the faith, including many articles based on Scripture and Latin. (Those who think Jesus is about "Relation" not "Religion" may want to go here) The Evangelical counterpart to this was once a week of Sunday School. Eleanor loved the nuns who were her teachers. Eleanor's mother went to Church every morning at 6 am. Even though the Mass was in Latin, the Bible readings were in English. As mentioned above, there were four readings at every Mass. Most families had a family Bible although it is true they favoured hearing the Bible reading during Mass where there would be a homily explaining the readings. Joan, a lady in our church said this:
...in grade 6 or 7 all the students in our class were given the New Testament and encouraged to read it every day. The teacher (a nun) started us with the Acts of the Apostles and I remember becoming soooo excited...and I still get that way! ...I do remember being told by my grade one teacher...to listen well to the Bible readings at Mass on Sunday because that was Jesus talking to us...My grandmother used to quote Scripture to her neighbors...She heard it at church or from the priests and remembered it...and used it!

(3) What's it like today? Do Catholics read the Bible?
Today, Catholics who are faithful to the teaching of the Church are totally into the Word. The level of education is higher than it has ever been and people are better able to comprehend its meaning. The New American Bible has a preface from the Vatican that regular private Scripture study is a blessing (an indulgence is received) to all Catholics who crack open the Word. I love digging into the Word with my Evangelical friends. And hey, my Bible was not copied out by hand. Thank God for the printing press. Posted By: Ida
And of course the Divine Office, which the Church has for centuries required as COMPULSORY daily prayerful reading for all priests and nearly all brothers and nuns (and is increasingly read by Catholic laity) consists mostly of further huge chunks of the Bible. 
And the Catholic Church is as far as I know the ONLY church which gives indulgences of remission of the temporal punishment due for sins, to those who prayerfully read the Bible. -Posted by Ronk
Who gave us the Bible in English?
http://www.catholicapologetics.info/scripture/translations/english.htm 

By David Goldstein LL.D

"Who Gave Us Our Bible?" is a timely topic. It is of vital import, as the knowledge of its origin would go a long way towards the unity in Christendom, which is more needed today than ever before, as the enemy of the Word of God has been, and continues to be, extending his atheistic, liberty-denying domination over country after country.

Protestants claim that two violators of their solemn, God-given priestly vows, Wycliff and Tyndale, as "first translators of the entire Bible into the English language." This isunquestionably contrary to historic fact. Surely the declaration of Blessed Thomas More, to the contrary of there assertion, ought to convince protestants of the error of there judgment. Their unhistoric assertion was positively denied by this Lord Chancellor of England, whose sublime devotedness to the principles set forth in the Bible caused him to submit willingly to decapitation rather than accept the declaration of the House of Commons, that "the King, (Henry VIII) is head of the Church immediately under God"; and for taking this Father of this English Reformation to task for divorcing his wife, Catharine, and entering into Godless relations with Anne Boleyn. 
Blessed Thomas More said, "The whole Bible long before Wyclifi's day (100 years before Tyndale lived) was translated into the English tongue, and by good and godly people with devotion and soberness well and reverently read" (Dialogues, 3). There are many other historic declarations that prove the error of there assumption that the world had to wait until the two Benedict Arnolds in the religious world translated the Bible, before the people could read it in English. Sir Francis Palgrave said, in his History of England, that "From the Anglo-Saxon age down to Wycliffe, we in England can show such a succession of Biblical versions in metre and prose, as are not equaled amongst any other nation in Europe."

The Coverdale Bible based, as Protestants rightly say, on Tyndale's translation, was "the forerunner of the Authorized Version (1611)." But protestants fail to realize that this "Authorized Version" contains evidence that positively refutes there assertion that the translation of the Bible into English is of Wycliff-Tyndale origin. After enumerating the many converted nations that had the Scriptures in their own language, the world was told in the preface of that Protestant Bible, that "much about the time (1360), even in King Richard the Second's days, John Trevisa translated them into English, and many English Bibles in written hand are yet to be seen that divers translated..., so that to have the Scriptures in the mother tongue is not a quaint conceit lately taken up and out in practice of old, even from the first times of the conversion of any nation." For more examples of this point please see the appendix
The Protestant assumption that the Bible was circulated by The Catholic Church in Latin to keep it for an exclusive class, is a disregard of the fact that Latin was the language of all educated people in Europe; that English was a new language at the end of the 14th century. Why the very name, "the Vulgate," or "popular version, given St. Jerome's famous translation into Latin, in the 4th century, evidences the fact that the Catholic Church made the Scriptures available for the populace.

Surely Protestants cannot logically say that the"church," always using a small c, kept the Bible from the common people; and then say, "In the early church men and women were urged to read the Scriptures and children were trained from their earliest years toread them." Also that "Great care was taken by the Fathers of the church to secure the speedy translation of the Scriptures into the different languages of the several nations as they were converted to Christianity. Eusebius, the historian, says 'they were translated into all languages throughout the world,' and Theodoret declares that 'Every nation under heaven hath the Scriptures in its own tongue'."

Protestants inadvertently pay honor to the Catholic Church in the above statement, despite there loquacious anti-Catholicity. The "early church" must have been the Catholic Church, the one and the only Christian Church that has the historic credentials to prove her to have existed   during "the earliest years." Surely NO Protestant church can claim to be "the early church," nor any part of it. These sects owe their existence to MEN, who organized their first Congregations 15 centuries after the Catholic Church began to function in Jerusalem.

Still further, there declaration that the Scriptures were translated for "the several nations as were converted" must refer to the Catholic Church, though protestants did not tell there congregation that historic truth. This declaration of mine is based upon the historic fact that every nation converted to Christianity was converted by the Catholic Church. To say, as protestants did in the above quote, that "the early church," assuming it not to be the Catholic Church, kept the Scriptures from the people, and then to name Eusebius and Theodoret as having declared the Scriptures to have been translated into the language "of every nation under heaven" is a half truth. It kept there congregation from knowing the Eusebius was the Catholic Church Bishop of Caesarea; and Theodoret was the Catholic Church Bishop of Cyprus.

Protestants also inadvertently paid honor to the Catholic Church, though the members of there congregation did not realize it, when protestants declared that Theophilus, Irenaeus, and Clement used "the Scripture writings that are in the Old and New Testaments during the Apostolic age," while refraining from naming the religious status of those historic personages. Perhaps this was due to fear lest the knowledge that they were members of the hierarchy of the Church protestants assume to have kept the Scriptures from the people, might obliterate the anti-Catholic animus protestants instill into the hearts of the members of there congregation. Protestants surely know that Theophilus was Bishop of the Catholic Church in Antioch; Irenaeus was Bishop of the Catholic Church in Lyons; and that Clement was Bishop of Rome, occupant of the Chair of Peter, the third Pope.

The question, "Who Gave Us Our Bible?" necessitated an explanation of the canon of sacred Scripture, which Protestants did, though inadequately. Protestants declared that "the universal church called the Council of Carthage in the Year 397 under the influence of Augustine," whom protestants designated "the most Protestant bishop of pre-Reformation days; (which Council) settled the New Testament canon of 27 books." What, save there anti-Catholic mentality, prompted protestants to hide the identity of the Church that gave the Christian Bible to the world, by forming its canon of Scripture? Surely no Church could rightly be called "the universal church," even without the capitals U and C, during the days of the Council of Carthage, save the Church under the world jurisdiction of the occupant of the Chair of Peter. Remember, my dear Protestant, that a half-truth is not the truth. Their oratorical legerdemain beats the pulling of a rabbit out of an empty hat. This was evidenced in conjuring up in there cranium the declaration that Augustine, who was canonized by the Catholic Church for his sublime Catholicity, was "the most Protestant bishop of pre-Reformation days." If the fathers of the so-called "Reformation" were as opposite to Protestantism in principle and religious affiliation as was St. Augustine, rest assured there would never have been a German or an English "Reformation," with the resultant echoing and re-echoing of false and contradictory Bible concepts.

St. Augustine was most competently and ardently Catholic in every sense of the term. Therefore he recognized the bishop of Rome, the Pope, as supreme in Christian religious authority by virtue of the "keys" given to Peter and his successors, along with the authority to "bind and loose" in matters of faith and morals (St. Mat. 16:17-20). Surely there was no Protestantism in the declaration of St. Augustine, that "For my part, I would not have believed the Gospel if I had not been influenced by the authority of the Catholic Church" (Contra Epist. Fund.).

Their acceptance of the New Testament Council of Carthage canon of 27 New Testament books, means the acceptance of the authority of the Catholic Church, deny it as vigorously as Protestants are able. That Council, called by Bishop Aurelius of the Catholic See of Carthage, made up of 43 Catholic Church bishops, including St. Augustine, Bishop of Hippo, recognized the supreme authority of the occupant of the Chair of Peter, Pope St. Siricius, in determining the authenticity of its canon of Scripture. Therefore the Council of Carthage voted to "let the Church beyond the sea (Rome) be consulted before confirming the canon."

Misunderstanding or deliberate misrepresentation only can account for there failure to credit the origin of the Bible to the Catholic Church. Even one of her most bitter enemies, the Father of Protestanism, acknowledged that historic fact. Martin Luther said condescendingly and offensively in his Commentary on St. John chapter XIV, that "We are compelled to concede to the papists that they have the Word of God; that we received it from them, and that without them we should have had no knowledge of it at all." A Christian Bible must be made up of the books in the Old Testament, as well as the books in the New Testament. Hence the Council of Carthage included the Septuagint version of 46 Old Testament books in its canon of sacred Scripture. Protestants hold, as do all Protestant ministers, that 7 of these 46 books are "apocrypha" (spurious). This was denied by St. Cyril, Bishop of Alexandria, eleven centuries before Protestantism began to inflict the religious world with its counterfeit editions of the Bible.

The Septuagint translation was made during the third century before the Christian era, at "a time when the Jews were no longer able to understand Aramaic, nor, for that matter, read Hebrew. That is why the Hebrew Bible had to be translated into Greek, the well known Septuagint version," as was declared in The Pictorial History of the Jewish People" (N.Y; 1953). Theological Seminary of America says, "One of the most important translations ever made" (The Jews: Their History, Culture and Religion, vol.3, p.748).

The Septuagint version of Sacred Scripture, which the Jewish Encyclopedia declares to be "the most important of all versions made by the Jews" (vol.3, p. 186), was made by 72 official translators, 'six learned, wise and saintly scribes from each of the twelve tribes of Israel," selected by High Priest Eleazar of Jerusalem, the world's supreme religious authority of his time. Eleazar furnished the translators with his most precious manuscripts of 46 books of sacred Jewish Scripture for translation. That translation included the 7 books Protestantism rejects, the translation that Vallentine's Encyclopedia of Jewish knowledge says "was greeted with enthusiasm by the Jews everywhere upon its appearance" (p.592)

Their cocksure declarations regarding the Bible, that are not so, are simply amazing. For instance, protestants set forth the Protestant used canon of 39 books, against the Catholic used Septuagint canon of 46 books, declaring that the Septuagint was rejected by the Palestine Jews, without designating which Palestine Jews. Surely it was not rejected by the Jews who were religiously under the jurisdiction of the High Priests during the years when Judaism functioned as the religion of Almighty God; when the Jews had a priesthood, and a Temple with the one Altar divinely permitted for the offering of the Mosaic sacrifices. It was the Jews in Jabneh, the port city of Palestine, who rejected the Septuagint during the days after the Veil in the Temple was rent; when the Mosaic regulations were divinely a thing of the historic past; after Judaism had full-blossomed into Christianity. Vallentine's Encyclopedia of Jewish Knowledge says that the making of the 39 book canon "took place at the synod of Jabneh, in 90 A.D. (note the date), soon after the destruction of the Temple, at the instigation of Rabbi Akiba" (p.94).

Evidently Protestants know not Rabbi Akiba who instigated the 39 book canon, which Protestants, and all other Protestant ministers, have embraced. In the first place, Rabbi Akiba had no legitimate authority to form a canon of Scripture, such as the Jews had during the days of High Priest Eleazar; and the Catholics in the Council of Carthage had during the days of Pope St. Siricius. Secondly, Rabbi Akiba was a deadly enemy of our Messianic Lord. St. Justin (100-165 A.D.) said that Akiba "persecuted the Jewish Christians, and gave orders that if they would not deny Jesus and execrate His name, they would be tortured" (1st Apology XXXL). Akiba proclaimed a bold, fighting individual, named Simeon, the Messiah, giving him the name Bar Kochba, "Son of the Star." He led the futile revolt against the forces of Hadrian for the recapture of Jerusalem, at the cost of the lives of over half a million misled Jews.

Protestants fail to realize that it was the anti-Christianism in Jewry that prompted the rejection of the Septuagint; and the making of the Akiba-instigated canon of Scripture which Protestantism embraced. Vallentine's Encyclopedia of Jewish Knowledge says, that "the appearance of the Septuagint was greeted with enthusiasm by the Jews everywhere, but with the rise of the Christian sect and its adoption of this version of its Bible, the Jews began to denounce it vehemently, accusing the Christians of falsifying the Greek text here and there" (London, 1938, p.592).  the rejection of the Septuagint" was partly due because it had become accepted as sacred by another faith."

Let's look at just one more before ending this lengthy factual indictment. Here it is: "Jesus was a Palestinian Jew (which He was, hence) He acknowledged the authority of the Palestinian (Akiba) Scriptures." The facts are these: First, that spurious Protestant-accepted Old Testament canon of Scripture was non-existent during the years of our Lord's sojourn in Palestine; Secondly, about 270 quotations in the New Testament are from the Septuagint version of Old Testament Scripture, which was used by Jesus and the Apostles: Third, Peloubet's (Protestant) Bible Dictionary attests to the fact that the Septuagint "was the chief storehouse from which both Christ and the Apostles drew their proofs and precepts" (p. 604).

Who Gave Us Our Bible? meaning their Protestant Bible? The answer is given in this communication. The New Testament part of it came from the Catholic Church; the Old Testament part of it came from Rabbi Akiba.



THE APPENDIX
"To refute once more the common fallacy that John Wycliff was the first to place an English translation of the Scriptures in the hands of the English people in 1382. 
To anyone that has investigated the real facts of the case, this fondly-cherished notion must seem truly ridiculous...To begin far back, we have a copy of the work of Caedmon, a monk of Whitby, in the end of the seventh century, consisting of great portions of the Bible in the common tongue. In the next century we have the well-known translations of Venerable Bede, a monk of Jarrow, who died whilst busy with the Gospel of St. John. In the same (eighth) century we have the copies of Eadhelm, Bishop of Sherborne; of Guthlac, a hermit near Peterborough; and of Egbert, Bishop of Holy Island; these were all in Saxon, the language understood and spoken by the Christians of that time. Coming down a little later, we have the free translations of King Alfred the Great who was working at the Psalms when he died, and of Aelfric, Archbishop of Canterbury; as well as popular renderings of Holy Scripture like the Book of Durham, and the Rushworth Gloss and others that have survived the wreck of ages. After the Norman conquest in 1066, Anglo-Norman or Middle-English became the language of England, and consequently the next translations of the Bible we meet with are in that tongue. There are several specimens still known, such as the paraphrase of Orm (About 1150) and the Salus Animae (1250), the translations of William Shoreham and Richard Rolle, hermit of Hampole (died 1349). I say advisedly ‘specimens' for those that have come down to us are merely indications of a much greater number that once existed, but afterwards perished." (Where we got the Bible 1911)

In the preface of The Coverdale Bible the world was told that "much about the time (1360), even in King Richard the Second's days, John Trevisa translated them into English, and many English Bibles in written hand are yet to be seen that divers translated..., so that to have the Scriptures in the mother tongue is not a quaint conceit lately taken up and out in practice of old, even from the first times of the conversion of any nation."

Anglican dignitary, Dean Hook, tells us that "Long before Wycliff’s time there had been translator’s of the Holy Writ." (Where we got the Bible 1911)

The Protestant scholar Mr. Karl Pearson, says: "The Catholic Church has quite enough to answer for, but in the 15th century it certainly did not hold back the Bible from the folk: and it gave them in the vernacular (i.e. their own tongue) a long series of devotional works which for language and religious sentiment have never been surpassed. Indeed, we are inclined to think it made a mistake in allowing the masses such ready access to the Bible. It ought to have recognized the Bible once for all as a work absolutely unintelligible without a long course of historical study, and, so far as it was supposed to be inspired, very dangerous in the hands of the ignorant." (Academy, August, 1885)

The Encyclopedia Britannica declares that: "(In) Eadwine's Psalterium triplex, (A.D. 1180) which contained the Latin version accompanied by Anglo-Norman and Anglo-Saxon renderings, appeared... By 1361 a translation of most of Scripture in this dialect (Anglo-Norman) had been executed."(© 1999-2000 Britannica) This was 20 years before Wycliffe "translated" his version "From August 1380 until the summer of 1381, Wycliffe was in his rooms at Queen's College, busy with his plans for a translation of the Bible" (© 1999-2000 Britannica)

St. Thomas More, Lord Chancellor of England, said in his "Dialogue" (p.138), that:"the whole Bible was long before Wycliff's day (who lived during the century before Tyndale) by virtuous and well learned men translated into the English tongue and by good and godly people with devotion and soberness, well and reverendly read . . ."

Even Cranner, Henry Viii's Archbishop of Canterbury, said in the preface of the "Great Bible," that the. Holy Bible: "was translated and read in the Saxon tongue, which at that time was the mother tongue, whereof there remaineth yet divers copies. ..; and when this language waxed old and out of common use, it was translated into the (English) language, whereof yet also many copies remain and be daily found."

The very Preface of the 1611 Authorized Version says: "Bede by Cister- tiensis, to have turned a great part of them (the books of scripure) into Saxon: Efnard by Trithemius, to have abridged the French Psalter, as Beded had done the Hebrew, about the year 800: King Alfred by the said Cistertien- sis, to have turned the Psalter into Saxon: [Polydor. Virg. 5 histor.] ...even in our King Richard the second's days , John Trevisa translated them into English, and many English Bibles in written hand are yet to be seen with divers, translated as it is very probable, in that age".

Even Foxe, the martyologist, makes the same acknowledgment: "If history be well examined we shall find both before the conquest and after, as well before John Wickliffe was born as since, the whole body of the scriptures was by Sundry men translated into our country tongue." (This was in 1571, in the declaration to Queen Elizabeth, written by Foxe). "In England there were current from early times (A.D. 800) vernacular versions of the Bible, especially of the Gospels, since the Gospel was often read at Mass in the vernacular after its recitation in Latin" (The Columbia Encyclopedia, copyright 1958, p. 197)

Archbishop Ussher of Armagh quotes a fragment from the Worcester Cathedral library, "The Venerable Bede translated the Bible, at least the greater part of it, into English, in many copies of his version are sill found in English monasteries." (Historia Dogmatica, 1763, XII, page 356)

"The Latin Vulgate (q.v.), from which a considerable number of versions were made into that form of English commonly called Anglo-Saxon, the most noted translators being Aldhelm, Bishop of Sherborn, Bede (8th c.); Alfred (6thc.); and Aelfric (10th c.)." (The Imperial Encyclopedia and Dictionary, volume 4, copyright 1902)

Early translations of the Bible in general
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This is an account of early translations of the Bible. Patrick Duffy draws on Henry Wansbrough OSB’s book, The Story of the Bible: How it came to us (Darton, Longman and Todd 2006). GeneralisationThe generalisation is that the Old Testament was written in Hebrew, while the New Testament was written in Greek. But one Old Testament book, […]
This is an account of early translations of the Bible. Patrick Duffy draws on Henry Wansbrough OSB’s book, The Story of the Bible: How it came to us (Darton, Longman and Todd 2006).
Generalisation
The generalisation is that the Old Testament was written in Hebrew, while the New Testament was written in Greek.

But one Old Testament book, Wisdom, and some additions to Daniel (Ch 3 – The Song of the Children in the Fiery Furnace, Ch 13 – Susanna and the elders and Ch 14 – Bel and the Dragon) were composed in Greek and though not accepted as part of the Jewish scriptures (or of Protestants bibles), they do form part of the Catholic canon of scripture.  They are sometimes numbered among called “deuterocanonical” (= somewhat 2nd class) or “apocryphal” (two senses 1. = hidden or rarely seen.  2. = not fully authentic).  For more on the Apocryphal Books, see http://members.aol.com/twarren13/apoc.html
The whole bible
In the mid fourth century the bible was translated into Gothic – an East Germanic language that has since disappeared from the areas of Scythia, Dacia and Pannonia.  This was done by Ulfilas (318-388), an Arian missionary to those areas ordained bishop by Eusebius in Constantinople.  Saint Mesrob (360-440) translated into Armenian.  And around the same time there were translations into Syriac, Coptic, Geez (Ethiopic) and Georgian. Vetus Latina (Old Latin) is a collective name given to the biblical texts in Latin that were translated before St Jerome’s Vulgate became the standard bible for Latin-speaking Western Christians.  http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/15367a.htm
The Vulgate (380-404)
In the year 382 Jerome (340-420), on the orders of Pope Damasus began translating the Old Testament from the Greek version (the Septuagint) into Latin for what became known as the Vulgate (Latin versio vulgata = “the common i.e. popular, version).  At that time, the authority of the Septuagint was so strong that he thought of it as “the original” which he began to translate, but he also was careful to check it against other (Hebrew and Aramaic) sources.  
But by 390 after contact with Jewish scholars he took the revolutionary step of going back to the original Hebrew (what he now came to call “hebraica veritas” (= “the Hebrew truth”) in order to prevent the Jews reproaching Christians with the accusation of the falsity of its scriptures.  By doing this he certainly seems to accord, at least in his own mind, a special authority to Hebrew as the original language of composition.

Origen (185-254) had provided a six column parallel reading of different versions (two in Hebrew and four in Greek) which Jerome used.  Origen also wisely left room in his concept of inspiration for divine guidance in the transmission of the text.  Jerome tried to be more faithful to the original Hebrew text, but he wasn’t always as successful as his ideal might have wished.

While allowing that some translators do better than others, it is not unreasonable to maintain allowance for some divine guidance for translators even today.
Most modern Catholic translations of the Old Testament use the original Hebrew manuscripts and refer to the Septuagint to decide between different possible translations where the Hebrew text is unclear, corrupt or ambiguous.
The Orthodox Church
On the other hand, the Eastern Orthodox Church prefers the Septuagint as the basis for translating the Old Testament into other languages, and the Greek Orthodox Church (which has no need for translation) continues to use the Septuagint as its official text in its liturgy today. 
Slavonic languages (884)
One of the most important early translations of the Middle Ages was that done into the Slavonic language by Saint Methodius, reputedly in six months (March to October 884).  He and his brother Cyril went as missionaries to Greater Moravia and after controversy with some intruding German bishops went to Rome where Pope Adrian II (867-872) warmly received them, authenticated their mission and encouraged their project of a Slavic liturgy in Moravia.  It was to develop this project that they had trained assistants and translated the bible.  This had an enormous effect on the development of East European languages, bibles and liturgies.

For more on this story, see http://j2.catholicireland.net/pages/index.php?nd=68&art=771
For information on translations into other languages, see http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/15367a.htm
The all-in-one Latin bible: a pandect
Cassiodorus (490-585) was Roman soldier and statesman who on his retirement became a monk and established a monastery and library at Vivarium near Naples (490-583).  Among the accumulated treasures of the library he established were an all-in-one Latin bible, called a pandect (Gk pan = everything, and dechomai = receive, take hold of).  Cassiodorus mentions having three copies.  One of these was in nine volumes, but the other two were the whole Old and New Testaments in one volume.

However, the earliest extant pandect bible is the Codex Amiatinus.  It was produced in the early 8th century at the double monastery at Wearmouth and Jarrow near Tyneside in England.  The Abbot Ceolfrid was bringing it to Rome to present it to the Pope when he died en route in Florence (715), where it is now at the Bibliotheca Laurentiana there.  It needs two men to carry it (40 kilos) and would have required the skins of more than 500 calves to produces its pages!

Saint Jerome: The Perils of a Bible Translator

https://www.smp.org/resourcecenter/resource/2637/
By Fr. Leslie J. Hoppe, September 1, 1997
About this article

This September 1997 article from St. Anthony Messenger gives new insight into how Catholics read the Bible, tracing that practice back to the fourth century when a young priest was commissioned to produce a Latin text of the Gospels for liturgy. As Latin began to replace Greek as the common language in the western part of the empire, the need for a Bible in Latin was great. Pope Damascus chose Jerome for his trilingual abilities in Greek, Hebrew, and Latin. The article gives background on Jerome's early years and discusses challenges that arose in his work, such as his insistence that original Hebrew texts be used instead of the Greek translation.
“What is the best translation of the Bible?” 
This is the question that people who teach biblical studies hear more than any other. A bewildering abundance of alternatives is available to those who want to begin reading the Bible. This long list will grow because the Bible will continue to nourish the faith and life of believers, because scholars will learn more about the ancient languages in which the Bible was written, and because the English language will continue to evolve. New translations of the Bible are a practical necessity.

This is not new. In the fourth century A.D., the language spoken in the Roman Empire began to change. Before that time, Greek was the dominant language. People of every ethnic background in the empire spoke Greek in addition to their native tongue. The Romans encouraged this since they saw themselves as the heirs of Greek culture and civilization.

Gradually Latin, the language spoken by the Romans, began to replace Greek as the common language in the western part of the empire. This had a significant impact on the Church since its Bible was in Greek. The New Testament, of course, was written in Greek. Christians used the Septuagint, a Greek version of the Hebrew Bible, as its version of the Old Testament. (The word septuagint is derived from the Latin word for 70 and is based on a legend that the Greek translation was the work of 70 translators.) Because fewer and fewer Christians in the West could read or understand Greek, the Church faced a serious pastoral problem. How could the Bible remain accessible to believers?

If the Bible were to continue shaping Christian faith and life, it had to be rendered in Latin. Responding to this pastoral need, Christian scholars produced several versions of the Bible in Latin. Unfortunately, none of these has survived to the present. We know them only from citations of individual texts in early theological works.

While these translations made the Bible accessible, they were flawed on two counts. First, they were not the product of careful study of ancient manuscripts. The necessity of copying ancient texts by hand introduced many errors into Greek texts of the Bible. Also, the first Latin Bibles translated the Greek text of the Old Testament—not the Hebrew text. Second, the Latin in these early translations was not the best. It was far too colloquial. None of these Latin translations was authorized and none acquired that position that the Greek had. Pope Damasus wanted a good, serviceable and authorized Latin text of the Gospels for the liturgy. In 382, he commissioned a young priest named Jerome to revise the Latin versions of the Gospels that were in circulation.


Too Smart for His Own Good?
Who was this Jerome the pope chose for this task? Jerome was the pope’s private secretary, but the commission that Damasus gave Jerome was no political appointment. Jerome was a good choice.

Like any good translator, Jerome had a flair for languages. He was “trilingual.” He could speak, write and understand Latin, Greek and Hebrew—something that few others could do. Jerome also studied Aramaic and could read it competently, but he admitted having a problem with pronunciation. He could speak Syriac and had some acquaintance with Arabic.

What made Jerome the logical choice for the pope’s commission in addition to his linguistic competence in the languages of the East was his training in the Latin classics. He began his study of rhetoric in Rome when he was a boy of 12. Donatus, his teacher, was a famous Latin grammarian.

Jerome seems to have reproached himself later in life for the secular color of his education. He wrote that he spent his youth in the company of grammarians, rhetoricians and philosophers. He once had a nightmare in which he saw himself before the judgment seat of God, who asked Jerome, “Who are you?” Jerome replied, “A Christian,” but God corrected him: “You are a liar. You are not a Christian but a Ciceronian.”

When Jerome awoke, he promised to read the books of God with greater fervor than he devoted to his study of “the books of men.” Jerome was uniquely prepared to translate the Scriptures into Latin because he was both a Christian and a Ciceronian. The touch of an outstanding linguist and scholar—like the Roman Cicero—was sorely needed.

Jerome fulfilled his commission by producing a revision of the Gospels. He took care to concern himself not only with his literary craft but also with his own moral response to the Gospel. He must have enjoyed his work because he produced a Latin translation of the Psalms and a few Old Testament books, too. This experience led Jerome to commit himself to a project that occupied him for more than 20 years and proved to be his lasting claim to fame: the translation of other parts of the Bible from the original languages into Latin.

Pope Damasus died in 384. Jerome was a leading candidate to succeed his patron, but another priest of Rome, Siricius, was elected. The new pope did not admire Jerome as much as Damasus had. In addition, Jerome probably did not want to stay in the city that preferred another as its bishop, so he left Rome forever shortly after the new pope took office.
Jerome went first to Antioch, then to Alexandria before settling in Bethlehem in the fall of 386. He was joined by several women whom he had served as spiritual guide while in Rome. Paula, one of these women, founded three convents of women and one for men.

If Jerome had been elected pope, his pastoral responsibilities would have taken all his time and energy. After Jerome arrived at Bethlehem, he began a most productive career as a translator and commentator. He became convinced that producing a good Latin translation required more than simply revising existing translations.

In the case of the Old Testament, Jerome decided that his translation had to consider the Hebrew version of the books. He could not rely on the Septuagint alone. This was not an easy or popular decision. Christians accorded a high status to the Septuagint. Many thought that this Greek version of the Old Testament was itself inspired, making any reference to the Hebrew version unnecessary. Jerome disagreed.

At a time when there were conscious efforts to distance the Church from its Jewish background, Jerome not only went to the Hebrew Bible but also sought help with difficult texts from Jews. In particular, Jerome acknowledged his debt to his Jewish teachers for helping him with the Book of Job whose Hebrew is difficult. Not all Jerome’s fellow Christians appreciated his efforts. They denigrated his translations as being “tainted with Judaism.”


Riots over Jonah
Saint Augustine was one of Jerome’s opponents. He suggested that, by basing his Latin translation on the Hebrew Bible rather than on the Septuagint, Jerome was driving a wedge between Christians of the East and West since the Greek-speaking Christians of the East were still using the Septuagint.

To illustrate the folly of Jerome’s approach, Augustine told him the tale of a bishop from Tripoli who authorized Jerome’s new translation for use in his church. When the people heard the Old Testament lesson from Jonah, it was so unfamiliar that they protested the bishop’s innovation by rioting in the streets. Augustine saw this as proof that Jerome’s “Hebrew” version was a serious mistake.

Fortunately, not all Christians reacted as did Augustine and the people of Tripoli, but it did take a long time before the Church in the West became accustomed to Jerome’s translation. While no riots appear to have been caused in our century by new translations, many people do feel uncomfortable and complain when they hear familiar biblical stories rendered in unfamiliar words.

As serious as these problems were, Jerome had to deal every day with the practical difficulties of translation. One problem was the character of Latin. In Jerome’s day, it was a fixed language that resisted new vocabulary. But Latin did not have words that corresponded to some of the religious language of the Bible. This required adopting Greek words into Latin or forcing Latin words to bear new meanings. All this made Jerome’s translation sound strange to ears accustomed to the older Latin versions.

A familiar text like the Lord’s Prayer illustrates Jerome’s problems. The Greek word that is rendered as daily in the phrase “Give us this day our daily bread” is not the usual Greek word for daily. In fact, outside the two occurrences in the Matthean and Lucan versions of the Lord’s Prayer, that word occurs only once in all of classical Greek literature. The older Latin versions translated the Greek word as quotidianum (“daily”) in Latin.

Jerome believed this to be inaccurate so he attempted another rendering, which he may have coined himself: supersubstantialem (Matthew 6:11). Not hesitating to change the wording of a text as familiar as the Lord’s Prayer showed Jerome’s courage. At the same time, Jerome was flexible. In his translation of Luke’s version of the Lord’s Prayer, Jerome kept quotidianum (Luke 11:3). In its liturgy, the Church uses the Matthean version of the Lord’s Prayer though it kept quotidianum, which is the basis of all English translations of the prayer. Otherwise, we might be saying, “Give us this day our supersubstantial bread.”


Wary of Word for Word
While Jerome was an accomplished and careful translator, he was not a dogmatic one. He translated idiom for idiom, and not always word for word. For example, he produced at least three translations of the psalms in his attempt to capture and illuminate these prayers of the Church.

Jerome’s translation grated on the ears of contemporaries like Augustine because Jerome’s idea of translation differed from that generally held in his day. Most translators of the Scripture in the era before Jerome believed that the language of the original must dominate the new language. In part, this attitude reflected the belief that the smallest linguistic detail of the biblical text was divinely inspired and had its particular significance. The translator was expected to preserve this by rendering the original as literally as possible.

Jerome believed that a good translator will give the new language equal weight with the original and will try to make the translation equivalent to the original not just in meaning but also in quality of style. Any translation should reflect the new language used at its best—this Jerome learned from Cicero.

The principle that Jerome used as he translated was not “word for word” but “sense for sense.” Today the type of translation that Jerome favored is called “dynamic equivalence” and is found, for example, in The Liturgical Psalter sponsored by the International Committee on English in the Liturgy and published by Liturgical Training Publications of Chicago.

While Jerome may have gotten his idea of what a translation should be from his rhetorical training, he also found a precedent for it in the Bible itself. He remarked on the looseness with which Old Testament passages are cited in the New Testament. Still, he noted that, while the words may differ, the meaning does not. Jerome felt that he had backing from both Cicero and the Bible for avoiding literalism in his translation of the Old Testament.



Narrow Role in a Big Book
The result of efforts to provide a new Latin translation of the Bible is popularly known as the Vulgate, a word derived from the Latin and meaning “common” or “commonly known.” But Jerome was not responsible for the Vulgate as it has come down to us. The only New Testament books he worked on were the Gospels.

It is natural to assume that, after completing his work on the Gospels, Jerome would have then turned to the rest of the New Testament, but there is little evidence that he did. After he published his revision of the Old Latin Gospels, Jerome turned to the Old Testament. In the course of 15 years of work, Jerome translated all the books of the Hebrew Bible.

It is a mistake to identify his work with the Vulgate as it exists today. In Jerome’s time, most manuscripts of the Bible in Latin contained only a few books—not the entire Bible. Assembling manuscripts to make a complete Bible usually meant bringing together manuscripts from a variety of Latin translations. The Vulgate was created by assembling books from a variety of sources, including Jerome. That is how the rest of the New Testament became connected with his work.

As is the case with any new translation, it took a while for people to become accustomed to the new phraseology. They quickly accepted his revision of the Gospels since it had a certain official status. After all, the pope commissioned it. Also, his work on the Gospels was conservative. He did not offer a fresh translation but simply revised the Old Latin translations that were already familiar to readers.


Back to the Beginnings
Translation of the Old Testament was another matter. Jerome undertook translating the Old Testament on his own initiative, so his translation had to achieve acceptance on its own merits. If Jerome had simply revised the Old Latin versions of the Old Testament, his work would have enjoyed more popularity in his lifetime, but Jerome presented an entirely new Latin translation of the Old Testament based on the ancient Hebrew text.

Jerome preferred to base his translation of the Old Testament on the Hebrew Bible with which most Christians were unfamiliar rather than on the familiar Septuagint—at least through the medium of the Old Latin versions. This preference affected not only his translation of Old Testament books but also his view of the Old Testament canon.

The Septuagint contained several books that are not in the Hebrew Bible. The rabbis of Palestine did not regard as inspired the books in the Septuagint that were not also found in the Hebrew Bible. Eventually, all Jews accepted this view and abandoned books like Wisdom, Ecclesiasticus (Sirach), Tobit, Judith, Baruch, and First and Second Maccabees.

Jerome’s view corresponded to that of the rabbis. He believed that, while these “extra books” may edify Christian readers, the Church should not use them as a source for doctrine. Again, Augustine opposed Jerome. In this instance, Augustine’s view prevailed.

Eventually, the Council of Trent opted for the wider canon probably because the Reformers chose to accept only books of the Hebrew Bible. That is why the Old Testament read by Catholics contains seven more books than the Old Testament read by Protestant Christians.


Irascible Biblical Commentary
Jerome was more than a translator of the Bible. He was a gifted interpreter as well. His major contribution was a series of commentaries on the prophets. At first, Jerome followed the approach common in his day. For example, his commentary on Obadiah was allegorical. He ignored the historical dimensions of the prophet’s words and focused on a spiritual interpretation that sought to edify readers.

While Jerome never completely abandoned allegorical interpretation, his work as a translator led him to appreciate the historical and literal approach more. He sought to understand the biblical text in its original cultural and historical setting. Many students of the Bible find Jerome’s commentaries still helpful.

Jerome’s commentaries were not esoteric flights of scholarly fancy. The irascible scholar sometimes used his role as a biblical commentator to give his opinion on ecclesiastical controversies of his day, some of which were occasioned by his work. His comments sometimes use personal invective against his opponents that, by today’s standards, seems harsh and sarcastic.

For example, Jerome had a running quarrel with another Christian commentator named Rufinus. In the Preface to his translation of the Book of Ezekiel, Jerome wrote of the recently deceased Rufinus: “Now that the scorpion lies buried....” He once described the heretic Pelagius as the most stupid of persons whose wits were dulled by too much Scottish porridge.

Jerome did not even spare the biblical prophets. He remarked that the quality of their rhetoric made his skin crawl. Reading Jerome’s commentaries and his 117 surviving letters leads to the conclusion that Jerome loved a good argument.


Kind toward his friends
As merciless and abusive as Jerome was toward his opponents, he was gentle and kind toward his friends and the needy. Many people sought his advice as they tried to live out their Christian lives. He founded a school for boys at Bethlehem and served as a spiritual guide for the monks and nuns who settled in Bethlehem to be near him. He gave shelter to refugees who came to the Holy Land following the sack of Rome by the Vandals in 410.

It is also clear that Jerome had a great and abiding respect for ecclesiastical authority. He spent some time in Antioch, which at the time of his visit had three rival bishops. Jerome asserted that he would accept the bishop in union with Rome. All three professed loyalty to the See of Saint Peter so Jerome waited until the pope chose to support one of the three competing bishops. Jerome accepted ordination to the priesthood from Paulinus, the bishop that Rome approved.
Jerome was among the most learned Christians of his day. He put his learning to the service of the Church and became the greatest biblical scholar of the early Church. He has been considered a Father of the Church since the eighth century and the Council of Trent proclaimed him a Doctor of the Church. His writing style was exceptional and he used it to offer the Church a translation of the Old Testament that was the best available to the Latin-speaking Christians of his day.

The contradictions of his personality may be more apparent than those of others whom the Church honors as saints. Still, no one can read his commentaries without recognizing that the Bible was not simply an interesting literary work but the source of Spirit and life for Jerome.


Historical Repeats
Can Jerome help those who are looking for a good translation of the Bible? Jerome would, of course, expect those who preach and teach the Bible to read it in the original Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek as he did. For those who cannot do this, but still want to engage in serious study, he would suggest a literal translation such as found in the Revised Standard Version and the NewAmerican Bible.

Jerome would also favor a translation that used the method of “dynamic equivalence” like The Liturgical Psalter of the International Committee on English in the Liturgy since it seeks to render the psalms “sense for sense” rather than “word for word.” This makes the psalms more accessible to those who wish to pray them today.

Finally, Jerome would know exactly what the translators of the New American Bible psalter are going through. It is almost five years since the American bishops asked that this psalter be approved by Rome for use in the liturgy. Approval has still not come. Jerome’s translation did not achieve wide acceptance in the Church until centuries after his death.

There is no other person who has had greater influence on the way Catholics read the Bible than Saint Jerome. He had worried that his influence would be restricted to aesthetics rather than to faith. His worries were groundless because Jerome was a sincere believer who used his talent and education to help other believers find, as he did, that the Scriptures are the Word of God—the word of life.



Leslie J. Hoppe, a Franciscan friar of the Assumption Province, has been Professor of Old Testament Studies at Catholic Theological Union in Chicago since 1981. Father Hoppe holds a Ph.D. in religion from Northwestern University and is a member of the editorial boards of The Bible Today and Old Testament Abstracts. He is the author of six books, and his articles have appeared in both scholarly and popular magazines.
Why Did the Catholic Church Prevent Vernacular Bible Translations?

https://heroicvirtuecreations.com/2009/07/15/why-did-the-catholic-church-prevent-vernacular-bible-translations/ 

By Devin Rose, July 15, 2009
Common answer: Because the Catholic Church wanted to keep control over all the people and knew that once lay Christians could read the Bible for themselves they would see all the false teachings the Church had added onto the Bible.  Fortunately, Martin Luther broke the Church of Rome’s power by translating the Bible into German so that lay Christians could liberate themselves by rediscovering the Biblical truths over Rome’s lies.

I think especially amongst Protestants that both the implicit assumption in the question itself and the answer are “well-known”, but I want to challenge these ideas on two fronts:

1. Firstly, Luther’s translation of the Bible into German was not the first one; there were many Catholic translations well before him. Further, St. Jerome translated the Bible into the Latin Vulgate in the first place 1,000 years prior to Luther as Latin was the dominant tongue.

2. Secondly, and to me a bit more interestingly because I recently read the history of these two great saints’ lives, Sts. Cyril and Methodius had made translations of the liturgy and the Bible for the Slavic peoples back in the 800s!

The Apostles to the Slavs

Dr. Warren Carroll’s The Building of Christendom covers their lives and their missionary journeys and talks about this fact.  Providentially, Pope Benedict just one month ago dedicated his Wednesday audience to these two saints’s lives:

On the way they [Sts. Cyril and Methodius] stopped in Venice, where they had a heated discussion with the champions of the so-called “trilingual heresy” who claimed that there were only three languages in which it was lawful to praise God: Hebrew, Greek and Latin. The two brothers obviously forcefully opposed this claim. In Rome Cyril and Methodius were received by Pope Adrian II who led a procession to meet them in order to give a dignified welcome to St Clement’s relics. The Pope had also realized the great importance of their exceptional mission….Thus he did not hesitate to approve the mission of the two brothers in Great Moravia, accepting and approving the use of the Slavonic language in the liturgy. The Slavonic Books were laid on the altar of St Mary of Phatmé (St Mary Major) and the liturgy in the Slavonic tongue was celebrated in the Basilicas of St Peter, St Andrew and St Paul.

Isn’t that heresy interesting?  If the Catholic Church were intent on controlling the people via languages used, the trilingual heresy would have served her well, preventing foreigners who became Christians from being able to read the Bible and talk to God–it would all have to be “mediated” through the Church’s priests, but as the Church does not have this diabolical design, she rightly condemned this teaching for what it was–heresy.
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The Cyrillic Alphabet

The saints wanted the Slavic people to understand divine revelation so much that they, in the words of Benedict:

Desirous of imitating [St.] Gregory [Nazianzen] in this service, Cyril asked Christ to deign to speak in Slavonic through him. He introduced his work of translation with the solemn invocation: “Listen, O all of you Slav Peoples, listen to the word that comes from God, the word that nourishes souls, the word that leads to the knowledge of God”….The need for new graphic characters closer to the language spoken was therefore clearly apparent: so it was that the Glagolitic alphabet came into being. Subsequently modified, it was later designated by the name “Cyrillic”, in honour of the man who inspired it. It was a crucial event for the development of the Slav civilization in general. Cyril and Methodius were convinced that the individual peoples could not claim to have received the Revelation fully unless they had heard it in their own language and read it in the characters proper to their own alphabet. (Emphasis mine)

They actually greatly improved the Slavic language so that they could better grasp these divine truths!

Jumping back to Luther and the Reformers, the well-known answer to this (what I have shown to be false) question is also wrong in how it describes Luther and the other Reformers’ views on whether lay Christians should read and interpret Scripture for themselves.  Protestant historian Alister McGrath bursts the bubble:

The magisterial Reformation initially seems to have allowed that every individual had the right to interpret Scripture; but subsequently it became anxious concerning the social and political consequences of this idea. The Peasant’s Revolt of 1525 appears to have convinced some, such as Luther, that individual believers (especially German peasants) were simply not capable of interpreting Scripture. It is one of the ironies of the Lutheran Reformation that a movement which laid such stress upon the importance of Scripture should subsequently deny its less educated members direct access to that same Scripture, for fear that they might misinterpret it (in other words, reach a different interpretation from that of the magisterial reformers). For example, the school regulations of the duchy of Württemberg laid down that only the most able schoolchildren were to be allowed to study the New Testament in their final years – and even then, only if they studied in Greek or Latin. The remainder – presumably the vast bulk – were required to read Luther’s Lesser Catechism instead. The direct interpretation of Scripture was thus effectively reserved for a small, privileged group of people. To put it crudely, it became a question of whether you looked to the pope, to Luther or to Calvin as an interpreter of Scripture. The principle of the ‘clarity of Scripture’ appears to have been quietly marginalized, in the light of the use made of the Bible by the more radical elements of the Reformation. Similarly, the idea that everyone had the right and the ability to interpret Scripture faithfully became the sole possession of the radicals. (Emphasis mine)

(The above reference is from Alister McGrath‘s Reformation Thought, which I saw referenced from a Called to Communion comment.  Also, the “radicals” McGrath speaks of are the radical reformers, for example the Anabaptists.)

So, the fact is that the Catholic Church did not prevent vernacular translations and instead there were ones for 700 years before the Reformation.
The great Tudor Bible myth
http://www.catholicherald.co.uk/issues/october-28th-2016/the-great-tudor-bible-myth/ 
By Dominic Selwood, October 27, 2016

To this day many believe that the Catholic Church refused to give people the Bible and religious instruction in English

When it comes to state violence, official justifications have always been paramount. Throughout history, savvy administrations have paid close attention to their messaging around the use of force and how it is perceived. This is not a modern phenomenon. William the Conqueror went to great lengths to dress up his invasion of Britain as a righteous act to punish a perjurer.

And so it was with the Tudor Reformation – a violent act that required an explanation.

King Henry VIII was short of money. And he urgently needed a new wife. The English Church had money, and the Pope was blocking his annulment. So it was a simple calculation: crush the infrastructure of the Church in England and appropriate its money. He was, though, rightly aware that this would not look very good. Only 12 years earlier, Pope Leo X had awarded him the title “Defender of the Faith” for his valiant support of the Church.

His course of action was, he knew, rather mercenary and lacking in a higher purpose, so his administration duly came up with a suitable story: he was – by the grace of God – saving the country.

The history books therefore dutifully tell us that Henry passed the Act in Restraint of Appeals in 1533, and the country was grateful to be free of the “dead hand” of Rome. Thus liberated, and buoyed up with a unique and divine potential, plucky England went on to become a green and pleasant land, discover the New World, pioneer the Industrial Revolution and bring enlightenment to swathes of the gloomy globe.

It will come as no surprise that this version of events is a bit simplistic in its rush to drown Henry in adulation.

For starters, setting up a new Church could not be achieved by a single Act of Parliament, like Lord Chesterfield’s calendar change of 1752. To rip up and replace an entire country’s millennium-old religion took the reigns of Henry, Edward and Elizabeth, with aftershocks that spilled across subsequent centuries including the Civil War and beyond. Like most religious wars, it was intensely emotional and violent.

The overwhelming majority of the three to four million people of England and Wales watched on with disbelief and anger. They marched in protest. And they died in large numbers to protect the way of life of their ancestors. It took generations for their despair to turn to resignation and acceptance. And as they lost the will to fight, the official Tudor version of events became the received history. Henry and Elizabeth were cast as the saviours of England.

The Tudors and their supporters gave many justifications for the changes, including doctrinal, sacramental and liturgical beliefs. But one that remains prominent in the modern mind, and continues to be repeated (not least in Wolf Hall) is that the Church controlled the people by refusing to give them the Bible and religious instruction in English.

Hogwash: there had been Scripture in English for centuries. In fact, translating the different books of the Bible into dozens of different languages had been going on since the earliest times, before the canon of the Bible was even settled.

The books we call the Old Testament (more or less the Jewish Tanakh) were mostly written in Hebrew, with some Aramaic and Greek. As early as the 1st century BC, Jewish scholars in Alexandria wanted to make Scripture more accessible, as Hebrew was no longer a living language. They therefore set about translating it into Greek, which was the everyday language of much of the Roman empire. Tradition says that 70 of them worked on the task, so their work is called the Septuagint (from septuaginta, 70), or the LXX for short.

Once the early Church had added the New Testament and some years had gone by, a fresh problem arose. The New Testament was in Greek, but there were many in the empire whose first language was now Latin. Enter St Jerome, whose fame rests largely on his monumental effort to translate it all into Latin, and bring it to the people.

There were a number of Latin versions already circulating – known as the Vetus Latina – but they were of varying quality and consistency, and often translated from the Septuagint. With the thoroughness of a born scholar, Jerome returned to the original Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek texts, and translated the entire Bible directly from the sources.

The result was the Vulgate (the Editio Vulgata), which was a coherent rendering of the Old and New Testaments into the popular language of the day. Eventually it replaced the Vetus Latina, although not entirely, as some of the older language survives in places. For example, in the liturgy: gloria in excelsis deo et in terra pax hominibus bonae voluntatis. (The Vulgate has gloria in altissimis deo et in terra pax in hominibus bonae voluntatis.)

When the Roman Empire fell in AD 476, the early medieval world inherited the Greek Septuagint (Old Testament only) and the Latin Vulgate as the standard Bible texts.

But languages are forever evolving. As the centuries passed, Latin was itself buried under the emerging Romance and Germanic languages, and the age-old problem of intelligibility returned. As before, translators got to work in a slew of medieval languages, and the Church was largely happy with the process. This was even explicitly confirmed. For instance, in 813, the Council of Tours approved and encouraged vernacular translations and homilies to aid understanding.

Over in England, the Anglo-Saxon period was exceptionally rich in translations. In the late 600s, Caedmon translated the Creation story into a prose poem in the Northumbrian dialect. At the same time, Bishop Aldhelm of Sherborne translated the Psalms into Old English. A little later, around 700–725, the “Vespasian” Psalter from southern England was glossed with an Old English translation. At the same time, the Venerable Bede translated the Gospel of John and other Gospel texts into Old English. And the following century, King Alfred commissioned translations of the Ten Commandments and laws from Exodus, and had them circulated.
An excellent example of an Old English translation appears in perhaps the most famous medieval manuscript in the English-speaking world: the Lindisfarne Gospels (692-721). Underneath the exquisitely decorated Latin text, you can see, in red ink, an Old English translation of the Gospels added around 970. This is, in fact, the oldest surviving text of the Gospels in Old English.

Only around 20 years later, southern England produced the famous Wessex (or West Saxon) Gospels, which were entirely in Old English. Try this:

Fæder ure þu þe eart on heofonum, si þin nama gehalgod. To becume þin rice, gewurþe ðin willa, on eorðan swa swa on heofonum. Urne gedæghwamlican hlaf syle us todæg, and forgyf us ure gyltas, swa swa we forgyfað urum gyltendum. And ne gelæd þu us on costnunge, ac alys us of yfele.

After the Norman Conquest, translations thrived in England, just as they did all over Europe: in France, Italy, Iberia, Germany and even the Crusader states. Some of these texts are invaluable for information about the evolution of language. For example, in England, Eadwine brought out his Psalterium Triplex, which rendered the Psalter in Latin, Old English and Anglo Norman.

As Old English (which used to be called Anglo-Saxon) evolved into the Middle English of Chaucer, Richard Rolle translated all the Psalms into English (1337–49) in a version which was widely read and copied.

The problems mainly arose when translators altered the accepted meanings of the texts. For instance, Pope Innocent III saw no problem with the use of translations in Metz, but he was concerned about errors in teaching. Likewise, the Wycliffe Bible (1382–95) of the Lollards was condemned for its content, not for the fact that it was in English.

Thomas Arundel, the archbishop of Canterbury, confirmed in 1409 that translations were permitted, but said that they had to be approved by the diocese for accuracy. This may have made translations slower to appear, but it was hardly an attempt to deny the importance of Scripture. There was nothing even approaching a blanket prohibition.

The history of translation in Catholic Europe demonstrates that the Church encouraged Bible reading. Vernacular Bibles were continuously produced in French (including Anglo-Norman) from the 13th century onwards. The 15th and 16th centuries saw notable vernacular Bibles in French, Italian, Spanish, Dutch, Danish, Swedish, Hungarian, Welsh, and a host of other languages.

Scripture was not the only kind of reading which provided Catholics with spiritual nourishment. There was, in addition, a burgeoning trade in other religious and devotional texts in vernacular languages. In England, this trade became intensely vibrant in the century-and-a-half leading up to the Reformation.

For instance, in 1395, the mystic Julian of Norwich published her Revelations of Divine Love, which is remarkable not only as a work of profound spiritual reflection, but also as the first book in English written by a woman.

Not long after, around 1436, the excitable Margery Kempe published her Book of Margery Kempe – perhaps the first autobiography in English – in which she details her 14 children, pilgrimages to Jerusalem, Santiago, Italy and Germany, religious ecstasies and devotions, as well as some colourful period expressions: “Thou wost no more what thou blaberest than Balamis asse.” Amazingly, her work was known only by a couple of excerpts until 1930, when a full copy was found in a cupboard.

Books in English about liturgy and spirituality had, in fact, been around for a long while. For instance, in 1150–80, an English monk named Orm, most likely based at Bourne Abbey in Lincolnshire, wrote the Ormulum in Middle English, summarising the cycle of Bible readings for Mass throughout the year, with a short homily on each.

After Margery Kempe, by the late 1400s and early 1500s devotional books were the bestsellers of the day, and this was largely down to one man: Wynkyn de Worde. As the blue plaque to him at London’s Stationer’s Hall reads: “Father of Fleet Street, first set up his press by Shoe Lane near this Hall circa 1500.”

It is not clear whether de Worde was William Caxton’s apprentice, but after Caxton’s death de Worde took over the press, updated the fonts, added woodcut illustrations and dragged the business into the 16th century, pumping out more than 400 books in over 650 editions. The vast majority were religious, for mass consumption: books of hours, devotional texts, prayers, poems, texts of mystery plays and myriad others. Parishioners read along in many of these books during church services, much as they do today. Of the songs and poems, many have survived, such as Adam lay i-bowndyn or There is no rose of swich vertu.

We will never truly know how many religious texts in English there were before the Reformation. The Tudors gutted the monastery libraries. Scriptoria were pulled down. Books were burned and scattered. Even Oxford’s great Bodleian Library was emptied, its contents tossed onto bonfires or sold off as junk.

When Henry VIII had finished with the large religious institutions, his son Edward turned to the parishes, destroying books in village churches and private collections. When they were done, what was left was a fraction of a once great treasure chest of writing. As the Carmelite prior-turned-Protestant John Bale noted in 1549: “A great nombre of them whych purchased those supertycyous mansyons, resrved of those lybrarye bokes, some to serve theyr jakes [ie, used as lavatory paper], some to scoure candelstyckes, and some to rubbe their bootes. Some they solde to the grossers and soapsellers.”

After the Reformation, there was a notable flowering of Bible translations – including the Catholic Douai-Reims Bible (1582 and 1610), used by the committees of Protestant scholars who assembled the euphonious 1611 King James Bible.

Debates over aspects of the Reformation will rage on. But one thing is clear: translating Scripture into English was an ancient tradition, and – despite the Tudor holocaust of books – there is still a mountain of evidence that medieval England had access to sacred writings in English, French and a carousel of other languages of their choosing.

Did the Catholic Church forbid Bible reading?
How come Catholics weren't allowed to read the Bible?

http://catholicbridge.com/catholic/did_the_catholic_church_forbid_bible_reading.php
To explore this question we will need to look at three separate issues. (1) The history (2) The situation earlier in this century (3) What's it like today?
(1) History - Why didn't people in the Middle Ages read the Bible?

The Bible was on scrolls and parchments during the early centuries of Christianity. No one had a "Bible". In the Middle Ages, each Bible was written by hand. Most people were, at best, only functionally literate. That is partially why they used stained glass windows and art to tell the Bible story. The printing press was not invented until 1436 by Johann Gutenberg. Note: The Gutenberg Bible, like every Bible before it, contained the Deuterocanonical books - or "apocrapha" in Evangelical circles.

So prior to 1436, the idea of everybody having a Bible was out of the question, even if they could read. It's hard to imagine a world without photocopiers, printing presses, email and websites.

After the invention of the printing press, prior to Luther's Bible being published in German, there had been over 20 versions of the whole Bible translated into the various German dialects (High and Low) by Catholics. Similarly, there were several vernacular versions of the Bible published in other languages both before and after the Reformation. The Church did condemn certain vernacular translations because of what it felt were bad translations and anti-Catholic notes (vernacular means native to a region or country).

The Catholic Douay-Rheims version of the whole Bible in English was translated from the Latin Vulgate. It was completed in 1610, one year before the King James Version was published. The New Testament had been published in 1582 and was one of the sources used by the KJV translators.

The Latin Vulgate was always available to anyone who wanted to read it without restriction. Some Evangelicals have said that it would only have been usable by people who read Latin. But in the 16th Century there were no public schools and literacy was not that common, especially among the peasants. Those people who could read had been well educated and could read Latin. We got an email that said:

The Church still had its readings and services in the dead language of Latin ...The Church fought to keep the Bible in Latin even though it could not be understood by most people of the time.

Mark Bonocore responds:

Latin was far from a dead language. It was the language of theology and science (the language of all educated peoples throughout Europe and beyond) well into the 17th and 18th Centuries. For example, when Isaac Newton published his works on physics, he published them in Latin so that all of Europe could read them. The same was true of all other scientific and scholarly advances.

The reason that the Protestant reformers used vernacular languages was because (a) most educated people did not take the reformers seriously and (b) they used the masses to get power for their movement. The pamphlets published by Luther and Calvin were filled with all manner of crude and dirty language (lots of references to "shitting," "pissing," and "farting"), and this was done to capture the imagination of the common man and to create popular uprising against the social establishment. 
The Bible could very much be understood by people with the intelligence and ability to understand its theological content -- most of whom spoke Latin. Most common people of the time, however, could understand neither the language nor the content ...and most common people are still clueless about the content of the Bible today ...which is why Protestants provide "ministers" to interpret it for them.

We should also remember that the Jews had always kept their Bible in the Hebrew until the 19th Century. The Greek versions of the Jewish Bible made in ancient times had been co-opted by the Christians so the Jews basically abandoned them. Any Jew who wanted the read the Bible was expected to make the effort to learn Hebrew.

Some Evangelicals have accused the Catholics of burning people for reading the Bible. Mark Bonocore responds:

We must be careful not to project modern, American sensibilities (in regard to freedom and justice) into the context of medieval history. In the Middle Ages and before 1776, there was simply no such thing as separation of Church and State, not in Catholic countries OR in Protestant countries. If we "burned people for reading the Bible," then the Protestants burned people for praying in Latin or hearing the Catholic Mass (something they unquestionably did in England, Geneva, and Scandinavia, etc.). At this time in history, heresy was also a secular crime; and the powers of a particular country treated it as such. Despite the "spin" that some Evangelicals put on the Catholic position, the Catholic Church was never opposed people reading the Bible. What it opposed was people reading interpretations the Bible apart from the teaching authority of the Church, which would lead to the kinds of problems we have today with 30,000 denominations interpreting Scripture differently. The Bible itself warns against this. (2 Peter 1:20). With the invention of printing, there was a communications explosion, and one suddenly saw lots of people making very poor and heretical translations of the Bible and popularizing them throughout Christendom. The Church tried to stop this.

The common people of the middle ages had no intellectual defense with which they could make a reasonable judgment about the Truth. They were almost as vulnerable to the heresies that were sweeping through their communities as a person standing in front of a gun. Except a lot more than their lives was at stake, their eternal lives were in jeopardy. Today, if someone went out into the street and started shooting people, we wouldn't say, "let him go ahead and do it, people can protect themselves...it's their own fault if they are shot to death."  
The Church was very worried that people who were influenced by these heresies were going to spend eternity in hell. No one was punished for simply believing a heresy. The crime was teaching it, and leading others astray. The Church felt it was their job to protect the souls of the innocent. In hindsight, we see that we would have done better by not using force.

Some Evangelicals accuse the Catholic Church of "Chaining Bibles". The Church DID chain Bibles in the Middle Ages; and for the same reason that the Telephone Company chained its directories to the booth in the 1960's -- to prevent people from STEALING them. They were chained so that everyone could read it, in the congregation.
We must remember that each Bible had to be copied by hand and that it took many years of a monk working behind the walls of a monastery, called a scriptorium, to do this. Each Bible was made on vellum (sheep hide), it took 250 sheep and 1000's of hours to make every Bible. According to standards today, each one of these Bibles would be worth about $100,000. Records have been compiled which show that there were 5,000 chained books in 11 Protestant and 2 Catholic libraries. The Reformers, likewise, chained their Bibles in their churches for at least 300 years. Therefore, Catholics were not alone in chaining Bibles.

(2) Bible reading earlier this Century

We've interviewed dozens of older Catholics, and ex Catholics, including those who now go to Evangelical Churches, to try to gain an understanding of the charge that Catholics weren't allowed to read their Bibles in the 1930's - 1970's.

It is true that earlier in this century, in some Catholic circles, people were not encouraged to read their Bibles. This discouragement was a mistake. The Church does not claim that these types of mistakes have not been made. Catholics believe that although the teaching of the Church is "infallible" on matters of doctrine, the Church is not "indefectible." Sometimes God chooses people who fall. He has done that since the beginning of the Church. (i.e., Peter and the first apostles).

It was never forbidden to read the Bible. But some priests were worried that congregations would come up with dozens of conflicting interpretations of Scripture. These priests knew of over 300 Protestant denominations who had distinct beliefs about the interpretation of Scripture. Many of these interpretations conflicted with each other yet every one of them claimed divine inspiration. As a whole, neither Catholics nor Evangelicals are into relativism (which says there are many truths). So we have to conclude that the vast majority of conflicting Evangelical biblical interpretations are incorrect since only one can be true. (Perhaps this is a powerful argument against Sola Scriptura - Bible alone.) Some priests saw this divisional process in Protestant circles and felt it was a danger.

Eleanor, an elderly lady in our Church, explained that Catholics went to Catholic school. That was in the day when they really were religious based schools. They had religion class for 40 minutes every morning which taught the basics of the faith, including many articles based on Scripture and Latin. The Evangelical counterpart to this was once a week of Sunday School, which is only 20% of what Catholics were getting. Eleanor loved the nuns who were her teachers. Eleanor's mother went to Church every morning at 6 am. Even though the Mass was in Latin, the Bible readings were in English. As mentioned above, there were four readings at every Mass. Most families had a family Bible although it is true they favoured hearing the Bible reading during Mass where there would be a homily explaining the readings. Joan, a lady in our church said this:

...in grade 6 or 7 all the students in our class were given the New Testament and encouraged to read it every day. The teacher (a nun) started us with the Acts of the Apostles and I remember becoming soooo excited...and I still get that way! ...I do remember being told by my grade one teacher...to listen well to the Bible readings at Mass on Sunday because that was Jesus talking to us...My grandmother used to quote Scripture to her neighbors...She heard it at church or from the priests and remembered it...and used it!

(3) What's it like today? Do Catholics read the Bible?

Today, Catholics who are faithful to the teaching of the Church are totally into the Word. The level of education is higher than it has ever been and people are better able to comprehend its meaning. The New American Bible has a preface from the Vatican that regular private Scripture study is a blessing (an indulgence is received) to all Catholics who crack open the Word. We love digging into the Word with my Evangelical friends. And hey, our Bible was not copied out by hand. Thank God for the printing press.
Ignorance of Scripture is ignorance of Christ
St. Jerome, quoted in the Catechism CC133

Notes:

The first section was researched by Art Sippo, Fr. Terry Donahue (CC), Mark Bonocore, and Hugh (of this site)
(1) http://www.ccel.org/contrib/exec_outlines/matt/mt15_1.htm 
(2) Father Mateo at www.cin.org
(3) Evangelical and Catholics Together: Toward a Common Mission, edited by Charles Colson and Richard John Neuhaus, Dallas: Word Publishing, 1995, Neuhaus' chapter, "The Catholic Difference," 175-227; quote from 209-210

The Untold Story of How Catholics First Translated Scripture into English
https://catholicexchange.com/the-untold-story-of-how-catholics-first-translated-scripture-into-english
By Stephen Beale, November 2, 2015

The usual story of how we got the Bible in the vernacular goes something like this: after casting off the husk of medieval Catholic tradition, superstition, and vestigial paganism, the Protestant Reformers went back to the original Hebrew and Greek and gave the people a Bible in their native language.
Right?

Wrong.

At least in the case of English. In the first place, the guy credited with producing the first English Bible, the 14th century heretic John Wycliffe, didn’t even go back to the Hebrew and Greek. Instead he—perish the thought!—went to the Latin Vulgate. As a result, his translation had Old Testament books like 1 and 2 Maccabees and Sirach that Protestants would later reject. It had a distinctly Latin-flavor, adopting many of the neologisms coined by St. Jerome, and even retained some surprisingly non-Protestant turns of phrases.

For example, in Wycliffe’s translation, Luke 1:28 reads this way: And the aungel entride to hir, and seide, Heil, ful of grace; the Lord be with thee; blessid be thou among wymmen (emphasis added).

It is true that credit for the first complete English translation of the Bible goes to Wycliffe. But we shouldn’t let that fact obscure the larger truth that Catholics had been translating portions of the Scriptures into English centuries before the first edition of Wycliffe’s Bible came out, in 1382.

In the beginning…
In fact, the history of English translations really begins in the 600s with a worker at an English monastery named Caedmon. One night as he was sleeping in the stable, so the story goes, a voice called to him in a vision, beckoning him to sing the story of creation. Caedmon, who previously had known no poetry nor had any ability as a singer, suddenly was able to starting singing the creation account of Genesis in hymn form. (One of his hymns is at the bottom of this page.)

He would go on to compose pious paraphrases of the major stories of Genesis, Exodus, and the life of Christ. While these were certainly not translations, they did make the content of these biblical stories available to the laity. This means that the average peasant certainly would have known their Bible in terms of its major stories and figures, even if they had not actually sat down and read an actual translation.

The deathbed translation of Bede
But the English world, such as it was back then, did not have to wait long for an actual translation. That came with the Venerable Bede, born in 672 or 673, around the time of Caedmon’s death. Bede is remembered as the author of a monumental history of the English and a giant of English theology in the early Middle Ages.

The last work of his life was his translation of the Gospel of John. Bede labored on this until the very moment of his death. As the ailing saint drew near to the end, he was told by the scribe to whom he had been dictating the translation that one chapter remained. Go on quickly; I do not know how long I shall hold out and whether my Maker will not soon remove me, Bede told the scribe, according to one account.

It came down to one last sentence. All is finished, Bede said to his companion. He rested his head on the floor of his monastic cell, calling upon his heavenly Father to take him home, as the monks around him sang the Glory Be. That was in 735. (Unfortunately, there are no surviving copies of his translation, which has led some to question whether Bede really produced a bona fide translation. Regardless, all the old accounts regard his work as a translation.)

The medieval king who was also a Bible translator
If anyone was going to produce an English version of Scripture, Bede is exactly the kind of person you’d expect to do it. The next translator is the last person you’d expect.

It was Easter season 878 and the Vikings had overrun much of the English kingdom of Wessex. While Vikings threatened Europe from the North, Muslim armies had advanced from the South into Spain and Italy. In the center, the institutions of government tottered. Between 867 and 910, Europe went through seven Holy Roman Emperors and fifteen popes—many dying unnatural deaths. The feudal system of decentralized government and economics was on the rise. If there ever was a Dark Ages—a term that historians do not accept today—this was it.

On the island of Athelney in a vast marshland known as the Somerset Levels, the king of Wessex, Alfred, huddled with his band of fighters. It was there that Alfred found strength in his Christian faith, according to Catholic historian Warren Carroll. He emerged from what was as much a military retreat as a spiritual one sometime between the feast of the Ascension and Pentecost to defeat the Vikings at the Battle of Ethandune. It would take a few more battles, but Alfred the Great was able to bring relative peace to his domain.

Alfred would go on to do the kind of things that would be expected from a good king trying to ride out the chaos of the early Middle Ages—he centralized the government, reformed the tax system, reorganized the military, promulgated laws, and promoted education. And he also translated some of the Bible—specifically portions of Exodus, Acts, and the first 50 Psalms.

Alfred did not just dabble in translation in his spare time—it was at the center of his public initiatives. His work served his goal of increasing education and his versions of Exodus and Acts were meant to bolster his legal reforms. (This is according to The Practice of the Bible in the Middle Ages, by Susan Boynton and Diane Reilly.)

Alfred would go on to also translation works of Church Fathers like Augustine and Pope St. Gregory the Great into the Old English vernacular was well, finishing one book a year until his death in 899, according to historian Warren Carroll, who concludes that “[t]hey shaped the English language and thought; they made the Faith and its explanations and practice more clear and real to his people.” (Source: The Building of Christendom.)
The monk, the mystic, and the heretic
There are two more bright lights of biblical scholarship before we get to Wycliffe.

One was Aelfric, a Bede-like figure who was abbot of a monastery near Oxford and lived from the mid-900s to the early 1000s, dying before the epochal Norman invasion of England in 1066.

He is commonly regarded as one of the most prolific Old English writers. Aelfric took on the translation of the first seven books of the Bible, producing a text known as the Heptateuch. He also produced a version of the four gospels. In addition voluminous work includes numerous homilies, a grammar, translations of two works St. Basil’s the Great’s works, and a treatise on the Old and New Testaments modeled after Augustine’s On Christian Doctrine.

Another notable Catholic Bible translator of this period was Richard Rolle, a hermit and yet another prodigious writer who authored one of the great yet little known works of English mysticism, The Fire of Love.

His translation work was less copious, but none the less notable: from him we have an English collection of the Psalms—just decades before Wycliffe came on the scene. Indeed, as the Catholic Encyclopedia well notes, “This work of translation is noteworthy in face of the persistent though discredited Protestant tradition ascribing all the credit of translating the Scriptures into English to Wycliffe.”

Wycliffe, then, really was the last, rather than first, in a long line of translators. His translation was not so much the breaking dawn of a new age of enlightenment as the glowing achievement of nearly a millennium of medieval Catholic biblical scholarship to which he was deeply indebted—despite his protestations to the contrary.
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